
ABSTRACT 

Amanda Ruth Hodges. LEGISLATOR SUPPORT FOR NEW PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION 
INITIATIVES: A CASE STUDY OF THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE EAST CAROLINA 
UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF DENTAL MEDICINE (Under the direction of Dr. Cheryl 
McFadden), Department of Educational Leadership, April 2014.   

 
 This study addresses the need for leaders in public higher education to possess a general 

knowledge of how new initiatives in public higher education gain support from state legislators 

to advance and implement their initiatives.  This study’s research question is: What is the process 

by which public higher education institutions receive legislative support for new initiatives?  

This question was explored through a qualitative, historical case study investigating the 

evolution of the School of Dental Medicine (SoDM) at East Carolina University (ECU) as an 

example of a new initiative in public higher education (four-year level institutions) that was 

successful during the Great Recession and a period with limited resources in the University of 

North Carolina System.  

Through a combination of semi-structured interviews and archival documents, 

information was coded in an effort to analyze the evolution of the events leading to the 

successful creation and funding of the SoDM at ECU through the lens of Kingdon’s (2003) 

Multiple Streams Model and Primeval Soup Concept.  Analysis of the findings extracted from 

primary and secondary coding of informants’ responses revealed data that guided 

recommendations of strategies/approaches for public higher education leaders to consider 

utilizing in order to advance new initiatives at their institutions of public higher education that 

rely on support from state legislative approvals and appropriations for establishment.    

 While Kingdon has focused on the federal level of decision making, in areas such as 

healthcare and transportation, this study applied his concepts to the state level of decision 

making in the arena of public higher education.  This study went beyond establishing which 



  

 
 

streams were most influential on the overall process of political decision making in public higher 

education by exploring deeper into the realms of where events of change occurred and the 

themes of influences that were most active with respect to advancing and challenging the 

initiative throughout its evolution.  Strategies/approaches to advancing new initiatives of public 

higher education, based on this study’s results, are included in the discussion of this study’s 

results. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

During a period of minimal state budget expenditures and decreases, the School of Dental 

Medicine (SoDM) at East Carolina University (ECU) emerged as a new initiative that was fully 

supported with state appropriations by the North Carolina General Assembly (NCGA).  These 

state appropriations enabled a new public higher education initiative to evolve from an idea into 

the establishment of a state-of-the-art center for educating future dentists.  Although it was a new 

public higher education initiative, the SoDM at ECU would be the second dental school within 

its state’s four-year, public higher education system.  This study seeks to utilize the experiences 

of this case to gain an improved understanding of the process in which legislators engage to 

decide whether or not to support new public higher education initiatives with state 

appropriations.  While public higher education may be perceived as unique in its mission and 

services from other state-supported areas (now often referred to as state-assisted due to decreased 

funding from state governments) funded by taxpayers, and the factors of influence may vary 

among the state-supported areas, the processes in which state legislators engage as they make 

decisions related to public policies (including appropriation decisions) appear to be similar 

regardless of industry / service area.    

  By applying findings from semi-structured interviews of key informants and related 

archival documents about the progression of the SoDM at ECU to Kingdon’s concepts of the 

Primeval Soup and the multiple streams that move initiatives through the political decision 

making process, this study anticipates not only offering revelations of the overall process of 

political decision making involved but also what streams most often join at critical junctures 

where key evolutionary events take place in the process described by Kingdon’s concept.  This 

study will also further Kingdon’s concept by offering a single, historical case study concerning 
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decisions made at the state government level.  Kingdon’s findings supporting his concepts of the 

Primeval Soup and Multiple Streams Model focused on federal level health and transportation 

policy (Kingdon, 2003).  Other researchers have utilized the Multiple Streams Model to study 

agenda setting / formation related to higher education and its decentralization at the state level; 

however, few have broadened the reach of the Multiple Streams Model to convey a more 

comprehensive understanding of the overall process of political decision making (Zahariadis, 

2007).    

Questions guiding the semi-structured interviews  and categories for coding the study’s 

findings of the interviews and archival documents collected were related to the four basic stages 

of the policy making process identified by Kingdon (2003): “(1) the setting of the agenda, (2) the 

specification of alternatives from which a choice is to be made, (3) an authoritative choice 

among those specified alternatives, as in a legislative vote or a presidential decision, and (4) the 

implementation of the decision” (pp. 2-3).  Themes used in coding the findings were related to 

Kingdon’s (2003) multiple streams of problems, policies, and politics.   

Variables such as stakeholders and relationships among them, societal needs, legislator 

and stakeholder perceptions, economic conditions, and other elements in this case were 

anticipated to emerge as catalysts at the critical junctures of the process where significant events 

take place.  These events, which unfolded along the way, were also anticipated to be variables 

acting as catalysts to future events.  Given that Kingdon’s concepts of the Primeval Soup and 

Multiple Streams Model are fluid in nature, there were no clear dependent and independent 

variables expected to emerge as one variable had the potential to take on both roles in different 

events / interactions occurring throughout the process.   
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In order to achieve these results, this study was guided by the following central research 

question: What is the process by which public higher education institutions receive legislative 

support for new initiatives?  Although there are other revenue sources often used for supporting 

new initiatives of public higher education, such as endowments and donations from non-

governmental sources that provide various degrees of support through funding, these sources are 

unpredictable and vulnerable to the economic climate.  Therefore, for the purposes of this study, 

state legislative support for new initiatives was the focus.          

It is essential that leaders in higher education fully understand the political process, 

especially concerning how legislators make decisions related to financially supporting new 

initiatives of public higher education (Lane, 2007; Marshall, Mitchell, & Wirt, 1985; 

Shakespeare, 2007; Tandberg, 2009).  The ramification of a decline in financial support for 

public higher education from state legislatures poses threats to the quality and access of public 

higher education.  Decreased state support of public higher education with state appropriations  

has been found to lead to decreased public access to quality higher education, decreased quality 

of public higher education learning environments, and decreased public higher education 

program offerings among other decreases in essential components of quality public higher 

education (Courtright, Moss, & Phillips, 2011; Ehrenberg 2006; McLendon, Hearn, & Mokher, 

2009; Stancill, 2011; University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 2011; Weerts & Ronca, 2006).  

One might extend these findings to also include decreased development and implementation of 

new initiatives in public higher education that would benefit not only those directly immersed in 

them but also those in the communities served by the recipients of the new initiatives.  New 

initiatives enable public higher education institutions to respond to an ever-changing, global 
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market of higher education as well as to the ever-changing needs of the public citizenry, which 

may be difficult to achieve by remaining at the status quo with minimal funding.     

While leaders in public higher education have been communicating with legislators about 

the need for state funding, the national trend of state appropriations to fund public institutions of 

higher education and their initiatives (new and current) has been continuing to demonstrate low 

percentages of support from state appropriations while enrollment continues to increase (State 

Higher Education Executive Officers [SHEEO], 2013).  Over the five-year period between fiscal 

years 2006-2007 and 2011-2012, there was an average decrease (nationally) of 23.1% in state 

appropriations per full-time equivalent (FTE) enrolled student while the average number of FTE 

students increased 15.6% overall nationally (see Figure 1).  Meanwhile, tuition accounted for 

nearly one-half (47%) of public higher education revenue in the United States during fiscal year 

2011-2012, an increase of 4.3% from the previous fiscal year, 10.6% from fiscal year 2006-2007, 

and 16.8% (see Figure 2)  between fiscal years 2001-2002 and 2011-2012 (SHEEO, 2013).  

Upon examining data for each of the 50 states, all but one state (North Dakota) experienced 

decreases in state appropriations per FTE student while FTE student enrollment experienced 

growth (SHEEO, 2013).  North Dakota was unique in that both state appropriations per FTE 

student and FTE student enrollment increased during the period between fiscal years 2006-2007 

and 2011-2012 (see Figure 3). 

Fiscal year 2012-2013 did introduce increases in state appropriations for public higher 

education in twelve of the fifty states; however, the long-term effects of the previous years’ 

budget cuts continue to threaten the public higher education sector and yield an overall negative 

economic outlook for this sector (including institutions within those states experiencing increases  
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Figure 1.  Percentage change in FTE enrollment and appropriations per FTE student between  
 
fiscal years 2006-2007 and 2011-2012 (nationally).
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equivalent (FTE) enrollment of students and decrease in state appropriations per FTE enrolled student.  
Data for this illustration was derived from Tables 4 & 5 in the State Higher Education Finance FY 2012 
Report, produced by the State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO), 2013,  retrieved from the 
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Figure 2.  State appropriations and net tuition revenue as percentages of public higher education 
 
revenue (nationally). 
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Figure 3.  State by state percentage change in FTE enrollment and appropriations per FTE  
 
student between fiscal years 2006-2007 and 2011-2012.
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in appropriations) in the coming year (Bogaty & Nelson, 2013; Center for the Study of Education 

Policy [CSEP], 2013a).  As a result of such reductions, quality of and access to public higher 

education have been, and continue to be, negatively impacted (Courtright, Moss, & Phillips, 

2011; Ehrenberg 2006; McLendon, Hearn, & Mokher, 2009; Stancill, 2011; University of North 

Carolina at Chapel Hill, 2011; Weerts & Ronca, 2006).  Economic demands being placed on 

institutions of public higher education (as these institutions seek to continue to provide quality 

and accessible educational opportunities while also growing with new initiatives) negatively 

impact not only those institutions and their initiatives, current and new, but also the public served 

by them.  Thus, it is critical for leaders of this sector to effectively maneuver through the 

political decision making process as related to support for public higher education initiatives.   

Findings discussed in this qualitative study should provide leaders in public higher 

education with strategies and information to apply to the process involved in successfully 

advancing new public higher education initiatives, requiring legislative support for 

implementation, by responding to the central research question mentioned earlier.  This study 

seeks to not only reveal insight related to the overall process of political decision making as it 

relates to new initiatives of public higher education, but it also seeks to identify critical junctures 

at which change occurs throughout this process.  In doing so, leaders in public higher education 

might identify how and when to best invest their time and influence.    

In addition to the investment of time and influence, this study aimed to convey 

information about how knowledge and framing the new initiative to stakeholders and decision 

makers, especially to those who are legislators, influences the advancement of a new initiative in 

public higher education. These messages may need to be conveyed effectively among all 

stakeholders concerned, including those who are external to the institution such as alumni, 
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institutional boards of trustees’ members, higher education governing boards, lobbyists, and 

constituents on behalf of leaders within public higher education.  As such, it is vital for those 

expressing the need of public higher education to political decision makers to fully understand 

the entire political process guiding legislators’ decisions from the inception of an idea expressed 

to them to the concrete shape that idea takes when supported by state legislators and survives.  

By understanding this process in the light of initiatives at public institutions of higher education 

that were successfully funded during a period of economic downturn, leaders in public higher 

education might equip them with the necessary knowledge for framing needs of public higher 

education in ways that will be fully supported by state legislators.   

Being able to convey the message in a successful manner that will achieve state funding 

for public higher education will benefit the public good of higher education in offering citizens 

of all income brackets the opportunity to take advantage of a quality education.  Based on the 

past experiences of public higher education institutions receiving decreased state funding each 

year, access and quality may continue to decline unless a change occurs in legislators’ decisions 

to appropriate funding to public higher education. 

Higher Education as a Public Good: From Limited Access to Public Access 

Historically, public institutions of higher education in the United States served to prepare 

their citizenry to lead their local communities, states, and the nation.  One of the original colonial 

commitments was “to the liberal education of future leaders” (Thelin, 2004, p. 4).  The 

traditional liberal arts curriculum, especially the curriculum used in the United States, was 

“designed to perpetuate a class of educated gentlemen” (Goodchild & Wechesler, 2008, p. 260).  

Wealthy settlers of the colonies looked to higher education to shape their sons into 

knowledgeable and responsible members of society (Huxley, 1868).  The education of future 
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leaders and clergy had begun in Europe and carried over with the settlement of the colonies in 

what would become the United States of America.  At one point, colonial colleges even 

attempted to expand their mission of shaping future leaders to the leaders of the American Indian 

tribes (Thelin, 2004).  Generally, higher education was accessible primarily to those identified as 

members of the families found in higher income brackets of American society, known to some as 

the landed gentry class, until the creation of public higher education, such as the first of its kind 

created with the University of North Carolina (Snider, 1992).   

At the core of this newly created type of higher education was a (newly created) method 

of maintaining and funding this new public good for its citizens mandated in its state constitution 

(N.C. Const. art. IX, § 8-9).  With the creation of America’s first public university, knowledge 

would be accessible to members of all social classes, offering those of limited wealth the same 

knowledge and skill base as peers of the wealthiest means.  Other states within the United States 

would follow the lead of North Carolina with their own institutions of public higher education 

offering accessible, quality higher education to its citizenry.           

 Leaders, especially those of North Carolina, Arizona, and Wyoming who included 

mandated provisions in their state constitutions to ensure funding for public higher education, 

seemed to view education as a top priority and a necessity for the governance of the state (Ariz.  

Const. art. XI, § 6; N.C. Const. art. IX, § 9; Wyo. Const. art. VII, § 16).  In creating their state 

constitutions, leaders of Wyoming and North Carolina specified the establishment and 

government of public higher education as a matter of the public good.  Wyoming’s State 

Constitution provides for higher education to the degree to which “claims of humanity and the 

public good require” (Wyo. Const. art. VII, § 18).  The State Constitution of North Carolina 

recognizes the value of education by identifying knowledge as “being necessary to good 



 

11 
 

government…and the means of education shall forever be encouraged” (N.C. Const. art. IX, § 1).  

All state governments across the United States have not provided for the funding of public higher 

education to as complete a degree as that of the state legislatures of North Carolina, Wyoming, or 

Arizona.  However, the existence of public higher education, where some percentage of state 

funding is to be appropriated to educating its citizenry, implies higher education serves to the 

betterment of the public good.   

Decreased State Support, Increased Competition, and Increased Personal Investment 

 With missions to offer accessible, quality higher education to citizens of all income 

brackets and social standings, institutions of public higher education have historically relied on 

state appropriations.  However, decreased support in funding from state legislatures to their 

systems of public higher education has made it more difficult for those of less fortunate financial 

backgrounds to attend state-supported institutions.  Across the United States, “state 

appropriations for higher education have declined 40% since 1978” (Weerts & Ronca, 2006, p. 

935).  Between fiscal years 2007-2008 and 2012-2013, state appropriations declined nearly 11% 

nationally with the lowest dollars in state appropriations being allocated in fiscal year 2012-2013 

(CSEP, 2013a, 2013b). 

Regardless of mandated provisions in state constitutions, declines in state appropriations 

have impacted even states such as North Carolina, Wyoming, and Arizona where their state 

constitutions specify that the state legislature is expected to offer as much funding as possible to 

public higher education in its state.  North Carolina, whose constitution may have the most 

extensive wording related to funding public higher education, requires the NCGA to provide its 

citizens with an expense-free public higher education as is “practicable” for the state (N.C. 

Const. art. IX, § 9).  Even so, the decline in state appropriations for public higher education in 
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this state has totaled over one billion dollars since 2006 with a continual decline since 2007 

(Courtright et al., 2011).   

While specific dollar amounts may seem rather large, and a significant decline in dollars 

budgeted has been a reality for institutions of public higher education across the United States, it 

should be noted that the national trend of state spending for public higher education has not 

experienced quite as great of a decline overall.  The national average percentage of the gross 

domestic product (GDP) appropriated for operating expenses for public higher education 

stabilized at 0.52% during the years between 2005 and 2010, declining from 0.57% in 2000 (just 

prior to the first contemporary recession in the United States).  In the ten-year period between 

fiscal years 2001 and 2010, some states did increase appropriations (as a percentage of GDP) for 

their public higher education institutions during this period while other state legislatures 

continued to decrease appropriations for public higher education operating expenses as a 

percentage of GDP (National Science Foundation [NSF], 2012).  In the recent publication of the 

Grapevine Report (2013b), changes in appropriations between fiscal years 2007-2008 and 2012-

2013 ranged from a decline of almost 37% in Arizona to an increase of just over 32% in 

Wyoming with the other states along the spectrum of percent changes. 

Even with the increases in state appropriations experienced by some states, there remains 

a negative economic outlook for the higher education sector in all states across the nation 

(Bogaty & Nelson, 2013).  This negative outlook is projected to continue for the next twelve to 

eighteen months as a result of “diminished student demand,” “increased price sensitivity,” 

strained “non-tuition revenue sources,” and “weak returns” on endowments (Bogaty & Nelson, 

2013, para. 5-7).  Not only are these tangible sources of economic support negatively impacting 

higher education in the United States, but also the public’s loss of confidence in the value of 
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attaining a college degree has negative implications for support of higher education in the United 

States (Bogaty & Nelson, 2013).  Regardless of the degree to which there may be a loss in the 

public’s confidence in the value of higher education, increasing FTE enrollment (see Figure 1 

and 3) is a reflection that the public still values public higher education (SHEEO, 2013).  

Comparisons of spending across fiscal years have indicated that in times of recession, 

state budget reductions tend to affect higher education immensely.  During the most recent and 

lengthy national recession since the early 1990s, which occurred between 2008 and 2010, tuition 

increased from about 36% to 41% of the total public higher education revenue in the United 

States, requiring individuals to put forth more of a personal investment and allowing state 

governments to spend less on public higher education (SHEEO, 2013).  The decline in public 

funding may be traced back to the transfer of oversight of certain programs from the federal 

government to state and local governments along with reductions in funding from the federal 

government for state and local governments.  Additionally, higher education must compete with 

programs such as elementary and secondary education, healthcare, corrections, and social 

services, programs viewed as being more necessary than higher education (McLendon et al., 

2009; Weerts & Ronca, 2006).   

This shift in funding supports categorizing public higher education as more of a personal 

investment than that of a public, state investment (National Conference of State Legislatures 

Fiscal Affairs Program [NCSL], 2010; Quinterno & Orozco, 2012).  As revealed by the State 

Higher Education Finance Fiscal Year 2012 Report and illustrated in Figure 2 of this study, state 

appropriations have decreased such that nearly one-half of the total public higher education 

revenue was attributable to revenue gained from tuition in fiscal year 2011-2012 whereas tuition 

accounted for only about one-third of this revenue five years earlier (SHEEO, 2013).  The shift 
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of responsibility for supporting public higher education from the taxpayers through state 

appropriations to parents and students in the form of increased tuition, fees, and / or “user 

charges” has been referred to as cost-sharing (Johnstone, 2004, pp. 403-404).  The most sound 

arguments in support of cost-sharing to fund public higher education is the reality of decreased 

public revenue and increased competition for the limited revenue from areas such as those 

mentioned above including “elementary and secondary education, public health, housing, public 

infrastructure, and welfare” (Johnstone, 2004, p. 408). 

 Ehrenberg (2006) refers to the dilemma being experienced by four-year, public 

institutions of higher education as the “perfect storm.”  With the pressures to fund other areas of 

the state budget during strained economic times leading to decreased appropriations for higher 

education, stresses are equally (if not more so) applied to the ability of four-year, public 

institutions of higher education to continue to provide an accessible, quality education 

(Ehrenberg, 2006).  Although public higher education institutions have been making efforts to 

become less dependent on state appropriations for funding sources by seeking support from non-

governmental entities, state appropriations have traditionally been the revenue stream upon 

which these institutions have depended on for support each year.  This study recognizes that non-

governmental sources of support for funding are becoming a greater source of revenue for public 

higher education intuitions; however, for the purposes of this study, support for new initiatives of 

public higher education will be studied as it relates to state government.  As such, it is essential 

for leaders to understand how to go about framing their needs in such a way that education, 

especially higher education in this case, is viewed as being worthy of the state’s investment.  By 

framing the need for funding public higher education as an answer to alleviating the needs in 

other areas such as healthcare, transportation, social services, and corrections that require quite a 
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bit of funding from the state as well, a solid case begins to be built in support of funding higher 

education (Tandberg, 2009). 

 In evaluating the worth of investing in public higher education, especially that of four-

year institutions, state legislatures and their budgets are influenced by their business cycles, state 

age demographics, and state appropriations to Medicaid (Tandberg, 2008).  However, before 

leaders in higher education might frame the need for funding public higher education, it is crucial 

to fully understand the political process of decision making by legislators.  Marshall et al. (1985) 

note that “the interaction and beliefs of policy actors are key to understanding their social 

construction of the reality in which they live, and their way of coming to the point of policy 

choice” (p. 114).  Therefore, it is important for leaders in higher education to understand how to 

ensure that necessary priorities related to the quality of public higher education, such as state 

funding for four-year, public higher education institutions, get to that point of policy choice.   

Although there has, historically, been a social construct of four-year, public higher 

education in the United States being a necessary public good in which the state should invest for 

its future, it appears to now be viewed by state legislators as more of a personal investment.  As 

an example among the state governing bodies across the United States, the NCGA passed one of 

the deepest reductions in state history of funding to its four-year, public higher education system 

(the UNC System), for the fiscal year 2011-2012 budget (Courtright et al., 2011).  While fiscal 

year 2011-2012 was viewed as being a year of great economic decline for public higher 

education in North Carolina, this state was one of twelve states in the nation to have experienced 

an overall increase of just under 7% in state appropriations for public higher education over the 

five-year period between fiscal years 2007-2008 and 2012-2013 (CSEP, 2013b).  
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State appropriations for higher education in North Carolina had been continually 

declining between fiscal years 2007-2008 and 2011-2012 and totaling over $1 billion in the five-

year period between fiscal years 2006-2007and 2011-2012 (Courtright, et al., 2011).  The budget 

for the 2011-2012year resulted in a $414 million reduction in state funding to the UNC system, 

which ranged from an 8.4% budget reduction at the North Carolina School of Science and 

Mathematics (NCSSM) to a 17.9% budget reduction at the system’s flagship institution, UNC-

Chapel Hill (Stancill, 2011).  As mandated by the NCGA, budget reductions were based on need 

rather than across the board, which could have resulted in a 15.6% reduction in funding at each 

of the UNC System’s 17 institutions across the state (Stancill, 2011).  Although the budget 

reductions had the potential of being worse at some institutions if they had been distributed 

equally across the 17 institutions, the reality remains that these reductions throughout the UNC 

System “threaten the ability to educate the next generation of leaders.  Across [each] campus, 

more programs will be eliminated, students will see larger class sizes and fewer course sections, 

and there will be additional layoffs” (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill [UNC-CH], 

2011, para. 3).  

This shift of investment (experienced not only in North Carolina but across the United 

States) from the state government to an increasingly personal investment is an example of what 

Quinterno calls “the great cost shift” to reference “how a pattern of disinvestment is leading to 

stagnant graduation rates and skyrocketing levels of student debt” (Demos, 2012, para. 1).  

Essentially, state legislatures have chosen to provide higher education to their constituents by 

increasing the personal investment of citizens with increasing tuition and fees, which allows the 

state to decrease its public investment of state appropriations for public higher education 

(Demos, 2012).   
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It is suggested that public higher education’s role to contribute to the public good is 

shifting from being driven by its contributions to the betterment of society to being economic 

and market-driven, leading to higher education being seen as more commercialized and 

privatized (Kezar, 2004).  Such a shift would support the movement of state governments’ 

disinvestment in public higher education.  In contrast to those areas that are appropriately 

market-driven with a clearly defined product, traditional higher education’s primary areas of 

responsibility (teaching, research, and service) are more complex and less clearly defined 

(Brady, 2013).  Subsequently, applying a market-driven approach to higher education could be 

detrimental to higher education’s future, especially with respect to its aspect of service to society 

and contributions to the public good.   

However, Howarth (1991) puts forth that higher education is naturally shaped by market 

forces and when “properly activated, market forces are effective tools for improving the match 

between the services provided by the higher education system and the needs of its users and 

funders” (p. 5).  Higher education is a market in itself and those things that influence it are 

market forces.  The four markets within which institutions of higher education may be active 

include: customers (students); trading of services (student preparation and expertise of research 

and consultants to be utilized by society); markets within the institution (recruitment of staff and 

allocation of resources); and political markets when seeking / receiving public funding (Howarth, 

1991).  Of these four markets suggested by Howarth (1991), the market of student demand most 

closely relates to the debate on public higher education being an individual or public good.  He 

argues that there are individual benefits in addition to the collective benefits; therefore, public 

funds should only be a portion of the support for higher education with the remaining amount 

coming from parents and students.  As such, student loans emerge as a capital investment in the 
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student’s potential earnings that will result from the acquiring of knowledge.  The collective 

benefit for the public in Howarth’s (1991) argument is that which results from highly qualified 

individuals contributing to the economy.      

This cost shift is significant to consider as it impacts not only the “middle class” of 

America, but also the “Millenials,” a generation of Americans who have been viewed as “much 

larger in size, much more racially and ethnically diverse, and more apt to enroll in college than 

the generation that came of age in the 1990s” (Quinterno & Orozco, 2012, para. 3).  This group 

of students is, and will be, the immediate workforce and leadership of their states and nation; as 

such, the state’s return on investment, or one might say disinvestment, will depend on the 

preparation of this current generation of students. 

Legislator Rationales, Perceptions, and Information 

As state appropriations are determined by the state legislators serving on related 

committees in the legislature, it is essential to understand the rationale of these legislators behind 

their decisions related to appropriating funding to the state’s system of four-year, public higher 

education institutions in order to communicate (to legislators) accurate and persuasive 

information, “a key ingredient in the policy-making process” regarding the System’s needs 

(Shakespeare, 2007, p. 876).  To do so successfully, leaders need to be aware of legislators’ 

viewpoints and prepared to break through barriers of perception.   

Public perception, including perceptions held by legislators, results from the information 

they receive, often from the press and is not always accurate; therefore, it is crucial for leaders in 

the profession of higher education to educate legislators with accurate information rather than 

have the information come from alternative sources, which primarily involves the press and how 

an issue is spun (Lane, 2007).  In studying mechanisms of influence on government oversight of 
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higher education in Illinois, Lane (2007) noted that “depending on their disposition, according to 

participant comments, the news editors of both newspapers and television news can structure the 

general public perception of these institutions through the ability to inform and influence the 

general public and legislators” (p. 630).  Administrators of the University of Illinois expressed 

concern that the press conveyed a negative perception of the institution while a Pennsylvania 

state representative communicated that state legislators “react to what they hear and see in the 

press” (Lane, 2007, p. 630).  In addition to the media, key players of information dispersion to 

legislators include interest groups and lobbyists.  The worlds of those working for interest groups 

and as lobbyists revolve around influencing government decisions through the information they 

provide to legislators given that “their basic strategy [regardless of which side of the argument 

they are on] is the same – try to convince government officials that they are correct” (Nownes, 

2012, p. 450).    

If not by the media, interest groups, and lobbyists, then legislators are often informed by 

other stakeholders such as students and parents who have had a negative experience with an 

institution or interpreted a situation incorrectly given they were not fully aware of what was 

taking place behind the scenes at the higher education institution, reinforcing the idea that 

“information flow between the partners [public institutions of higher education and legislators] is 

critical” (Lane, 2007, p. 615).  Thus, understanding the process through which information flows 

and those sources external from legislators that have an impact on political decision making, 

particularly in relation to decisions impacting public higher education initiatives, is crucial to 

successfully bringing those public higher education initiatives to life.  As Tandberg (2009) notes, 

“You have got to know the system to beat the system…institutional leaders must take the time to 
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understand the political system and be engaged in the political process if they wish to adequately 

compete for state resources” (p. 768).   

Conceptual Framework 

The process of political decision making is detailed in John Kingdon’s (2003) concept of 

the Policy Primeval Soup, which is a modification of the Garbage Can Model (of organizational 

choice) that was developed by Michael Cohen, James March, and Johan Olsen (1972).  The idea 

of the Policy Primeval Soup was borrowed from a biological idea of how molecules bounce 

around in a soupy matter with some bonding and creating life while others fade away.  Kingdon 

(2003) substitutes ideas for the biological molecules in his Policy Primeval Soup variation.  

Within his concept, Kingdon (2003) guides the reader through this complicated process 

beginning with the inception of an idea(s), progressing through phases impacted by various 

stakeholder groups, and finally ending with the survival of some form of the initial idea(s) in the 

process.  One might sum up the process of political decision making described by the Policy 

Primeval Soup Concept as evidence-based (data-driven) rationality that propels an idea into the 

pipeline of political rationality (floating and amending the idea), transforming the idea from an 

abstract form to a concrete form.   

This concept of a policy primeval soup offers a unique perspective as to the ways in 

which the streams of politics, problems, and solutions / policies come together at various points 

in the decision-making process to enact change or a turn of events.  The streams refer to the 

events taking place and impacting the progression of an idea toward implementation.  Each of 

these categories (problems, policies / solutions, and politics) is independent of one another until 

they come together when a timely opportunity (policy window) brings at least two of the streams 

together (coupling).  As mentioned above, it is when these streams join that progress / change 
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takes place.  These critical junctures at which the streams join are significant components of the 

political decision making process that should be more fully understood.  Furthermore, much 

attention has been given to political aspects, leading one to infer that the political stream might 

be the most influential of the three streams Kingdon has put forth.  This study will shed light on 

which streams occur most often at critical junctures of progress, providing evidentiary support 

for which stream(s) are most influential in the success of new initiatives gaining support from 

state legislators.  These concepts will be described in detail in Chapter Two. 

Improved understanding how these events, taking place at critical junctures in the 

political decision-making / policy process is at the core of this study’s purpose.  In order to create 

positive change effectively, and maintain four-year public institutions of higher education at the 

highest level of quality while still being financially accessible to the state’s citizens, leaders of 

higher education should fully understand how to maneuver through the political process involved 

in influencing state legislators to fund new, public higher education initiatives.  Decreased 

appropriations impact not only accessibility for the public, but also quality of classroom 

instruction, program offerings, and other intangibles that are necessary for public institutions of 

higher education to compete with its private counterparts, which ultimately impacts the quality of 

contributions these institutions may offer society and the public good. 

With declining state funding sources for public higher education, and public higher 

education institutions’ desires to remain competitive, public higher education institutions are 

collaborating with private funding sources in order to move forward with new initiatives; 

however, an initiative of public higher education that did come to fruition beyond the idea stage 

without depending on private donations and gaining full support of state appropriations was the 

School of Dental Medicine (SoDM) at East Carolina University (ECU) within the University of 
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North Carolina  System.  Although the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC-CH) 

houses a nationally renowned School of Dentistry, the creation of a second school at ECU 

progressed through the political decision making process successfully while state legislators 

decreased appropriations to its home institution and broader system of public higher education.  

While there have been private donations to capital projects and in the form of scholarships for 

students, this initiative was appropriated funding by the NCGA and was not dependent upon 

private funding.  

In order to contribute to creating this increased level of understanding among leaders in 

the field of higher education, this study conducted an in-depth investigation, utilizing single, 

historical, case study research of the SoDM at ECU, an example of a successfully funded 

(through state appropriations) initiative within the UNC System during a period of economic 

downturn.  North Carolina and an initiative of its four-year, public higher education system were 

selected for this study given UNC’s significance in the history of public higher education in the 

United States.  This particular school is the second of its kind in the state four-year, public higher 

education system, offering an education program that is already offered at a nationally renowned 

program established within the UNC System.  Furthermore, legislative support for the initiative 

was gained over a period of historic levels of reductions in state appropriations for North 

Carolina four-year, public higher education system. 

It is the goal of this study to not only shed light on the reasoning behind funding the 

initiative and the way in which it came about, but to also communicate valuable lessons from this 

experience to leaders in public higher education that will assist them in understanding how to 

best proceed when trying to influence state legislators to support new initiatives of public higher 

education, especially as it relates to critical junctures in the overall process.  Beyond the value of 
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this study to higher education administrative practitioners, this study anticipates expanding 

Kingdon’s concepts of the Primeval Soup and Multiple Streams Model from what has most often 

been applied to federal level policy to policy decisions at the state level.      

School of Dental Medicine and Its Evolution within the Context of Legislative Support 

The School of Dental Medicine (SoDM) at East Carolina University (ECU) was funded 

during a time of economic downturn while state appropriations to four-year, public institutions of 

higher education were being largely reduced. While there are several cases across the country 

that might be utilized for the purposes of this study, this case is unique in that it is one of the few 

new, four-year, public higher education initiatives to receive state appropriations for the specific 

use of funding this initiative and making it such that the initiative is not dependent on private 

funding in order to survive.  Additionally, there already existed a well-established, highly ranked 

School of Dentistry within the University of North Carolina (UNC) System meaning that the 

NCGA, which is the group of decision makers at the heart of this investigation, was not 

ultimately discouraged from appropriating funding for something that essentially already existed 

and was being funded on the UNC-Chapel Hill campus.   

This study is unique within the sector of higher education in that it delves into a political 

process in order to more fully understand legislative decisions that affect public institutions of 

higher education.  Much of the literature currently available addresses the factors impacting 

political decision making; however, the literature lacks research that goes beyond the factors 

influencing political decision making, especially as the process relates to state legislators in their 

decisions to appropriate funding to initiatives of public higher education.  The literature available 

that does address the process of decision making, in general, using Kingdon’s Multiple Streams 

Model, lacks focus on his concept of the Policy Primeval Soup with the influence of multiple 
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streams, which addresses the points at which the streams come together to enact change.  Thus, 

this study will contribute to the literature and the field of Higher Education by studying support 

for new higher education initiatives within a conceptual framework that focuses not only on the 

origination of the policy idea, but also on the junctures at which progress occurs.  

Significance of this Study 

 This qualitative study is significant with respect to anticipated contributions to the 

literature as well as providing insight for practitioners to utilize.  As will be discussed in Chapter 

Two, most of the current literature related to the decision making process for legislators 

concerning support for public higher education focuses on the various factors that influence these 

political decisions of appropriations.  However, there is a lack of research that offers a 

comprehensive view of the essential aspects to the political decision making process related to 

supporting new initiatives of public higher education, especially concerning the critical junctures 

at which catalytic events occur to move new initiatives closer to implementation.  Findings from 

this study will contribute to building a body of knowledge within higher education research that 

looks beyond surface factors to the processes involved in legislators arriving at decisions 

affecting higher education.      

This study also provides knowledge for practitioners of public higher education to use in 

navigating the political realm of decision making.  With this investigation of the cycle of events 

that led to a state legislature successfully funding a new, public higher education initiative during 

one of the most difficult economic times in the history of state appropriations to four-year public 

higher education in that state, leaders in public higher education might utilize the findings to 

understand how to effectively move forward with new initiatives of public higher education 

during periods of economic challenges.  As administrators in public higher education institutions, 
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especially those in senior roles of leadership at these institutions, it will be vital to their 

institutions’ educational quality and service level to be able to secure funding through state 

appropriations in order to continue growing with new initiatives that respond to needs not only 

on local and state levels but also on a global level.  This study’s focus on not simply an overall 

process of political decision making, but also the critical junctures in the process where progress 

is made to ultimately achieve implementation, offers leaders in public higher education an 

essential piece of knowledge to apply to their strategic designs for gaining legislative support 

that will enable their institutions to thrive in a competitive and ever-changing global market.  

This knowledge equips leaders in the field of public higher education with the tools to strategize 

and frame a powerful and effective message for those with the ultimate decision to support 

funding new initiatives of public higher education.   

Although the focus of this study is on a single case in a specific state system of public 

higher education, it offers an initial point of understanding on which other institutions of public 

higher education and their state systems might build and grow.  Furthermore, it expands 

Kingdon’s concept of multiple streams to the state level of political decision making as it relates 

to an area (public higher education) beyond those areas of his initial studies (federal health and 

transportation policies) and reveals themes of occurrences that propelled and impeded the 

evolution of a new initiative of public higher education requiring state appropriations.   

Organization of the Study 

A review of the current literature relating to political decision making and how it impacts 

higher education will follow in Chapter Two of this dissertation.  It also includes a description of 

the Policy Primeval Soup Concept in order to give the reader an understanding of the conceptual 

framework within which the study’s research results will be analyzed.  While this study seeks to 
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go beyond the current literature available and arrive at the core of what moves legislators to 

support certain initiatives and not support others, this literature review will set the political 

context within which these decisions are made.  Chapter Three of this dissertation will provide 

the reader with the plan for this study, its methodology.  Details of how this study will address 

this question are included in Chapter Three. 

Answers to this question will be sought through a single, historical case study.  The 

rationale for this type of study is that it will represent how abstract ideas of higher education 

initiatives become concrete, higher education initiatives funded by state legislators 

(representative rationale).  Within the context of four-year, public higher education initiatives in 

North Carolina, the unit of analysis will be the School of Dental Medicine at East Carolina 

University. 

After providing details of the case background in order to familiarize readers with 

previous experiences of establishing new initiatives at East Carolina, cited by informants to have 

influenced the evolution of this case’s initiative (SoDM at ECU), Chapters Five and Six of this 

dissertation will build on Chapter Three by bringing to life the plan described in the 

methodology section.  Chapter Five will describe findings that emerged in the study using the 

application of Kingdon’s Policy Primeval Soup Concept to the information gathered while 

conducting this case study.  Chapter Six will conclude the dissertation with a discussion of the 

findings that emerged and what revelations and implications emerged for leaders in higher 

education to apply in their quests for successfully impacting political decision making related to 

funding four-year, public higher education initiatives. 
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Operational Definitions 

 In order to provide a common understanding and context within which to interpret the 

information contained within these chapters, it is essential to define key terms for 

standardization.  As such, the following key terms are to be interpreted within the confines of 

this study as follows: 

Agenda / Governmental Agenda:  This term, when used within the context of this study, 

refers to the “list of subjects or problems to which governmental officials, and people outside 

government closely associated with those officials, are paying some serious attention at any 

given time” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 3). 

Agenda setting:  This phrase, when used within the context of this study, refers to the 

process that “narrows the set of conceivable subjects to the set that actually becomes the focus of 

attention” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 3). 

Alternatives:  This term, when used within the context of this study, refers to a set of 

subjects or problems “apart from the set of subjects or problems that are on the agenda…for 

governmental action…seriously considered by governmental officials and those closely 

associated with them” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 4). 

Decision agenda:  This phrase, when used within the context of this study, refers to the 

“list of subjects within the governmental agenda that are up for an active decision” (Kingdon, 

2003, p. 4). 

Inside government:  This phrase, when used within the context of this study, refers to the 

“people in governmental positions [who] have formal authority granted by statute and by the 

constitution” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 45). 
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Policy communities:  This term, when used within the context of this study, refers to a 

group of “specialists in a given policy area” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 117). 

Policy entrepreneurs:  This phrase, when used within the context of this study, refers to 

“people willing to invest their resources in return for future policies they favor” (Kingdon, 2003, 

p. 204). 

Policy window:  This phrase, when used within the context of this study, refers to the 

“opportunity for advocates of proposals to push their pet solutions, or to push attention to their 

special problems” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 165).  Essentially, it is an “opportunity for action on given 

initiatives” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 166). 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 Chapter One described the societal and historical context for the need of this study.  

Chapter Two will expand upon this introduction with details regarding current research available 

as it relates to legislators’ decisions surrounding appropriations for funding public higher 

education.  Not only will this chapter discuss current research available, but it will also provide 

detailed explanations of the conceptual framework selected for this study, as well as other 

conceptual frameworks that have impacted current literature discussed and the framework 

utilized for this study.  An understanding of these frameworks is necessary in order to build 

foundational knowledge for understanding the analyses and discussions offered in Chapters Five 

and Six of this dissertation.   

Much of the available current literature addressing political decision making has focused 

on factors influencing legislators’ decisions to appropriate funding to public higher education 

initiatives more so than on a comprehensive investigation of the process at work in creating 

policy, especially concerning public higher education appropriations of state funding.  Those 

studies that have shifted focus to the process rather than general factors of influence in political 

decision making and policy development have utilized Kingdon’s (2003) Multiple Streams 

Model, also (at times) referred to as the Garbage Can Model, in order to attempt to explain how 

alternatives are selected for policy construction and how decisions are made in the political 

arena, concentrating on the agenda-setting process.  However, little focus has been given to the 

Policy Primeval Soup Concept developed by Kingdon (2003) as a modification to his Multiple 

Streams Model.  As such, this study will expand the literature related to the process of state 

legislators’ political decision making process as it relates to appropriating funding for new 

initiatives at four-year institutions of public higher education by concentrating on Kingdon’s 
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(2003) Policy Primeval Soup Concept to investigate not only the origination of the policy idea, 

but also the junctures at which progress occurs as it relates to appropriations of state funding for 

public higher education initiatives.  

Factors of Influence 

Political 

A state’s political culture has a great influence over legislators’ political decision making.  

Kingdon expresses that the politics stream in his Multiple Streams Model “exerts the most 

influence” on policy development and decision making (Ness, 2010, p. 36).  In a case study 

surrounding policy making in North Carolina (related to out-of-state enrollments), Frost, Hearn, 

and Marine (1997) noted that “state-level decision making inevitably involves attention to 

political reasoning, bureaucratic structures, time constraints, and the nature of pressing public 

concerns” (pp. 388-389).  This emphasizes the idea that decisions impacting how institutions of 

public higher education will proceed are ultimately made by those outside of the institution 

and/or public higher education.  Political reasoning and bureaucratic structures (governmental 

institutions / organizations guided by certain rules and regulations) are key aspects to the 

decisions affecting public higher education.  Additionally, public concerns will weigh heavily in 

comparison to what those within public higher education might express.  Within the informal and 

formal rules of legislatures, there is never a guarantee that certain policies will survive or fail as 

their outcomes are dependent on not only established processes but also a variety of personalities 

(Canfield-Davis & Jain, 2010).   

Issues may be continuously in play, and even relatively new reforms may be continually 

subject to shifts in the salience of issues to the public, the ambient event context (or what 

people perceive or know to be happening contemporaneously), emergent or embedded 
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ideologies, political dynamics, and other contingencies. (Leslie & Novak, 2003, pp. 99-

100)   

Generally speaking, legislators constantly rely on the institutional beliefs (as created by 

political ideologies within parties, shared values among policymakers within the legislature, etc.) 

within their state legislatures as well as personal heuristics as they make decisions about 

legislation based on values, expertise, and friendships / relationships as well as the influence of 

referent groups with which legislators interact (Canfield-Davis & Jain, 2010).  These aspects of 

the political culture are reflected in research conducted within the Advocacy Coalition 

Framework of Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, which addresses the ways in which belief systems 

and policy actors influence the policy process (Ness, 2010).   

Those policy actors, related to decisions surrounding higher education, with the most 

influence are part of the “higher education regime”, which is comprised of state government 

officials who are “directly responsible for policy decisions and are gatekeepers of policy reform 

or inaction” (Gittell & Kleiman, 2000, p. 1,059).  This group of influential individuals within the 

sphere of higher education policy typically includes the Governor and/or Lieutenant Governor, 

key state legislative leaders, and system heads of major four-year college systems.  The college 

system heads are typically not as influential over policy making but are integral in the 

implementation of policy (Gittell & Kleiman, 2000).   

The greatest impact on higher education policy comes from those elected to office rather 

than leaders in higher education.  Among those elected to office, the most influential legislative 

leaders include the highest ranking members of the state House of Representatives and Senate as 

well as chairs of legislative education committees and chairs of appropriations committees.  

Leaders of minority and majority parties within the state legislature are also an integral part of 
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this decision-making regime, referring to those individuals identified as most influential in 

higher education policy decisions (Gittell & Kleiman, 2000).  Expressing the crucial role held by 

House and Senate leaders, a respondent in this study revealed, “Anything that has approval of 

leaders of both houses of legislature passes and if one of them is opposed, it doesn’t pass – it’s 

that simple” (Gittell & Kleiman, 2000, p. 1,065).  There is also evidence that the larger 

proportion of “legislative-appropriations committee members” in existence, the greater the 

appropriations are for four-year, public institutions of higher education (McLendon, Mokher, & 

Doyle, 2009, p. 397).    

North Carolina’s governor is considered one of the weakest in gubernatorial powers 

among the 50 governors in the United States.  In a study of United States governors, North 

Carolina was found to be one of the seven weakest governors in the country (Beyle & Ferguson, 

2008, pp. 213-214).  Regardless of the degree of formal power the governor of a state has, he or 

she is “widely viewed as the most important higher education actor” (Gittell & Kleiman, 2000, p. 

1,065).  Those governors having “strong budgetary powers” tend to support funding of other 

areas supported by the state government rather than higher education in an effort to assist their 

preferred objectives (Tandberg, 2008, p. 9).  With more budgetary powers from their positions, 

governors have increased opportunities to negotiate and make trades with state legislators in 

order to accomplish objectives governors wish to use to define their terms in office.  In some 

instances these objectives may include public higher education; however, these governors are 

most often members of the Democratic Party.  Governors of the Republican Party have not 

tended to support appropriations for higher education to the degree their Democratic colleagues 

have in the past (Tandberg, 2008). 
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Policy makers exist in a unique world of “distinctive cultures” that vary from state to 

state in which they are “socialized…and share understandings about what is right and proper” 

(Marshall, Mitchell, & Wirt, 1985, p. 90).  Marshall et al. (1985) note that “the interaction and 

beliefs of policy actors are key to understanding their social construction of the reality in which 

they live, and their way of coming to the point of policy choice” (p. 114).  Political ideology is a 

key aspect to political culture given that the social interactions among policy actors in shared 

environments have ingrained in these individuals certain actions, interactions, and choices 

deemed appropriate, ultimately impacting policy making (Marshall et al., 1985).   For example, 

Democratically controlled legislatures tend to be more supportive of funding public higher 

education than when controlled by the Republican Party as studies have shown the Republican 

Party tends to suppress funding for higher education (McLendon, Hearn, & Mokher, 2009).  

When political ideologies serve as polarizing forces in legislatures, disagreements among the 

ideologies weighing in may challenge support for funding public higher education (Dar, 2012). 

Additionally, when both the House and Senate are controlled by the same party, funding 

for public higher education tends to decrease while funding for K-12 public education increases 

(Tandberg, 2008, 2009).  Strong attitudes based in certain political ideologies may even lead 

some legislators to ignore messages that do not agree with their beliefs; however, deliberation, 

whether it is within oneself, in a small group, or in public forums, has been shown to shift 

ideologically based attitudes (Gastil, Black, & Moscovitz, 2008).  In addition to political 

ideologies defined by political party affiliation, some states’ legislatures are defined by close ties 

to the business sector, making decisions more in line with a business perspective.  Governors in 

North Carolina were successful in creating such ventures as the Research Triangle Park (RTP), 

the North Carolina Community College System, and the consolidation of the individual four-year 
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institutions of public higher education into the University of North Carolina System by utilizing 

an economic base to their arguments to persuade legislators and the public to support such new 

and costly initiatives in the state (and some being the first of its kind in the nation).  The key 

piece of their arguments for supporting such new initiatives was the contribution they would 

make to the economic development of the state.  As such, when deciding to support higher 

education, those legislators tied to this sector (business and industry) may scrutinize public 

higher education and desire to see a connection between higher education and contributions to 

the states’ economic development (Gittell & Kleiman, 2000).   

Lobbyists and interest groups are also key players in the political culture and should be 

embraced by public higher education it its pursuit of legislative support (Cook, 1998).  As 

mentioned earlier, these political actors play a major role in influencing legislators’ decisions 

about appropriations for public higher education by professional design (Nownes, 2012).  

However, due to the highly respected status in society that has traditionally been held by public 

higher education as a public good, lobbyists for higher education should be careful not to be seen 

as just another lobbyist in the funding game.  Without active and competitive lobbying, though, 

higher education may be seen as a low priority and have difficulty positioning itself on the public 

agenda.  Unfortunately, the decreased public confidence in higher education and the public view 

of higher education being greedy, privileged, and elitist during the 1980s and 1990s made the 

lobby effort more difficult as legislators were more critical of higher education in response to 

their constituents’ views (Cook, 1998).   

Increased spending on higher education is impacted by the degree to which an institution 

lobbies its state legislature (Tandberg, 2009).  When the lobbying and interest group pool for 

higher education is larger and stronger in comparison to the rest of the lobbying powers in the 
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state, then public higher education is treated more favorably when decisions about state 

appropriations are made (Black, 2008; Tandberg, 2009).  A proposed result of stronger lobbying 

has been the effect it has had on state legislatures under term limits.  When term limits exist in 

state governments, funding for public higher education tends to increase, and it is suspected that 

newer legislators often yield to the pressures of such lobbying (McLendon, Hearn, & Mokher, 

2009).  Additionally, the geographical location of institutions of public higher education have in 

relation to the state capital impact the effect lobbying for public higher education has on 

legislators.  The closer in proximity the institution is to the capital, the larger appropriations tend 

to be for the institution in comparison to peer institutions at a greater distance (McLendon, 

Mokher, & Doyle, 2009).   

Another influence of political decision-making by state legislators that is closely aligned 

with the political culture is the degree to which a state legislature is professionalized.  

Essentially, the more a state legislature reflects the United States Congress with its staffing, pay, 

and session length, the more likely that state legislature is to support higher education with state 

funding (Gastil et al., 2008; McLendon et al., 2009; Tandberg, 2009).  More professionalized 

state legislatures have been observed to possess many of the attributes that are indicative of 

increased state funding of public higher education including having more members who are well 

educated. 

Citizen participation has also been shown to influence state appropriations for higher 

education with increased participation of a state’s citizens in the political process yielding 

increased appropriations for public higher education (Weerts, Sanford, & Reinert, 2012).  Citizen 

participation is not exclusive of lobbyists and interest groups when stakeholders such as 

campuses of public higher education, interest groups, community and business leaders, and 
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citizens join together, such a coalition of groups “have effectively provided colleges and 

universities with a base of power to garner state support for higher education... [and] keep higher 

education…on a state’s agenda” (Weerts et al., 2012, p. 6).  

Perceptions and Experiences 

Speaking to this specialized culture, mentioned above, that shapes policy makers’ 

perceptions, Cambridge (2011) emphasizes the importance in knowing one’s audience.  In this 

case the audience is the government official.  She observes that “advocates at the federal level 

bring to visits with legislative staff and with legislators uninformed assumptions about their 

audience…They neglect to consider the conflictual context of the political setting” (Cambridge, 

2011, p. 140).  This reiterates the importance of understanding legislators’ perceptions shaped by 

their personal experiences and political culture when seeking support for higher education. 

Educational background is an aspect of legislators’ personal experiences that impacts 

their decisions related to funding public higher education.  Legislatures with higher percentages 

of legislators with degrees from postsecondary institutions tend to offer increased support for 

higher education.  Furthermore, higher percentages of legislators possessing postsecondary 

credentials from public higher education institutions lead to increased support for public higher 

education institutions, regardless of whether the legislator graduated within the state they serve 

or if they graduated from a public institution outside the state they serve (Thiele, Shorette, & 

Bolzendahl, 2012). 

Mumper extends this emphasis in understanding one’s audience by noting that one must 

comprehend how “policymakers understand the causes of the problem” (Mumper, 2001, p. 44).  

In his interviews with key policymakers (in 11 states) about their perceptions of the causes of 

college tuition inflation, Mumper found no cause that was significantly more important than 
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another.  However, the five themes that seemed to emerge as perceived causes of tuition inflation 

included: the state’s economic condition; other areas requiring state funding are of higher 

priority than higher education; inflation is a necessary evil in continuing to maintain quality; 

college leaders mismanage funds; and tuition inflation is not a problem given enrollments 

continue to grow despite tuition increases.  The trend of Mumper’s findings seemed to be that 

policymakers viewed tuition inflation as something out beyond their control for which they were 

not particularly responsible or had no other choices than those they had made.  By understanding 

what policymakers view as the primary cause for concern to which there should be an 

appropriate response, one will be able to anticipate how legislators will move forward.  At the 

same time, by thoroughly understanding the cause(s) of the problem(s), policymakers may better 

comprehend the impact their policy choices / remedies might have on public higher education 

and constituents (Mumper, 2001).     

Economic 

Mumper’s study, as well as other research, indicated that decreased appropriations and 

increased tuition costs have been attributed to various economic factors.  The business cycle has 

an especially strong influence on the state’s budget that impacts state appropriations for public 

higher education.  There is a decrease of $3.80 per capita in state appropriations for every 1% 

increase in the unemployment rate as well as a 1.4% change in state appropriations per full-time 

equivalent student for every 1% change in per capita income (Tandberg, 2008).  On average, the 

most recent national trend has demonstrated spending of $5.42 per $1,000 of personal income 

and $229.72 per capita population (CSEP, 2013c).  Legislators consider how funding public 

higher education will contribute to the tax base of their state and the degree to which the 

institutions being funded will supply the state with workers skilled for the state’s industries 
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(Weerts et al., 2012).  If a state is more focused on technical training, then two-year community 

colleges may receive more of the benefits of state appropriations than their four-year 

counterparts.  Not only are four-year institutions in competition with two-year institutions to gain 

legislators’ support, but they are also competing with other arenas such as healthcare, 

transportation, social services, and corrections for scarce funding from their state legislatures as 

legislators consider how best to spend taxpayer dollars (Tandberg, 2009).   

Figure 4 illustrates the variations (on average nationally) in appropriations among these 

areas during state fiscal year 2010-2011, reporting percentages of total state expenditures allotted 

to the various areas.  Accordingly, higher education was in the middle of state expenditures, 

ranking fourth out of seven functional areas supported by taxpayers.  States spent more funds on 

functional areas not specifically listed in Figure 4 but grouped together, Medicaid, and 

elementary and secondary education, respectively (National Association of State Budget 

Officers, 2012). 

Given that this study utilizes a case specific to North Carolina to study state legislator 

support for new initiatives of public higher education, Figure 5 offers some perspective in 

contextualizing the percent of state expenditures allocated across the seven function areas funded 

by taxpayers in North Carolina (NC) as they compare with state trends across the United States.  

Figure 6 offers another visual aid in understanding the variations in state expenditures among the 

functional areas competing for public funding.  This figure illustrates the percentage change in 

states’ expenditures to support the seven service areas during fiscal years 2010-2011 and 2011-

2012.  In doing so, it communicates which areas experienced increases and decreases in funding 

during fiscal years 2010-2011 and 2011-2012. 
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Figure 4.  Percent of state expenditures (nationally) by function. 
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Chart illustrating the percent (on average nationally) of state expenditures based on function during  
fiscal year 2010-2011.  This visually conveys which areas states tend to provide more assistance to  
when allocating taxpayer funding.  Data for this illustration was derived from Table 5 in Examining  
Fiscal 2010-2012 State Spending, produced by the National Association of State Budget Officers  
(NASBO), 2012, retrieved from the NASBO website:  
http://www.nasbo.org/sites/default/files/State%20Expenditure%20Report_1.pdf 
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Figure 5.  Percent of state expenditures by functional area during fiscal year 2010-2011 in       
 
North Carolina and the United States. 
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These graphs illustrate the percent of state expenditures consumed by each of the primary functional 
areas competing for state funding during fiscal year 2010-2011, demonstrating how North Carolina's 
state expenditures compare with those of the national average for each competing function in states. 
Data for this illustration was derived from Table 5 in Examining Fiscal 2010-2012 State Spending, 
produced by the National Association of State Budget Officers (NASBO), 2012, retrieved from the 
NASBO website: http://www.nasbo.org/sites/default/files/State%20Expenditure%20Report_1.pdf  
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Figure 6. Annual Percentage Change in State Expenditures (Nationally) by Functional Area for  
 
Fiscal Years  2010-2011.
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These graphs illustrate the percentage change in each of the primary functional areas competing for  
state funding during fiscal years 2010-2011 and 2011-2012.  While funding for higher education  
increased slightly during the fiscal year 2010-2011, there was a decrease in higher education funding  
during the fiscal year 2011-2012.  Medicaid and elementary and secondary education were the only  
functional areas receiving increases during both fiscal years with the increase being greater during the  
previous fiscal year than in the subsequent fiscal year.  Data for this illustration was derived from  
Table 2 in Examining Fiscal 2010-2012 State Spending, produced by the National Association of State  
Budget Officers (NASBO), 2012, retrieved from the NASBO website:  
http://www.nasbo.org/sites/default/files/State%20Expenditure%20Report_1.pdf 
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In the competitive arena of state funding, state legislators view tuition as a resource for 

institutions of public higher education to draw from in order to compensate for the loss of state-

appropriated funds that may result during the balancing of the budget and determination of 

appropriations for state-supported programs.  This resource of tuition revenue is unique to the 

public higher education sector as no other state funded area has such a consistent revenue source.  

In some instances, the other sectors such as transportation enact similar revenue through toll 

roads and other fees; however, public higher education institutions consistently add fees to 

students’ charges as a means of increasing revenue and funding.  The monetary costs associated 

with increasing tuition to cover the loss of state funds trickles down to the citizens of the state, 

requiring them to pay individually from personal funds (typically obtained via loans from the 

federal government or banks).  In addition to tuition, institutions of public higher education also 

enact fees such as those to cover costs associated with technology, activities, parking, health 

services, student services, graduation, and other auxiliary services that may not have been 

covered with state funding without options to not participate in these services.  For example, 

since 2010, Worcester State University in Massachusetts has been charging students a $72 

annual “parking / pedestrian access fee” in order to cover costs of maintaining walkways to 

cover its decline in state funding (“Students Object,” 2013).   

Economic conditions of the state are sometimes viewed as out of the control of the 

policymakers who are simply doing the best they can with balancing the budget (Mumper, 2001).  

Legislators perceive colleges and universities as having financial sources beyond that which is 

appropriated by the state thereby assuming that someone or something else will take care of the 

decrease in funding (Baird, 2006; Gastil et al., 2008; Tandberg, 2009).  Given that public higher 

education is viewed by legislators as an area of the state budget that does have options for 
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supplemental funding with non-governmental sources of revenue, being seen as an area where 

state support may be decreased in trying to balance limited state budgets, movements toward 

being less reliant on state appropriations are occurring across institutions of public higher 

education in the United States.   

Non-governmental donations, holding individuals responsible for securing tuition funds, 

increasing user fees, revenue from auxiliary sources, privatization, and support for research from 

funding sources other than state appropriations have all contributed to public institutions of 

higher education being considered as public assisted rather than public supported.  Such actions 

lead legislators to believe that public higher education institutions will become efficient only 

when state appropriations are decreased (Koch, 2008).  This response of shifting costs from the 

public to the individual / private sector is characteristic of the economic reality that has been 

developing since the 1980s and 1990s and began taking shape as we know it today in the 2000s 

(Dennison, 2003).   

Figure 7 illustrates this shift by displaying the change in percentage of disposable 

personal income public higher education has consumed in each of the 50 states as well as the 

national average of personal investment for fiscal years 2000-2001, 2005-2006, and 2009-2010 

(NSF, 2012).   This shift from public to personal investment is also displayed in Figure 8, 

utilizing the percentage change in public higher education net tuition revenue per FTE increasing 

in all but two of the 50 states to demonstrate such a shift (SHEEO, 2013).  This shift’s reflection 

of the changing view of public higher education is addressed by Kezar (2004), who references 

the mission of public higher education being to serve the public good as a charter between higher 

education and society traditionally where it (higher education) reaches nearly every perspective 

of society including democratic functions, arts and humanities; partnering with and supporting 
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Figure 7.  Average cost as a percentage of disposable income for attending undergraduate  
 
four-year, public higher education. 
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Graph illustrating the percentage of personal disposable income spent on four-year, public higher 
education at five-year intervals (fiscal years 2000-2001, 2005-2006, and 2009-2010) in each state.  The  
average investment nationally is indicated with the first three bars on the graph. Data for this illustration  
was derived from Table 8-26 of "Chapter 8: State Indicators" in Science and Engineering Indicators 2012, 
produced by the National Science Foundation (NSF), 2012, retrieved from the NSF website:  
http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/seind12/pdf/c08.pdf. 
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Figure 8.  Percentage change in net tuition revenue between fiscal years 2006-2007 and  
 
2011-2012. 
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Graphs illustrating the percentage change in net tuition revenue over the fiscal period between years  
2006-2007 and 2011-2012, indicating a shift in financial support for public higher education with all but  
two states increasing tuition during the designated five-year fiscal period. Data for this illustration was  
derived from Tables 4 & 5 in the State Higher Education Finance FY 2012 Report, produced by the  
State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO), 2013, retrieved from the SHEEO website:  
http://www.sheeo.org/projects/shef-%E2%80%94-state-higher-education-finance 
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other public services (healthcare, government, etc.); and teaching values that are essential to a 

positively functioning society. 

 Unemployment rate is a factor that might be considered both an economic factor as well 

as part of state culture when considering categories of factors influencing state appropriations for 

public higher education.  As public higher education is considered more of a personal 

investment, with more of the costs being shifted to the citizen from the State through institutional 

fees, increases in unemployment negatively impact full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment.  For 

those institutions funded according to FTE enrollment, this would yield decreased state 

appropriations. 

State Culture 

 One of the more influential aspects of a state’s culture relates to the unemployment rate.  

Research has shown that for every one percentage point increase in a state’s unemployment rate, 

there is a decrease of seven percentage points in appropriations for full-time enrollment, linking 

state appropriations for public higher education to a state’s economic strength.  States with 

stronger economies, resulting in larger appropriations for public higher education, tend to have 

“more diversified representation of industrial sectors and a greater ability to sustain investment 

in higher education” (Weerts et al., 2012, p. 7). 

Sustaining investment in higher education by arriving on a state’s agenda and gaining 

legislative support for public higher education funding may result from the culture of a state 

involving “regional values, history, and symbols” (Weerts et al., 2012, p. 7).  States that have 

historically offered strong support to public higher education with state appropriations will be 

less likely to decrease funding as it also tends to reflect the state’s values in making public higher 

education a priority in that state (Weerts et al., 2012).  The priority for state appropriations that a 
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legislature gives to its institutions of public higher education results from aspects such as 

attitudes related to how public higher education benefits the state.  For example, if a state’s 

economy is based more on having a workforce that does not require a four-year degree, then that 

state’s legislature may be more hesitant to appropriate funding for its system of four-year, public 

higher education.  In contrast, states with a more liberal culture tend to support public higher 

education with state appropriations in comparison with more conservative state legislatures that 

tend to withhold appropriations for public higher education (Weerts et al., 2012).  Thus, if 

economic development / growth has been the argument upon which a state has historically based 

its need for public higher education, indicating that the state values and feels the need to invest in 

economic development / growth, then legislators’ support would be influenced by their 

perceptions of public higher education’s contributions to this valued area (Gittell & Kleiman, 

2000).  

 Age demographics of a state also contribute to its economic strength, especially as it 

concerns the ability to contribute to the tax base.  If a large percentage of a state’s population is 

college age, then legislators tend to withhold funding for public higher education.  Students 

enrolled full-time in institutions of higher education are not vital contributors to a state’s tax 

base, which limits the amount of financial resources available to the state for appropriations 

(Tandberg, 2009).  At the opposite end of the age demographic spectrum, states with a larger 

proportion of the population being older (at or near retirement age) would have fewer funds 

appropriated to public higher education than their counterparts with younger populations.  State 

appropriations have been found to decrease by seven percent as a state’s population increases its 

proportion of citizens age 65 or older by 10 percentage points (Weerts et al., 2012).  States with 

larger portions of the population being in the age range (or close to it) receiving Medicaid 
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benefits are more concerned with supporting this aspect of healthcare rather than investing in 

public higher education which may not be of the greatest benefit to the state’s tax base.   

Higher Education 

Just as a college-aged population may be a hindrance to public higher education 

institutions receiving state appropriations, literature confirms that the higher education sector 

may also be critical to receiving state appropriations.  Institutional logic, or the “belief systems 

and associated practices that predominate in an organizational field,” has offered insight into 

factors influencing policy making decisions surrounding higher education from the 

organizational perspective of the institution of higher education governing boards (Bastedo, 

2009, p. 211).  Similar to the ways in which ideologies and experiences of state legislators 

impact how these policymakers consider issues and make decisions, institutional beliefs / logics, 

those common ways of interpreting what is taking place in the organization / institution and how 

to respond to it, provide a framework for creating and implementing policy within institutions of 

public higher education (Bastedo, 2009).  This could feed into the way in which institutions allot 

state appropriations, which is considered to be inefficient by some state legislators that affects 

public higher education.   

Core logics emerging in past studies have included “mission differentiation, student 

opportunity, system development, and managerialism” (Bastedo, 2009, p. 216).  In a study of 

Governing Boards of Higher Education in Massachusetts, it was found that when a policy 

involved more than one of these logics, it was more successful in being embraced.  The idea of 

convergent logics, institutional beliefs according to which multiple institutional stakeholders act, 

extended from Governing Boards to policy makers in the Massachusetts State Legislature 

(Bastedo, 2009). 
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Mission differentiation refers to clearly defining the mission of a campus within a system 

of public higher education having various campuses specializing in certain areas and attracting 

various levels of students to the campus appropriately matched with the students’ skill level.  The 

three primary levels within most systems of public higher education could be segmented into 

three different focuses of achievement: research with baccalaureate, master, and doctoral level 

degrees; teaching and baccalaureate and master level degrees; and vocational training with 

baccalaureate degree transfer preparation.  This form of segmentation is viewed as an approach 

to efficiency.  Within the logic of mission differentiation, there are three subsets of this logic that 

include vertical, horizontal, and internal differentiations.  The vertical differentiation of mission 

differentiation involves policies that ensure students are placed on campuses best suited to their 

academic abilities as well as preventing “mission creep,” referring to situations where campuses 

might venture to awarding degrees that are outside the designated mission of the institution.  

Horizontal differentiation addresses institutions responding to needs of the local communities in 

which they reside and serve, identifying institutional priorities that are unique to that institution’s 

campus and different from sister institutions.  Rather than concerning system-level 

differentiations (vertical and horizontal), internal differentiation refers to a formal hierarchy 

established among students, faculty, and academic programs within a particular institution, 

providing formal distinctions among each of these groups.   

In addition to mission differentiation, student opportunity, system development, and 

managerialism are additional core logics found to be influential in policy making using 

institutional beliefs.  Student opportunity was found to be the core logic most important among 

the four cited.  This logic refers to policies that promote access and opportunity to achieving 

baccalaureate degrees, typically involving financial aid policies and transfer policies between the 
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two-year and four-year institutions.  The system development logic combines the logics of 

mission differentiation and student opportunity to give policy development a comprehensive 

sense of the institutions working together to strengthen the overall system as well as each other.  

The fourth logic, managerialism, refers to those in the highest administrative positions 

(President, Chancellor, etc.) having power and authority to create change but also taking 

responsibility for the results of actions taken (Bastedo, 2009).    

Building on the idea of logics and heuristics of policy makers, the higher education sector 

influences outcomes of state appropriations based on various demographics of enrollment, which 

includes the enrollment of students at private colleges and universities in the state.  When 

enrollments at private institutions of higher education increase, state support of public higher 

education also tends to increase.  Enrollments at two-year, public higher education institutions 

also impact state funding of four-year, public higher education.  When enrollments increase at 

two-year public higher education institutions, then legislators tend to decrease appropriations to 

four-year institutions of public higher education (Tandberg, 2009).   

Also, the usage of a funding formula in appropriating state funds for public higher 

education tends to lead to increased appropriations for public higher education while decreased 

appropriations to public higher education result when tuition increases at four-year public 

institutions of higher education (Tandberg, 2009).  During the five-year period between fiscal 

years 2005-2006 and 2010-2011, average state appropriations decreased from about 63% of the 

total tuition revenue per full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment student to about 57% of the 

revenue per FTE across the nation (State Higher Education Executive Officers [SHEEO], 2012).  

This last factor (increasing tuition at four-year public institutions of higher education) may be a 
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result of a cycle where appropriations are decreased and in response to the decrease, there is an 

increase in tuition and fees at four-year public institutions of higher education (Tandberg, 2009).   

Multiple Streams Model and Political Decision Making 

 Beyond general factors influencing state legislators in their decisions to appropriate 

funding to initiatives of public higher education institutions, current literature has also addressed 

the process of political decision making and policy making by viewing it through the lens of the 

Multiple Streams Model, also referred to as the Garbage Can Model (Kingdon, 2003).  Kingdon 

designed his version of the Garbage Can Model for Organizational Choice, initially put forth by 

Michael Cohen, James March, and Johan Olsen, to reflect the public policy process and simply 

refers to it as the Garbage Can Model (Kingdon, 2003).  Literature making reference to the 

Multiple Streams Model does so utilizing Kingdon’s Garbage Can Model rather than that 

designed by Cohen et al.   

Ness and Mistretta (2009) note that Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model / Garbage Can 

Model offers “the greatest explanatory power of the criteria determination process with elements 

of the advocacy coalition framework and electoral connection also relevant” (p. 491).  The 

Advocacy Coalition Framework, as designed by Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, provides a context 

for mostly policy subsystems and stakeholder actions while the Electoral Connection Framework 

of Mayhew focuses attention on the political influences of voters as legislators are being 

considered for election (Mayhew, 2004; Ness & Mistretta, 2009; Ness, 2010).  The Electoral 

Connection Framework posits that “the policy process can be explained simply by elected 

officials’ reelection interests” (Ness, 2010 p. 36).   

 Typically, studies investigating the agenda-setting aspect to the political decision making 

process utilize Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model.  Ness (2008) expanded upon not only 
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Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model but also McLendon’s Policy Streams Model of 

Decentralization Agenda Setting with a focus on the ‘contextual conditions’ aspect to agenda 

setting to explain the process of agenda setting that includes “organizational structures and 

policy trends both within and external to the state” (Ness & Mistretta, 2009, p. 492).  Ness and 

Mistretta (2009) found that political culture, structure, and maneuvering were influences of 

passing the education lottery, which would partly fund higher education in North Carolina.  

Internal expertise, North Carolina roots, and political influence related to gubernatorial 

preferences emerged as influential in passing the bill.   

Most of the message publicized in support of the lottery in North Carolina related to its 

contributions to the economy of the state.  Linking initiatives related to higher education to the 

economy in the State of North Carolina have traditionally proven successful, which was the case 

with this piece of legislation.  During legislative testimony, experts selected to testify to the 

benefits of the lottery on higher education were selected from premier universities in North 

Carolina (internal), and everyone else selected to testify had roots in North Carolina.  No one on 

record of testifying was from outside of the state.  The Speaker of the House and governor were 

seen as two of the most influential policy actors in this event, utilizing the influence of their 

positions to lobby for the passage of the lottery.  The governor, especially, was viewed as 

carefully crafting a message that would resonate with North Carolinians in gaining support for 

this agenda item of his that he envisioned would support his educational programs on his agenda 

(Ness & Mistretta, 2009).   

Also, passage of the lottery bill was the result of political strategy in the North Carolina 

Senate and House.  A key strategy used by leaders among the Democratic senators was to 

mislead the opposition in believing there were not enough votes to pass the piece of legislation 
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and they (Republicans) would not fight as much against the legislation, which ended with the 

lieutenant governor breaking the tie.  Although they were misled in the Senate, Republican 

representatives did refrain from pairing votes, which would have prevented the legislation from 

passing.  Another serendipitous event that happened in the decisive House vote was two 

representatives who would have voted against the legislation decided to vote for it while two 

who were going to vote for the legislation decided to vote against it.  These actions happened 30 

minutes prior to the vote.  Ness and Mistretta’s (2009) case study research, grounded in a revised 

Multiple Streams Model, supported the importance of timing and how unpredictable and 

uncertain the process proved to be, reflective of the role policy windows play in advancing new 

initiatives.  This finding of the importance of timing in the political decision making process was 

reiterated in the study of Canfield-Davis and Jain (2010) where one of their respondents’ 

interviews expressed that “in this world, timing is everything” (p. 618).  

In evaluating findings of their study, Ness and Mistretta’s (2009) revised Multiple 

Streams Model revealed the greatest influences of political decision making and policy 

development to be “state governmental structure, related intra-state policy trends, policy 

entrepreneurs, and the timing of policy windows” (p. 509).  Within the governmental structure, 

referent power based on political position with the governors and others using bully pulpits 

afforded to them by their positions.  The link between passage of the lottery and its benefits to 

the state’s economy was the primary intra-state policy trend.  Policy entrepreneurs and timing of 

policy windows worked in tangent with one another.  The serendipity of the timing of events that 

led to the passage of the legislation and policy entrepreneurs taking advantage of these 

opportunities to move their agendas forward was continuously emphasized throughout this case 

study (Ness & Mistretta, 2009). 
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 Rather than focusing solely on the Multiple Streams Model, Ness (2010) utilized it along 

with the Advocacy Coalition Framework and Electoral Connection Framework to explain the 

process of policymaking within a bounded system.  As in other studies, findings indicated that 

two of the greatest influences in policy success were “serendipitous timing” and “policy 

entrepreneurs” (Ness, 2010, p. 55).  The ambiguity of policy making, though, does hinder the 

process.     

A key trait of the Multiple Streams Model is that it “characterizes the policymaking 

process as ambiguous and multifaceted” (Ness, 2010, p. 35).  The properties by which Cohen, 

March, and Olsen (1972) set about to understand organizations as “organized anarchies” and 

from which Kingdon (2003) extends to understand politics and public policy are “problematic 

preferences, unclear technology, and fluid participation” (Cohen et al., 1972, p. 1).   

The concept of problematic preferences refers to the idea that there are no set preferences 

or goals that dictate subsequent actions and the direction in which actions move.  Instead, the 

actions taken by concerned individuals / throughout the organization uncover to the observer 

what the preferences are for those involved (Cohen et al., 1972).   

The idea that unclear technology occurs throughout organized anarchies by its members 

refers to the members’ understanding, or lack thereof, of processes directing the organization.  

Cohen et al. propose that members within organized anarchies are well aware of their individual 

positions and their roles within the organization; however, they do not understand the specifics 

or full implications of their roles as they contribute to the entirety of the processes of the 

organization (Kingdon, 2003).  Members’ understandings are “fragmented and rudimentary…of 

why they are doing what they are doing and how their jobs fit into a more general picture of the 

organization” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 84).  This lack of thorough understanding leads to members’ 
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methods of “trial-and-error procedures, the residue of learning from the accidents of past 

experience, and pragmatic inventions of necessity” (Cohen et al., 1972, p. 1).   

The third major characteristic of the Garbage Can Model presented by Cohen et al. is 

fluid participation.  The concept of fluid participation refers to the idea that members of 

organizations may come and go in various efforts of decision making.  Certain members may be 

involved in particular efforts of the organization while excluded from other efforts in that same 

organization.  As such, “boundaries of the organization are uncertain and changing; the 

audiences and decision makers for any particular kind of choice change capriciously” (Cohen et 

al., 1972, p. 1). 

These characteristics occur within streams of problems, solutions, participants, and 

choice opportunities running through these organized anarchies as described by Cohen et al. 

(1972).  Such streams were the precursors to Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model, a revision of 

the Cohen et al. (1972) model.  The streams of both Cohen et al. and Kingdon flow 

independently of one another.  Such an organized anarchy as described by Cohen et al. (1972) “is 

a collection of choices looking for problems, issues and feelings looking for decision situations 

in which they might be aired, solutions looking for issues to which they might be the answer, and 

decision makers looking for work” (p. 1).  The four independent streams join together and mix in 

the garbage can of the choice opportunity stream where participants dump their problems and 

solutions for it all to mix together.  The outcomes of various garbage cans depend on the 

mixtures that are dumped into them or removed from them and how they are processed, which 

includes the degree to which solutions in the can are received or discarded by the participants.  

There are no logical or routine stages through which a problem or solution will pass in order to 

gain attention or be acted upon.  Rather, problems and solutions hold equal weight as 
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independent streams in the decision making process, and whether a problem arises for 

consideration often rests on the popularity of the companion solution among the participants 

(Cohen et al., 1972).  

Kingdon applies the general concept of the model described above to his Multiple 

Streams Model from which the concept of the Policy Primeval Soup Concept was created.  

Kingdon utilizes the same characteristics as those proposed by Cohen et al. in his revised model 

identifying his streams to be problems, policies, and politics.  These are independent streams but 

create change when two or more of them come together at various critical points in the political 

decision making process; hence, after first understanding the streams at work independently, “the 

key to understanding agenda and policy change is their coupling” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 88).  For 

example, the policy stream is comprised of proposals, alternatives, and agendas floating around 

until a problem or political event occurs where they might join and move forward on the 

governmental agenda for consideration.  When the timing is appropriate, then those proposals, 

alternatives, or agendas attached to a problem or event are poised to progress (Kingdon, 2003).   

An illustration of this was the idea of urban mass transit.  When it was first proposed, it 

was done so by being linked as a solution to traffic congestion.  However, once traffic congestion 

became controlled, policy entrepreneurs for mass transit sought the latest problem of 

environmental pollution to link to this proposed solution in order to maintain mass transit’s 

position in the public eye.  As environmental concerns faded, entrepreneurs then positioned mass 

transit as an answer to energy concerns when they emerged, thereby keeping the attention on 

urban mass transit (Kingdon, 2003).  By understanding Kingdon’s concept of the Policy 

Primeval Soup within his Multiple Streams Model, one might more fully understand these 

critical junctures and their outcomes in the process of political decision making.  This 
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comprehensive understanding would assist leaders in higher education in identifying choice 

times / events during which to become even more greatly involved in informing decision makers 

about the necessity for the state to appropriate funding to initiatives at institutions of public 

higher education. 

Kingdon’s (2003) research serving as the basis for understanding political decision 

making, as described above and following, was comprised of mostly “case studies of policy 

initiation and non-initiation” and “interviews with federal government officials and those close to 

them” (p. 231).  The subject areas for these case studies and interviews (following as many of the 

same respondents as possible over several years), as well as examinations of documents such as 

congressional agendas, presidential addresses, and public opinion surveys, were health and 

transportation (at the federal level).  Case studies were generated from analyses of interview 

responses combined with examinations of documents, producing subjects of studies such as 

national health insurance, railroad reorganization, federal blood policy, and mass transit.  These 

case studies served as the foundation for “better understanding the processes involved, to 

develop some theories of agenda setting by aggregating models based on individual cases, and to 

illustrate the generalizations” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 241).              

Policy Primeval Soup Concept and Legislative Progress 

 Kingdon utilizes an idea of biological natural selection, identified as the “primeval soup” 

and applies it to the public policy process, especially related to the agenda setting aspect of this 

process.  The biological perspective describes the primeval soup as that in which molecules float 

around and bump into each other, at times creating new elements if they combine, and eventually 

possibly changing the entire appearance of what the soup began as – before life was created 

(Kingdon, 2003).  The policy creation version of this replaces the molecules with ideas.   
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In the Policy Primeval Soup, ideas emerge and then either gain prominence on agendas or 

fade away.  Those ideas that gain prominence and continue along the pipeline to adoption 

survive through a process similar to natural selection by satisfying pre-determined criteria of 

public acquiescence, technical feasibility, and value acceptability.  Ideas may fade away due to a 

variety of reasons including the problem being solved, a loss of enthusiasm due to more realistic 

expectations of high financial and social costs to take action, the novel idea becoming boring, or 

simply fade away for no specific reason.  The budget is unique in that it may propel an idea into 

prominence on the governmental agenda or cause it to fade from consideration.   

 The emergence of ideas and their progression through the policy pipeline is just the 

beginning of surviving the political decision making process.  It is in the “struggle over ideas” 

that one finds “the essence of policy making” where these ideas serve as both a “medium of 

exchange and a mode of influence” around which “all political conflict revolves” (Stone, 2012, 

p. 13).  As such, the content of an idea is an important part of moving it through the political 

decision making process (Kingdon, 2003).  Once the idea emerges, a lengthy process of 

“softening up” policy communities and the public in progressing to becoming an adopted policy 

typically occurs once.  This can take several years, even decades, in some cases.  During this 

period, policy entrepreneurs of the idea(s) are building acceptance of the idea by pushing it to 

stakeholders and discussing proposals in various public forums and with people identified as key 

players (Kingdon, 2003). 

A large part of this “softening up” period involves argumentation of the idea, persuading 

audiences to support the idea based on its merits.  Softening up the public and policy 

communities prepares those individuals in influential positions to readily accept the proposal of 

an idea when the time is appropriate (Kingdon, 2003).  This may include trial runs of proposing 
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or introducing ideas to test the receptivity of those upon whom their survival depends.  It is the 

degree to which policy communities and the public are willing to accept the idea and the climate 

in government that determines the prominence of an idea on the governmental and decision 

agendas rather than the source of the information (Kingdon, 2003).   

Policy Windows 

The timing of an idea’s acceptability is critically influenced by policy windows.  Policy 

windows offer supporters, such as advocates and policy entrepreneurs, of an idea the opportunity 

to attach their solutions to problems that appear in the primeval soup.  These opportunities may 

come predictably as in a scheduled renewal of a policy or unexpectedly so supporters have to be 

ready at all times with proposals ready and problems documented.  Unprepared supporters may 

lose their opportunity to push their ideas forward as these windows of opportunity are only open 

for a brief time and not very often (Kingdon, 2003).   

Windows open primarily due to one of two reasons: “change in the political stream (e.g., 

a change of administration, a shift in the partisan or ideological distribution of seats in Congress, 

or a shift in national mood); or…a new problem captures the attention of governmental officials 

and those close to them” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 168).  Just as a window opens for an initiative, it can 

close just as easily.  There are five predominant reasons for the closing of a window and include: 

the problem at hand has already been addressed through another initiative, no action for the idea 

is received, that which prompted the idea has passed or ceases to exist, change in personnel 

staffing key positions, and identified alternatives are not available at the time of the policy 

window’s opening (Kingdon, 2003).  There is a need for policy entrepreneurs to “strike while the 

iron is hot” as the longer a problem exists and people deal with the problem, the less of a 

problem it seems and becomes more of a condition (Kingdon, 2003, p. 170).  All of these things 
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happen through the perceptions of participants in the policy process, which can be problematic 

for political strategists trying to read the political landscape (Kingdon, 2003). 

Coupling 

 Prior to policy entrepreneurs moving into action when the window of opportunity opens, 

solutions float around in the primeval soup until a problem presents itself to which the solution 

may attach itself or until some political event emerges that would heighten the solution’s status 

on the governmental agenda.  As the agenda changes, solutions join with corresponding 

problems, proposals emerge in response to political pressures, and new alternatives are 

introduced (Kingdon, 2003).  As the pressing problems change, policy entrepreneurs reframe 

solutions to meet the new problem of the time with which to couple them (Kingdon, 2003).   

 In addition to policy windows, there are also problem windows and political windows 

that open.  The category of window depends on the stimulus for the agenda change.  If the source 

of the agenda change is a problem, then those making decisions would desire solutions presented 

during the problem window’s opening.  If the source of the agenda change is a political event 

such as a “change in administration, shift in national mood, or an influx of new members of 

Congress,” then a political window would be opened for policy entrepreneurs to push proposals 

of ideas that will respond to the political event of concern (Kingdon, 2003, p. 174).  Regardless 

of which category of window opens, ideas / proposals / solutions that are most successful are 

those that are politically feasible and can be attached to a problem.  Problems and politics as 

individual sources of stimulus can propel an idea to the governmental agenda; however, when 

policy alternatives, problems, and politics come together, then there is an increased likelihood of 

the idea gaining a place on the decision agenda.  If any one of the three conditions does not exist 
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(available alternatives, problems to which the solution may be attached, and political support), it 

is unlikely the idea / proposal will reach the decision agenda (Kingdon, 2003). 

Policy Entrepreneurs 

 Throughout the decision making process, policy entrepreneurs play key roles in pushing 

an idea onto governmental and decision agendas; however, there is no one position in particular 

that policy entrepreneurs must hold in order to be influential.  Instead, there are three primary 

conditions that exist for the policy entrepreneur to be successful.  These include: “the person has 

some claim to a hearing”… by having “expertise, an ability to speak for others, or an 

authoritative decision-making position;” “person is known for having political connections or 

negotiating skill;” and successful entrepreneurs are “persistent” (Kingdon, 2003, pp. 180-181).  

Persistence is key to the success of a policy entrepreneur moving ideas along and softening up 

policy communities and the public as well as taking advantage of window openings and riding 

the wave as ideas may fade and resurface.  In their efforts to move ideas along, policy 

entrepreneurs join the problem, policy, and politics streams together.  Without a policy 

entrepreneur, vital ideas may lie in wait and never take flight.  As such, policy entrepreneurs are 

both advocates and brokers of policy.  The free-flowing form of the decision making process in 

government allows creativity among the entrepreneurs, enabling them to adjust the solutions to 

fit the problems that are at hand (Kingdon, 2003). 

Survival 

 Being able to reconfigure an idea / solutions can be the reason it is able to progress to the 

final stage of the process where natural selection takes place.  Whether the idea completes the 

process from beginning to end or is reworked, re-emerges, and then finds itself at the end matters 

not if it doesn’t meet the three criteria for survival.  One such criterion is technical feasibility.  
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This criterion asks questions such as “Will it accomplish what we want to accomplish?” and 

“Can it actually be administered?” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 132).  The second criterion for surviving 

natural selection is value acceptability.  This criterion evaluates if the proposed idea agrees with 

the values of the policy community specialists.  If the idea does not resonate with the values of 

the specialists in the policy community, then it will not survive the natural selection of the idea.  

The third criterion of survival is the anticipation of future constraints.  These constraints include 

budgetary constraints and public acquiescence.  Ideas proposed must be deemed to be financially 

acceptable by the policy community.  In order to pass the test of public acquiescence, the 

proposed idea must be acceptable to the general public (Kingdon, 2003).  Those ideas that 

survive floating around in the soup and eventually progressing to survive natural selection 

become prominent on a short list of ideas that are viable alternatives for adoption, which 

“facilitates the high placement of a subject on a governmental agenda, and dramatically increases 

the chances for placement on a decision agenda” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 144).     

Critiques of Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model 

While there have been a variety of studies utilizing Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model 

and supporting its contributions to the literature related to policy making decisions, especially as 

it relates to agenda setting / formation, a past critique of this model is that it lacks a strong 

empirical base to it due to a weak research network of programs working to expand the model 

and apply it (Sabatier, 1999).  Bendor, Moe, and Shotts (2001) found that when they compared 

the computer model describing Cohen et al.’s Garbage Can Theory with their descriptive 

explanation of the theory, the computerized (scientifically formulated model) approach did not 

support the narrative explanation.  As such, the questioning of Cohen et al.’s theory might 

subsequently call into question all those built upon their framework, including that of Kingdon.  
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However, in response to this criticism, Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model and concept of the 

Primeval Soup has utilized empirically tested case studies of federal health and transportation 

policy areas, and the concerns of Bendor et al. (2001) regarding Cohen et al.’s research were 

satisfied for them with the degree to which Kingdon designed his studies that resulted in his 

Multiple Streams Model.  Bendor et al. (2001) expressed that Kingdon’s Multiple Streams 

Model was “a major exception…whose work is distinguished by a careful empiricism tied to 

theoretical concerns” (p. 186, note 28).   

However, in relation to Sabatier’s concern with the lack of an expanded research network 

for Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model, most of the application of Kingdon’s model has related 

to agenda setting and is viewed as being limited in its applicability to the overall process of 

policymaking (Zahariadis, 2007).  Kingdon’s focus on research at the national level of 

policymaking has also been used as a critique of his theory’s applicability. 

Another area of criticism related to Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model has been the idea 

of independent streams.  Sabatier (1999), Mucciaroni (1992), and Bendor et al. (2001) have 

raised the question of the streams being more interdependent than independent of one another.  

Sabatier (1999) also notes the need for empirical research to reveal the relationships among the 

streams, especially if they are to be considered independent of each other.  One might view the 

coupling of streams as the point at which the independent streams become interdependent, 

conveying the idea that streams are independent to a degree, which seems that the interpretation 

of the streams being independent or interdependent relies on one’s conceptual understanding of 

the overall theory. 

Additionally, the question of qualitative versus quantitative has emerged among critics of 

the Multiple Streams Model, citing that the majority of the research and applications of the 
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model have utilized qualitative case studies rather than quantitative experimental research with 

statistical analysis (Zahariadis, 2007).  While there are a number of views that relate to the 

debate of qualitative versus quantitative, and which is better than the other, Campbell (1975) 

notes that “qualitative common-sense knowing is not replaced by quantitative knowing.  Rather, 

quantitative knowing has to trust and build on the qualitative, including ordinary perception” (p. 

191).         

Summary 

 While research has advanced knowledge related to the factors of influence impacting 

political decision making and policy development, there is a need for additional research-

supported explanations of the process involved in legislators’ decisions to appropriate funding to 

new initiatives of public higher education.  Specifically, the current literature would benefit from 

more comprehensive investigations of the decision making process at work as it relates to state 

legislators’ decisions to appropriate state funding to initiatives at institutions of public higher 

education.   

In the limited studies that have focused more on the process of decision making and 

policy making rather than factors of influence, researchers have most often utilized the Advocacy 

Coalition Framework, Electoral Connection Framework, and Multiple Streams Model for their 

conceptual frameworks in order to attempt to explain how alternatives are selected for policy 

construction and how decisions are made in the political arena, concentrating on the agenda 

setting process.  In addition to the lack of broad applicability due to the utilization of Kingdon’s 

Multiple Streams Model primarily for studying the agenda setting / formation process at the 

federal level, criticisms of this model have included observations of weak empirical foundations 

from limited research networks and the overwhelmingly qualitative base (primarily using case 
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studies) of support for his findings, lacking a strong scientific and quantitative foundation for his 

concepts.  Questions have also been raised regarding the idea of Kingdon’s independent streams 

actually being interdependent streams. 

Minimal focus has been given to the Policy Primeval Soup Concept developed by 

Kingdon (2003) as a modification to his Multiple Streams Model as well as the application of his 

model to state level political decision making.  As such, this study will expand the literature 

related to the process of state legislators’ political decision making process as it relates to 

appropriating funding for new initiatives at four-year institutions of public higher education by 

concentrating on Kingdon’s (2003) Policy Primeval Soup Concept within his Multiple Streams 

Model to investigate not only the origination of the policy idea, but also the junctures at which 

progress occurs as it relates to appropriations of state funding for public higher education 

initiatives.  By incorporating in-depth analysis of the origination of an idea and its rise at the 

state level as well as examining which streams most often occur at critical junctures involved in 

the political decision making process, this study hopes to expand Kingdon’s current model, not 

only broadening the applicability of his concepts beyond the federal level of government 

considered but also beyond the agenda setting / policy formation stage, which has been the 

traditional focus of studies utilizing his model.  



 
 

 
  

CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

 In an effort to bridge the gaps in literature and inform leaders in the field of Higher 

Education about the inner-workings of decisions made by state legislators to fund new initiatives 

in four-year institutions of public higher education, the following research design and 

methodology was used.   

Research Question and Conceptual Framework 

Guiding this study was the central research question: What is the process by which public 

higher education institutions receive legislative support for new initiatives?  This question was 

designed to assist in better understanding the political decision making process as it relates to the 

successful establishment of new initiatives of public higher education.  Answers to this question 

were sought through a single, historical case study grounded in the conceptual framework of 

Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Theory and concept of the Policy Primeval Soup.   

Rationale for Selection of Single, Historical Case Study Design and Explanation of Design 

Given that this research study seeks to enlighten its audience about a “decision or set of 

decisions: why they were taken, how they were implemented, and with what result” (Yin, 2009, 

p. 17), the goal of this study satisfies the “essence of a case study” (Yin, 2009, p. 17).  Yin 

(2009) also notes that the case study method is the appropriate approach for studies addressing 

“how” and “why” questions, which are the types of questions that have been designed for this 

study. 

In determining whether to use a single-case or multiple-case design, Yin’s five rationales 

for utilizing a single-case design over multiple-case design were considered as they relate to this 

study.  These rationales are: representing a “critical case in testing a well-formulated theory” 

(Yin, 2009, p. 47), representing an “extreme case or unique case” (Yin, 2009, p. 47), serving as 
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the “representative or typical case…to capture the circumstances and conditions of an everyday 

or commonplace situation” (Yin, 2009, p. 48), serving as a “revelatory” (Yin, 2009, p. 48) case, 

and being a “longitudinal” (Yin, 2009, p. 49).  As this study represents how proposed ideas of 

higher education initiatives become state-supported, higher education initiatives funded by state 

legislators, it falls within the scope of the representative case rationale, one of the five rationales 

described above that justify using a single-case study design (Yin, 2009).  Within the context of 

four-year, public higher education initiatives in North Carolina, the unit of analysis was the 

creation of the School of Dental Medicine (SoDM) at East Carolina University (ECU).  The 

SoDM at ECU was selected for this study as the cycle of events between the inception of the idea 

to the appropriating of funding for it are specific to the University of North Carolina System and 

the North Carolina General Assembly (NCGA).  

Data Collection 

Sources and Participants 

Data collected resulted from qualitative methods, primarily involving semi-structured 

interviews of key informants within stakeholder groups.  Potential stakeholder groups for this 

study included those groups within government (state government in this study) and those groups 

outside of government as identified by Kingdon (2003).  Groups formally within state 

government include Executive branch (Governor, Lieutenant Governor, and their staffers and 

departmental appointees) and Legislative branch (Senators, Representatives, and support staff for 

legislative officials) members (Kingdon, 2003).  Stakeholder groups formally outside of the state 

government include: “interest groups [including lobbyists / those who lobby state government 

officials, alumni, Boards of Trustees’ members, and Board of Governors’ members, related 

professional organizations, and others with a personal interest in the decision to appropriate], 
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researchers, academics, consultants, media, political parties and other elections-related actors, 

and the mass [general] public” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 45).  Policy Entrepreneurs are another group 

of stakeholders who also belong to the group of stakeholders without an official position within 

the government.  Since this case study examines an initiative of the four-year, public higher 

education system that has already been funded in order to understand the process of political 

decision-making, it is an example of a historical case study and relied on archival documents and 

semi-structured interviews in order to gain an understanding of the evolution of a new initiative 

of a four-year, public institution of higher education from the initiative’s inception to its 

completion where the initiative was supported and funded by its state legislature.   

Archival documents were derived from media sources, government documents, and 

institutional documents / sources, which included (but were not limited to) newspaper articles; 

meeting minutes from organizational / board meetings of stakeholders such as the University of 

North Carolina (UNC) Board of Governors, East Carolina University (ECU) Board of Trustees, 

and similar groups; and legislative documents such as North Carolina House and Senate bills.  In 

order to provide a thorough historical context of the overarching institution of ECU and its 

medical school, which was cited by informants as a context that should be understood in order to 

better understand the evolution of the School of Dental Medicine at ECU, historical accounts by 

Bratton (1986) and Williams (1998) were utilized.  These were recognized as official historical 

accounts of the institutional histories and were written by individuals who were not employed by 

the institution at the time of their publication, which offered the possibility of a more holistic and 

accurate account as relatively neutral authors.  The drafted historical account for this study was 

reviewed by an individual who was cited in Williams’s historical account of ECU and the Brody 

School of Medicine as a source for the recognized historical account published for the public.  
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This individual had been part of ECU’s administration in the Health Science Division during the 

evolution of the Brody School of Medicine and had attended ECU as a student and served as a 

student government officer while attending ECU as a student.  Given that this reviewer for 

accuracy is no longer employed at ECU, reporting to the ECU Chancellor or UNC System, this 

source offered full disclosure if the historical context for this study did not provide an accurate 

detailing of the history to establish the context of events that preceded those of the School of 

Dental Medicine at ECU, serving to shape events during the evolution of the dental initiative.  

The case background and historical context provided in this dissertation is the result of these data 

collection methods.   

Semi-structured interviews occurred with those who were identified as key informants 

through snowball, or chain-referral, sampling and represent various stakeholder groups; were 

mentioned in archival documents; and/or who held positions identified by literature as being key 

political decision makers during the time in which this case occurred.  Using this method, 17 

individuals were identified and interviewed as part of this study.  Of these 17 participants, six of 

them were government insiders such as state legislators or chiefs of staff for legislative members, 

one of them was a leader of a professional association in the field of dentistry, seven them were 

from the higher education sector as administrators, experts, or members of governing boards, and 

three of them were community members.  Other individuals were identified through these 

methods but were unable to participate due to illness, being deceased, refusal to participate, or 

lack of availability in their schedules.            

Key Political Decision Makers 

Based on the findings of the Gittell and Kleiman (2000) study, those who are the most 

influential in policy making related to higher education are elected officials in the state 
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legislature who hold certain positions and comprise the heart of the higher education regime.  

These state legislators identified by research as holding the most influential positions related to 

higher education policy-making who held these positions during the evolution of the 

establishment of the SoDM at ECU were interviewed.  Some key individuals were not accessible 

(for reasons mentioned earlier) and held some of the positions identified as highly influential 

positions such as the Speaker of the House of Representatives and President Pro-Tempore of the 

Senate.       

Individuals who participated in this study had previously held, during the time of the 

evolution of the establishment of the SoDM at ECU, positions identified in the literature as part 

of North Carolina’s higher education regime.  These included individuals holding legislative 

leadership positions within committees in the NCGA that were related to higher education as 

well as individuals in leadership of the overall NCGA during the period of time being studied.  

Informants for this study, who served in the NCGA during the evolution of the SoDM at ECU, 

held the following positions in the NCGA:  

• North Carolina Senate Leadership 

o President Pro-Tempore 

• North Carolina House of Representatives Leadership: 

o Majority Whip 

o Co-Chairs of the Appropriations on Education / Higher Education Committee 

(Senate Standing Committee) 

o Co-Chairs and Co-Vice-Chairs of the Appropriations Subcommittee on 

Education (House Standing Committee) 
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In addition to individuals holding the above positions, other informants who were identified and 

interviewed for this study included bill sponsors, leadership of professional associations, higher 

education experts, public higher education institutional and system-level leadership, public 

higher education governing body members, and members from the communities surrounding the 

SoDM at ECU.  Informants were randomly coded with letters of the alphabet, “A” through “Q”.  

The following Table 1 identifies the letter assigned to the informant with the stakeholder group 

to which they belong. 

Interviews: Processes and Procedures 

Interviews were semi-structured and guided by core open-ended questions addressing the 

central research question.  Considering the recommendation of Creswell (2007) to utilize 

“approximately five open-ended questions” (p. 133), the following questions served as core 

interview questions for this study: 

1. How did the idea of the SoDM at ECU emerge? 

2. Why / how did the SoDM achieve status on the governmental agenda? 

3. Why / how did the SoDM achieve status on the decision agenda? 

4. What stakeholders, maneuvers, and/or events were catalysts in moving the idea to 

appropriate funding for the SoDM at ECU from the decision agenda to bill status? 

5. What stakeholders, maneuvers, and/or events were catalysts in passing the bill to 

appropriate funding for the SoDM at ECU? 

These core interview questions were designed to address the set of processes (as applied to the 

SoDM at ECU), identified by Kingdon (2003), that summarizes public policy making, which 

includes (at minimum): “(1) the setting of the agenda, (2) the specification of alternatives from 
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Table 1 

Coding of Informants 
 
Assigned  
Letter 

Stakeholder Group 

  
A Government insider; legislator – elected official in the NCGA 
  
B Government insider; staff member for elected official in the NCGA 
  
C Government insider; legislator – elected official in the NCGA 
  
D Higher education; institutional level administrator at ECU 
  
E Higher education; UNC Board of Governors member 
  
F Community member; core community group member 
  
G Government insider; legislator – elected official in the NCGA 
  
H Higher education; institutional level administrator at UNC-Chapel Hill 
  
I Higher education; institutional level administrator at UNC-Chapel Hill 
  
J Community member; citizen of general community surrounding ECU – connected 

to members of core community group 
  
K Community member; core community group member 
  
L Higher education; member of review teams for feasibility studies 
  
M Higher education; institutional level administrator at ECU 
  
N Higher education; system level administrator in UNC General Administrator 
  
O Government insider; legislator – elected official in the NCGA 
  
P Government insider; staff member for elected official in NCGA 
  
Q Professional expert; leader of professional association in field of Dentistry 
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which a choice is to be made, (3) an authoritative choice among those specified alternatives, as in 

a legislative vote or a presidential decision, and (4) the implementation of the decision” (pp. 2-3). 

 Depending on the extent to which informants answered the initial open-ended question, 

remaining guiding questions were not specifically asked if the informant provided responses for 

them without being prompted by succeeding open-ended questions.  Supplemental interview 

questions evolved during each semi-structured interview, depending on the path taken by the 

informant in his or her answers in response to core open-ended questions.  Successive 

questioning during interviews focused on the informant’s involvement in the evolution of the 

SoDM at ECU, political aspects to the evolution of the SoDM at ECU, and the general rationale 

behind establishing the SoDM at ECU.  Each interview concluded with the following question: 

Do you have any suggestions of additional people I should interview that would be able to give 

insight into the process of getting funding appropriated for the SoDM at ECU? 

 Accuracy of respondents’ answers were evaluated based on other respondents’ answers 

as well as information gleaned from archival documents such as those mentioned above.  In the 

event that respondents’ answers were unclear or there were responses in contradiction to 

supporting documents and / or other respondents’ answers, I followed-up with the respondent 

whose answers were in question.  Throughout the semi-structured interviews, I followed protocol 

questions with probing questions in an effort to uncover important information related to this 

study. 

Interviews occurred in a variety of locations, which included (but were not limited to) 

informants’ homes and offices and public venues.  In only extreme situations, where key 

informants were at a great distance to which I was not be able to travel or their schedules did not 

allow for a face-to-face interview, interviews occurred over the telephone with the conversations 
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being recorded for later transcription.  Informants were always made aware that they were being 

recorded for transcription purposes.  My schedule and the informants’ schedules determine the 

location of the interviews.  My availability and ability to travel, as well as that of the informant, 

also determined location of the interviews.  Interviews were tape-recorded and transcribed by the 

researcher.  Two informants refused to be recorded, and in such cases, I took notes and typed 

summaries of these interviews for analysis.  Informants, who were not recorded and did not 

provide audio record of content, reviewed the summaries of their interviews for accuracy and 

provided consent following their approval of their interview summaries.   

Consent, Confidentiality, and Security 

Prior to their interviews, informants were given a Participant Consent Form detailing the 

purpose of the study and ensuring confidentiality of information provided to me.  Confidentiality 

was preserved by excluding any specific identifiers of the individual’s personal identity, 

especially identifiers that would link one to a political office or position in the local community 

and threaten his or her elected position or livelihood.  Security was preserved by saving 

transcriptions on a password-protected laptop computer belonging to me.  I was also the only 

person with access to the password.  Interview tapes were stored in a locked box that is 

accessible only by a combination known by me.       

Data Analysis 

Analytical Technique 

While the organizational-level logic model (as described by Yin, 2009) was initially 

thought to be the best-suited approach to incorporate the use of into this study’s data analysis, 

such a model proved to be more linear than occurred with the events that evolved throughout the 

course of the development of the SoDM at ECU.  As such, analysis of this initiative emerged 
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with an explanatory approach, utilizing the results of primary and secondary coding of categories 

and themes extracted from informants’ responses in NVivo.  Categories, derived from identified 

processes involved in public policy making, for analysis include 

• agenda setting;   

• specification of alternatives;  

• authoritative choice among those specified alternatives; and  

• implementation (Kingdon, 2003).   

A rubric for coding these categories is provided in Table 2.  Themes for the analysis of this study 

addressed the streams involved in policy making, as identified by the Multiple Streams Model 

(Kingdon, 2003), which include 

• problems, 

• policies, and 

• politics (Kingdon, 2003). 

These themes emerged from primary coding of informants’ responses as defined by Kingdon 

(2003).  A rubric for coding these themes of process streams is provided in Table 3.  Secondary 

coding of informants’ responses produced themes that emerged from references to instances that 

assisted in advancing the initiative or impeding its progress, and a rubric for secondary coding is 

proved in Table 4.  Emergent themes that were not identified as impediments are not listed in 

Table 4 with examples of impediments for that theme.  Likewise, emergent themes that did not 

demonstrate examples of propelling the initiative to success do not have such examples listed in 

Table 4 and have blank boxes for these themes.  Responses often fell into more than one 

category or theme during primary and secondary coding. 
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Table 2 

Rubric for Primary Coding of Categories 
 
Category Definition Examples 
   
Agenda Setting Responses that expressed 

idea formation, timing, and 
softening up of policy 
communities (described 
below) 

See next three rows. 

   
Idea formation 
- part of agenda 

setting 

Responses reflecting the 
development of emerging 
ideas and alternatives 

“They were much more focused on the issue 
of access disparities and wanted to come in 
with a model that would have an impact on 
those disparities.” 

“The students are trained in a real delivery 
system, not in an educational laboratory the 
way most dental students are trained.  In this 
model, faculty practice as they teach, which is 
unlike any other dental school in the country 
but it’s very similar to the medical model of 
medical nursing or pharmacy model of 
clinical education.” 

   
Timing 
- part of agenda 

setting 

Responses that expressed 
the influence of when ideas 
were proposed, alternatives 
were considered, 
alternatives were selected / 
implemented, etc. 

“See the idea of getting it approved so quickly 
was so you could get it in the budget for 2007 
session and so by getting it done in 
November, then Chapel Hill’s part and the 
planning and beginning parts, in fact maybe 
all the money for the buildings put in in that 
year which is probably a good thing because 
that was before the economic collapse and so 
the state ended up committing to that.” 
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Table 2 (continued) 
 
Category Definition Examples 
   
Softening-Up of 
Policy 
Communities 
- part of agenda 

setting 

Responses communicating 
how relationships / 
connections worked to gain 
support from community 
members / legislators / 
professionals in the field of 
Dentistry / higher 
education system 
governance for the SoDM 
as an alternative. 

“Established relationships with key decision 
makers.” 

“I think the other thing they did which was 
really smart is that this was not a university; 
uh it wasn’t UNC versus ECU.  What they did 
was they got the leaders of the business 
community, church groups, civic 
organizations, a whole range of other 
community groups engaged in this issue and 
we did several receptions….” 

“Local and institutional experts in dentistry 
continued discussions over the next two to 
three years about a dental school at East 
Carolina University that would successfully 
address the problem of oral health care in 
rural and underserved areas of the state.” 

   
Specification of 
Alternatives 

Responses reflecting  
proposed ideas that are 
considered for adoption / 
implementation 

“They could incentivize people to go down 
east…let guys go down there and pay off their 
debt and all that…work 4 or 5 years or 
whatever.” 
 
 “An agreement between the two universities 
as to how we’d work together to improve oral 
health for the people of North Carolina.” 

   
Authoritative 
Choice 

Responses reflective of 
selecting an alternative for 
implementation 

“Senator Basnight was really careful to make 
sure the University System was moving 
forward with its most pressing needs so the 
Dental School, in particular, I remember a lot 
of discussion about Chapel Hill’s was 
expanding at the time, and it was very 
important to Senator Basnight to not do one 
without the other; a lot of the discussions were 
based on what were the campuses’ priorities 
were also so it wasn’t, you know, if that was 
their number one priority at ECU, then they 
weren’t going to skip it and go to something 
else.” 
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Table 2 (continued) 
 
Category Definition Examples 
   
Implementation Responses related to 

funding / building the 
alternative; establishing the 
SoDM at ECU 

“We had the support of the General 
Administration all the way through; there 
were unanimous votes all the way through.” 
 
“We couldn’t have done any of it without 
legislative approval and at that time legislative 
funding.” 
 
“Being in the majority at that time we were 
able to put funding in the budget.” 
 
“We made the final decision of what the 
budget would look like and fortunately during 
that time Rep. Bill Owens was uh he was in 
charge of Capital because he was from that 
area, he was supportive and it made it easier 
to keep the project on that Capital list.” 
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Table 3 

Rubric for Primary Coding of Themes 
 
Theme Definition Examples 
   
Problem Responses related to 

recognizing needs / 
existing problems 

“One of the great things about the Dental 
School was you also had service to rural 
communities.” 
 
“All the studies that have shown the sort of 
lack of access to health care in rural 
communities…overall, so I think it was 
definitely a compelling reason to do it.  Every 
time somebody talked about that project, they 
talked about improving access for rural 
communities.” 
 
“The idea that you could have some sort of 
impact on that and if you just look at the 
numbers…dentists per population in North 
Carolina was one of the lowest in the country 
and we clearly needed more.” 

   
Policy Responses related to the 

formation of a policy or 
program and various 
proposed ideas 

“They could incentivize people to go down 
east…let guys go down there and pay off their 
debt and all that…work 4 or 5 years or 
whatever. 
 
“They came up with a completely different 
game plan in terms of what the impact would 
be on rural health.” 
 
 “They suggested a pediatric dental residency 
program, increasing their already existing 
general practice residency program here, and 
to look at it again in five years.” 
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Table 3 (continued) 
 
Theme Definition Examples 
   
Politics Responses describing 

relationships, positions of 
influence, organizational 
inner-workings, and other 
politically influenced 
maneuvers 

“The further east you got, as a general rule, 
the more palatable the idea of a new school 
was and, as a general rule, the further west 
you went, the more likely you were to 
encounter someone who was really very much 
against it.” 
 
“Because there was a legislative power base, 
the Democrats were in power and there were 
people over there who were of significant 
influence, and had influence, as I understand 
it, with and on the University Board of 
Governors…” 
 
“From a legislative point of view, it hadn’t 
gone through anything.  It was just sort of 
sliding through and the first thing they were 
going to appropriate 7 million dollars 
planning money and I think the next was 12 
million and the next thing you know they’re 
talking about 80 million dollars.” 
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Table 4 

Rubric for Secondary Coding of Emergent Themes 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    
Politics Responses 

referring to 
individuals 
/interactions that 
involved 
members in the 
categories of 
legislature, 
community, 
institution, and 
UNC System 
governance. 

“The relationships established 
with key decision makers in 
the state enabled the 
community stakeholders to 
succeed in moving the School 
of Dental Medicine forward 
and gaining necessary 
appropriations for 
establishment.” 
“So, you marry somebody in 
the community with somebody 
in the University on this idea, 
and what ends up becoming 
the engine to push it forward is 
that that community group 
goes to an elected official to 
get them to push for that idea 
in the General Assembly.  It 
just doesn’t happen to be 
somebody that works for the 
University, and I would argue, 
“What’s the difference?”  Why 
is it that the person who 
happens to work for the 
University makes a better 
decision about what’s needed 
in the state than the community 
that’s being served and the 
elected official that’s serving 
that community?” 

See examples for 
Legislature, Community, 
Institution, and UNC 
System Governance. 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    
Legislature Members of the 

NCGA 
“There was a meeting with 
very few people in it, which I 
was one of ‘em, Senator 
Basnight was one of ‘em, and 
there was some University 
officials, one of ‘em, and 
Senator Basnight made it very 
clear in plain eastern North 
Carolina language that there 
would be either two dental 
schools or there’d be no dental 
schools, and that’s how it came 
about.” 

“So, when I get elected to 
the Legislature, I go down 
there, and I don’t know how 
exactly I found out, but I see 
this saying we’re going to 
have a dental school at East 
Carolina, and I knew that 
they had a big expansion 
plan for the Dental School at 
Carolina and they were 
going to go to about 150 
students or something like 
that.  The decision was 
made, the agreement was 
made, that plans were to 
expand – and I know it was 
to at least 125 - and the 
money was all going to be 
spent there.  So, when the 
movement started to get a 
Dental School down east, 
part of the appropriation 
was going to go to that.  
Where people began…that’s 
what motivated me because 
I’m in the Legislature and 
we’re talking about the 
budget and so forth.” 
“I didn’t want us to end up 
with two, half-rear end 
dental schools, and I didn’t 
want taxpayers to pay 
unnecessarily.” 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    
Community Core 

community 
group moving 
initiative 
forward 

“It boils down to what the 
local folks want.  My 
recollection of it is that Marc 
was approached by a number 
of local community folks in 
Greenville who were 
responding to a need.” 

 

    
Institution Public higher 

education 
institutions 
involved. 

See examples for ECU and 
UNC-CH below. 
 
 

See examples for ECU and 
UNC-CH that follow. 
 
 

    
- ECU East Carolina 

University 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“Dr. Mike Lewis and that is 
one that needs to play very 
prominently.  He was Vice 
Chancellor for Health Affairs 
not a very long time, but he 
was a guy that had a vision.  
He was a guy that understood 
the legislative process.  All 
these people that I’ve 
mentioned he knew as well, 
and he’d only been here two or 
three years, but he was, I can 
still see him, you know I can 
still see people running around 
with Basnight.  He was larger 
than life and a very loyal 
soldier.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“I didn’t understand all the 
infighting that was going 
on…” 
“…had a lot of politics on 
campus that were wrong.” 
“And it’s in this context of 
all these issues.  So, 
Amanda, you can’t separate 
out the big issues of the 
state, why the state 
supported it cause it was 
little issues like this going 
on and that affected how 
ECU was seen by the state.” 
“These administrators at 
East Carolina University 
attempted to block the 
progression and success of 
the School of Dental 
Medicine at East Carolina 
University through a variety 
of ways including stacking 
and influencing search 
committees, withholding 
correspondence from world-
renowned professionals in  
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    
 

  

the area of dental and 
medical education who 
offered to assist with the 
establishment of the dental 
program at East Carolina 
University for no charge, 
lobbying for less than 
minimal funding from the 
legislature, and intimidation 
tactics aimed toward the 
core community group.” 

    
- UNC-CH University of 

North 
Carolina at 
Chapel Hill 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“His counsel was that he did 
not feel it was in the best 
interest of the institution.  His 
charge is to look out for UNC-
Chapel Hill to fight this thing, 
to oppose this thing, he 
understood where I was 
coming from – the background 
that I had shared with him as 
far as the documentation 
relative to the cost of education 
that I shared with you before – 
but he just felt like it was not 
in our best interest to oppose 
this.” 
“Chancellor Moeser called us 
over and said we need to talk 
about this, and, you know he 
talked the most, but he told us 
whatever happens, he hoped 
we could support – the schools 
could support this – because he 
did not want to have to deal 
with the situation that they had 
with the School of Medicine.” 
 

“Behind the scenes, faculty 
and administration at the 
University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill were 
working against the 
establishment of the School 
of Dental Medicine at East 
Carolina University.” 
“One ally that they had at 
the time was that Bill Roper, 
who heads up the Medical 
System all together, he’s 
Dean of the Medical School, 
he’s head of all the health 
systems at UNC, he’s a 
really brilliant man, he was 
very close friends with 
Erskine Bowles, extremely 
close, like best friends – 
they have lunch every 
Friday.  So, when Bill 
basically said no, it just 
wasn’t going to happen. “ 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    
- UNC 

System 
Governance 

University of 
North 
Carolina 
System 
Board of 
Governors, 
General 
Administrati
on, and 
President 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“Erskine Bowles and the 
Board of Governors evidently 
decided that this was a good 
thing.” 
“We had the support of the 
General Administration all the 
way through; there were 
unanimous votes all the way 
through.” 
“We had support from the 
leadership at UNC General 
Administration back when we 
had Erskine Bowles…” 
“I was sitting in the Dean’s 
office downstairs and he had a 
call from Erskine, President 
Bowles at the time and Vice 
Chancellor for Health Affairs 
at ECU – Mike Lewis, and 
we’re sitting there and a 
telephone conversation came 
on and he said ECU’s on board 
for the Plan for Dentistry, are 
you?” 

“…variety of obstacles put 
forth…including the lack of 
support for and opposition 
to the School of Dental 
Medicine by high ranking 
administrators at…the 
University of North 
Carolina System Office.” 
“Erskine Bowles, I think 
originally had severe 
reservations about it.” 
“Sometimes, you’ll get 
hesitancy from a chancellor 
because they’re against a 
project and sometimes 
you’ll get hesitancy from a 
chancellor not so much 
because they’re against a 
project but they’re afraid 
they’ll get in trouble with 
General Administration.” 
 
 
 

    
Addressing 
Public Need 

Responses 
referring to 
improving 
access to and 
quality of 
oral health 
care 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“What they were most 
interested in was just doing 
something for their 
community.” 
“…improve people’s lives by 
enhancing oral health by 
putting dentists in rural parts of 
the state…” 
“All the studies that have 
shown the sort of lack of 
access to health care in rural 
communities…overall, so I 
think it was definitely a  
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    
 

 

compelling reason to do it.  
Every time somebody talked 
about that project, they talked 
about improving access for 
rural communities.” 

 

    
Economic 
Development 

Responses 
referring to the 
SoDM and its 
establishment / 
construction as 
being an 
economic driver 
for the 
communities in 
which it and its 
service learning 
clinics would be 
established 
throughout 
North Carolina. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“Economic engine in the 
eastern part of the state.” 
“With the economic situation 
in eastern North Carolina the 
way it is and was, it is my 
opinion that the new school 
was purely an economic 
decision based upon the fact.”  
“For Marc, anyway, building 
these buildings was an 
investment in education and 
also sort of an economic 
engine, and even if you talk to 
the General Contractors’ 
Association, they’ll say that 
the reason we didn’t have a 
recession in the early part of 
the 2000s as bad as the rest of 
the country was because of all 
those campuses being built 
up.” 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    
Cooperation 
and 
Compromise 

Responses 
referring to 
institutions / 
individuals 
working 
together or 
moving forward 
together and at 
times not 
getting 
everything they 
wanted for the 
good of the 
initiative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“The best thing we could do 
was to support the Joint Plan 
for Dentistry.  Technically, and 
theoretically, it was a win-win 
for both groups.  Carolina got 
something they wanted, they 
needed more research space 
and classroom space and all 
that kind of stuff, and East 
Carolina got what they 
wanted.” 
“Well, when Erskine called the 
two chancellors together he 
said the last thing in the world 
we need in North Carolina is a 
repeat of that event and he said 
whatever we do we’re going to 
do with the two campuses 
unified when it’s proposed.” 
“Any public discussion of this 
or talk at the Board of 
Governors, Chapel Hill and 
ECU were always there on the 
same side supporting the 
whole thing so there was 
never, at least from the official 
representatives of the 
University, never any 
division.” 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    
Geography 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses 
referring to 
areas of the 
state such as the 
East, the West, 
the Piedmont, 
rural, and 
urban. 
 
 
 
 
 

“The further east you got, as a 
general rule, the more 
palatable the idea of a new 
school was.” 
“Process of convincing various 
people who were in the 
General Assembly, who were, 
some of them based in eastern 
North Carolina anyway, so 
they had an interest in helping 
out their constituents and then 
partnering with the other 
groups that needed to have…” 

“As a general rule, the 
further west you went, the 
more likely you were to 
encounter someone who was 
really very much against it.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    
Personal 
Experience 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses 
referring to 
what an 
individual had 
experienced in 
his or her life 
and how that 
might have 
influenced their 
perspectives. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“A lot of those people (in 
General Assembly) were from 
rural counties.  They knew 
people who were having 
trouble getting to a dentist or 
they didn’t have the dental 
workforce that they would like 
to have in their community so 
it certainly could be, and I’m 
sure it was, a very altruistic 
argument.” 
 
“She could tell you personal 
stories – she was a former 
principal and she would talk 
about how the children 
would…in Martin and in Pitt 
County – she taught in Martin 
but was a principal in Pitt – so, 
had those connections all up in 
the northeastern part of the 
state especially, and would talk 
about how the children had 
great needs.” 

“I saw what happened in 
Kentucky – a relatively poor 
state, much poorer overall 
than North Carolina, but at 
the time where other 
programs were being 
reduced and Dental 
Education is a very costly 
program to operate…very 
expensive because of the 
intensity of the faculty and 
they’re paid higher levels 
than English professors and 
History professors and 
things like that, and I just 
didn’t think it was a good 
use of public policy when 
we could expand enrollment 
at Chapel Hill.” 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    

  

 

“To his credit, he did 
express concern at one of 
those meetings down at the 
General Assembly, because 
he had been at Kentucky 
and he talked about how 
they struggled to get 
applicants – now that’s 
when our applications were 
down somewhat – and it just 
had not worked very well in 
Kentucky so he tried to 
make that point but it just 
didn’t go anywhere.” 

    
Timing 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses 
referring to the 
period of time 
before and after 
the economic 
collapse 
experienced in 
North Carolina 
around the year 
2008. 
 
 

“Timing was everything.” 
“The day we broke ground was 
before we ever had plans 
because politically we needed 
to literally get a shovel in the 
ground.” 
“It was right before the bad 
economic period.” 
“All of that combined with the 
timing of having some money 
in the state coffers.” 
 

“Once we had the downturn, 
though, it got a little dicey 
about some of the money 
and some of the recurring 
money and they didn’t get 
all the money as quickly as 
they wanted it, but I think 
they got pretty close to what 
they asked for.” 
“If we were trying to do it 
now, it would not do it.”  
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    

  

 “The idea of getting it 
approved so quickly was so 
you could get it in the budget 
for 2007 session and so by 
getting it done in November, 
then Chapel Hill’s part and the 
planning and beginning parts, 
in fact maybe all the money for 
the buildings put in in that year 
which is probably a good thing 
because that was before the 
economic collapse and so the 
state ended up committing to 
that.” 
“Now, that was in 2007/2008.  
There’s a bit of luck involved 
in this because we just hit it at 
the right time.” 

 

    
Mission 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses 
referring to the 
influence of 
ECU’s 
institutional 
mission of 
service. 
 
 
 
 

“Our philosophy is right in 
line, you know, to graduate 
more primary care dentists for 
rural underserved, minority 
underserved populations and 
an opportunity for a medical 
education to improve the 
health and the oral health for 
people in eastern North 
Carolina.  The two missions 
are very much alive.” 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    
Political 
Party 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses 
referring to 
support from 
either the 
Democratic 
Party or 
Republican 
Party 
influencing 
progress of 
initiative. 

“Legislative power base, the 
Democrats were in power and 
there were people over there 
who were of significant 
influence.” 
 
 
 
 
 

“When the Republicans took 
over, let’s see, I was there 
only one term, and I was not 
a chief budget writer.  I 
remember one of them 
talking to me one day and 
saying, ‘I sure wish we’d 
listened to you about that 
dental school’ [and not 
voted for it].” 

    
Priorities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses 
referring to 
inclusion in the 
priorities set by 
the UNC Board 
of Governors 
and institutions. 
 
 
 
 
 

“A lot of the discussions were 
based on what were the 
campuses’ priorities were also 
so it wasn’t, you know, if that 
was their number one priority 
at ECU, then they weren’t 
going to skip it and go to 
something else.” 
“It’s always about funding 
priority lists set by the Board 
of Governors so there’s a level 
of accountability, too.” 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    
Competition 
for Resources 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses 
referring to 
competition for 
funding, 
faculty, and 
qualified 
applicants. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

“I think if there was any 
trepidation by people about 
it, it was the question of you 
know well we’ve already 
got a medical school and 
we’re having to do so much 
to try to keep it going 
financially how are we 
going to do it with a dental 
school?” 
“As always when East 
Carolina wants something, 
particularly when East 
Carolina’s in competition or 
seen to be in competition 
with UNC-Chapel Hill, 
there’s a battle in the 
legislature because East 
Carolina’s never had the 
kind of support in the 
legislature that UNC-Chapel 
Hill has had just in pure 
numbers and in terms of 
clout.” 
“I think there was more 
concern with not the dollars 
so much but the competition 
for faculty.” 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    
Pride and 
Loyalty 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses 
referring to the 
allegiances / 
alliances of 
individuals with 
an institution.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

“You know there were a lot 
of Chapel Hill alums in the 
legislature, and Chapel Hill 
has a huge community of 
Dental School alums and so 
every time you fight the bill 
to support another campus 
that might compete with one 
that was already there, you 
know there was a little bit of 
pride there.” 
“The Dean was, a little new, 
I think he hadn’t been there 
very long and I think his 
faculty was not enthusiastic 
about it so he was, the more 
publicity this got, the more 
North Carolina Dental 
graduates that were working 
in the state began to get that 
kind of growing opposition 
or Chapel Hill legislators.” 
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Table 4 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
Theme 

 
 
 

Definition 

 
Example of Propelling 

(Moving Initiative 
Forward/Catalyst) 

Example of Impediment 
(Preventing Initiative from 

Moving forward/ 
Challenges/Barriers) 

    
Exclusion of 
Expert 
Stakeholders 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses 
referring to not 
involving 
professionals 
who have 
expert 
knowledge of 
the professional 
field of the 
initiative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

“We sought out inclusion.  
When we learned, like I said 
it was relatively early on in 
the process, we learned that 
A, we weren’t asked to be at 
the table.  I think that some 
of the frustration of our 
members about the decision 
was the fact that they 
weren’t even asked.  There’s 
certainly no other group that 
has more expertise 
collectively within the state 
so that’s one.  But, we 
realized very early on that 
this train had left the station 
and we weren’t going to be 
able to affect it.” 

    
Knowledge 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses 
referring to 
possessing 
knowledge and 
being informed 
with accurate 
information or 
lack of accurate 
information. 

 

“I don’t think that they 
really understood that 
(dental service clinics in the 
western part of the state) or 
whether it was particularly 
articulated…” 
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Analytical Tools 

In order to identify trends and other findings emerging from the coding of interview 

transcripts and other documents gleaned in the data collection of this study, NVivo 10, a 

qualitative research software program, was utilized.  Nodes were created to represent the 

categories and themes listed above and data representing each was selected and noted as that 

particular category or theme.  Data related to timing, idea formation, and softening up of 

policycommunities were coded as an agenda setting category node.  Data related to alternatives 

proposed, such as varying ideas, were coded as an alternative category node.  Data related to the 

selection of an alternative were coded as an authoritative choice category node.  Data related to 

deciding to fund an alternative (East Carolina University School of Dental Medicine) were coded 

as an implementation category node.  Data related to recognizing needs or existing problems 

were coded as a problem node.  Data related to the formation of a policy or program and various 

proposed ideas were coded as a policy node.  Data describing relationships, positions of 

influence, organizational inner-workings, and other politically influenced maneuvers were coded 

as a political node.  Within these thematic nodes of process streams, data were also coded as a 

catalyst or barrier if it represented something that moved the process forward or hindered its 

progress, respectively.  Overlapping categories and themes did occur and were coded as such. 

 In order to quantify the most frequently occurring policy process streams, equating 

frequency with most influence in the process, queries were conducted for the number of times 

thematic nodes (problem, policy, and political) were referenced (according to the coding) as well 

as where they intersected with each other.  The purpose behind studying intersections was to 

better understand which streams seemed to work in tandem with each other.  Those appearing 

most frequently together would lead to such a conclusion.  Queries were also conducted for the 
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number of times thematic nodes intersected with categorical nodes (agenda setting, alternatives, 

authoritative choice, and implementation) in order to determine which process streams occurred 

most often in the primary stages of the policy process.  As with the thematic nodes, frequency of 

occurrence (resulting from coding) is utilized as an indicator of influence in this study.   

Additional themes extracted during secondary coding identified trends that emerged from 

informants’ responses were coded as nodes and analyzed using NVivo 10 software.  In the same 

way that primary coding quantified the influence of process streams by the number of references 

coded for each process stream or stage in the decision-making process, secondary coding of 

emergent themes were analyzed for frequency of references to reflect influence.  These emergent 

themes were also attributed to occurrences that either propelled the initiative to success or 

impeded its progress.  These characteristics were identified as nodes as well.  Queries were 

conducted to analyze the influence of emergent themes on propelling the initiative’s progress and 

impeding its progress, which resulted in the ability to observe which themes were more 

influential in advancing the initiative and which emergent themes were more influential in 

challenging the progress of the initiative.   

  The following study questions guided the data analysis in order to address this study’s 

central research question that explores political decision making in public higher education: 

1. How does the idea of an initiative emerge? 

2. How do initiatives arrive on the governmental agenda? What does this process entail? 

3. How do initiatives arrive on the decision agenda?  What does this process entail? 

4. How are initiatives selected to be considered for adoption and implementation? 

5. Why are certain initiatives chosen by those with power in the government (elected 

officials) while other initiatives are ignored?    
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6. Why do certain chosen initiatives survive and reach the implementation phase? 

These questions were designed, just as the core interview questions above were, as a response to 

the set of processes, identified by Kingdon (2003), which summarizes public policy making.  In 

guiding the data analysis, these questions also guide the progression of the reporting of the 

findings of the case study provided in Chapter Five.  

Summary 

 Grounded in the conceptual framework of Kingdon’s concept of the Policy Primeval 

Soup and through a combination of qualitative methods, which  included interviewing and 

collecting data from archival documents related to the evolution of the SoDM at ECU (focusing 

on the period from the inception of the idea to the decision of North Carolina State Legislators to 

fund the initiative) this single, historical case study addresses the process of decision making 

among state legislators as it relates to deciding whether or not to fund new initiatives of public 

higher education.  Published historical accounts of the evolution of ECU and its Brody School of 

Medicine were used to document the historical context of the institution within which this 

initiative took place.  Evaluation of accuracy of the historical context provided for this 

dissertation was reinforced with the review of an individual utilized for the published historical 

accounts that had experienced much of ECU’s evolution and was knowledgeable of events 

throughout its development.  Since the reviewer was no longer employed by ECU, this reviewer 

was not influenced by ECU to cover less than positive aspects of its development.   

This study made use of snowball sampling as well as literature and documented 

individuals in selecting key informants for interviews.  By utilizing qualitative research software 

NVivo 10, transcripts of interviews were coded and analyzed via matrices produced in NVivo 10 

that revealed influence of themes and process streams through primary and secondary coding. 
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Findings from data collected in this study, described in Chapter Five and discussed in Chapter 

Six, will provide leaders in public higher education with strategies and approaches demonstrated 

through this case study that may guide them in successfully advancing new initiatives in public 

higher education, requiring support from state legislators for establishment.  Chapter Six will 

discuss these implications for leaders in public higher education, providing recommendations for 

leaders’ applications of the findings that address the processes and strategies of political decision 

making that are involved in successfully establishing new initiatives in public higher education.  



 
 

 
  

CHAPTER 4: CASE BACKGROUND 

Previous Experiences with Establishing New Initiatives in the Evolution of East Carolina 
 

 History tends to have a way of repeating itself, and in order to make progress, it is 

beneficial to understand past events in order to succeed in current events.  Nearly every 

informant interviewed noted that in order to understand the evolution and establishment of the 

SoDM at ECU, one had to first understand that of the Brody School of Medicine at ECU.  

Furthermore, in reviewing literature addressing the origins of ECU, a thorough understanding of 

both of these institutions within ECU relies on knowledge of events and motives leading to the 

establishment of the greater institution within which they reside, ECU.  Thus, the origins of ECU 

as well as those of the Brody School of Medicine will be visited in this chapter in order to 

provide a foundational context within which to understand and consider the findings directly 

related to the creation of the SoDM at ECU. 

East Carolina 

 The history of ECU began with a “small group of energetic citizens prepared to launch 

the campaign for an eastern normal school [teacher training school] in Greenville” (Bratton, 

1986, p. 8) that relied on a local citizen with a storied political career, including being a past 

governor of North Carolina, who possessed not only political experience and connections but 

also an “enduring commitment to improve the quality of life in North Carolina by increasing the 

educational opportunities for her people” (Bratton, 1986, p. 8).  This past governor was Thomas 

Jordan Jarvis, a native of Currituck County in northeastern North Carolina and believed that 

public education was the key to progress (Bratton, 1986).  His reputation of being a successful 

politician and “perennial champion of progressive causes and community projects” (Bratton, 

1986, p. 8), along with his commitment to advancing public education, positioned him to be a 
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leader in the campaign to create a public institution of higher education in eastern North 

Carolina. 

 Before continuing with the progress of the citizen group and the former governor, it is 

important to consider public education’s history in North Carolina as it relates to the political 

forces of the three sections of North Carolina: the coastal plain or East, the central Piedmont, and 

the mountains or West.  Life in these areas, as related to their social, political, economic, and 

cultural aspects, was greatly impacted by the geographical features of the areas.  The East was 

first to be settled and became home to socially and politically influential citizens (Bratton, 1986).  

The heritage of public or universal education in North Carolina has its roots in eastern North 

Carolina, dating back to colonial times.  In the North Carolina Colony, the northeastern area led 

the way in the village of Halifax with the creation of the state constitution for North Carolina, 

which in 1776 provided that “all useful learning shall be duly encouraged and promoted in one or 

more universities” (Bratton, 1986, p. 13).    

Much of the political power in North Carolina resided in the eastern geographical region 

during the colonial period and continued through the antebellum period.  The East had given rise 

to a wealthy, aristocratic class of landowning slaveholders that composed a minority of the 

population in this region but held the majority of the power politically and socially in the state.  

The majority of the eastern North Carolina population consisted of white families who have very 

modest property holdings, if any, did not own slaves, and depended on their families for farm 

labor.  The political power shifted westward to the Piedmont in the 1830s and remained until the 

1890s.  This shift was due to the non-aristocratic, white families moving westward and the rise of 

manufacturing as an industry in the Piedmont while the value of cotton as a staple crop in the 

East declined.  However, with the rise of railroads, methods of storing and exporting tobacco, 
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and tobacco markets in the East in the 1890s, political power returned to that section of the state 

and with it the recognition of the need for public education and its influence on social progress, 

especially as it concerned eradicating illiteracy in North Carolina.  Governor Charles B. Aycock 

led the campaign for instruction for all, which would require appropriations from the state (Key, 

1949).  The increase in education of North Carolinians also led to an increase in productivity, 

and  North Carolina differed from its neighbors in the South being energetic, high-spirited, 

progressive, and forward-thinking (Key, 1949).  The building spree of schoolhouses in North 

Carolina during the early 1900s brought with it a crisis-level need of trained teachers, which 

subsequently highlighted the need for teacher education (Bratton, 1986). 

 By March 1901, there were teacher training schools in the West at Cullowhee and the 

Piedmont at the State Normal College at Greensboro, and in keeping with the newly elected 

Governor Charles B. Aycock’s political platform of championing public education, the 

recognized need for additional teacher education offered prominent citizens of Wilson, North 

Carolina a window of opportunity to propose the idea of a Normal College in Wilson to the 

North Carolina General Assembly (NCGA).  This school would train white females to teach in 

the public schools and would offer white females living in eastern North Carolina the 

opportunity to be trained as teachers just as their peers in the western and central sections of the 

state were doing.  Those speaking on behalf of this idea for a Normal College in the East made 

clear that it would not be taking students from the State Normal College but rather offer those 

who were not accepted there or did not have the means to travel such a distance for education the 

opportunity to be trained as teachers.  Although this proposal never arrived on the floor of the 

NCGA for discussion or a vote, it did raise discussion throughout North Carolina and increased 

sectional politics (Bratton, 1986).   
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The existence of an institution of public higher education in an area of the state was a 

point of pride for that section, demonstrating where political power reigned as well as 

contributing to the economic development of that geographical area.  Sectional politics had 

evolved from the 19th century’s East-West dynamic of competition to the 20th century’s triangle 

of competition among the East, Piedmont, and West.  The Piedmont’s lingering negative feelings 

from the time of the eastern-dominated political powers led to discord between it and the East.  

Due to the lack of population in the West, the Piedmont felt less threatened by that section than 

by the more populated and potentially more powerful East, which led to the Piedmont’s support 

of the West at times.  This is suspected to have led to the state appropriation of $5,000 to the 

Normal School at Cullowhee while denying the $5,000 requested for the establishment of the 

Normal School at Wilson (Bratton, 1986).   

Another example of supporting the West over the East had to do with the establishment 

of a second normal school in the West after rejecting an identical proposal for a school in the 

East.  Although state legislators refused to support a petition submitted by the citizens of 

Columbus County in southeastern North Carolina, they voted in favor of establishing the 

Appalachian Training School in Boone in 1903.  By 1905, other locations throughout the East 

would approach the NCGA about establishing the Eastern North Carolina State Normal School 

in their localities including the northeastern North Carolina towns of Edenton (Chowan County) 

and Elizabeth City (Pasquotank County).  In response to the attempt made by Elizabeth City, 

legislators did recognize that there was a need for trained teachers as only 15 teachers in the 280 

schoolhouses located throughout the ten northeastern North Carolina counties had received a 

year or less of teacher training.  The other teachers in this area had no training.  However, the 

arguments were that there was not enough funding to build another normal school if they 
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(NCGA) were to adequately fund the state institutions currently in existence, which included the 

University (Chapel Hill), Agricultural College (Raleigh), and Normal School (Greensboro); these 

three schools were deemed the only necessary schools (Bratton, 1986). 

While the bill for the Eastern North Carolina Normal School in Elizabeth City, presented 

by the area’s Representative John Cristoph Bulcher Ehringhaus, did pass the House on March 4, 

1905, it wasn’t successful in the Senate.  However, an editorial in the News and Observer, the 

leading newspaper in the state, which addressed the latest cycle of events enlightened legislators 

and others when it suggested that rather than attaching a specific location to the bill for a normal 

school in eastern North Carolina, legislators should simply pursue a normal school in the eastern 

part of the state with the location to be determined after passing legislation to establish the 

institution.  Furthermore, it would require a combined effort among legislators and citizens 

throughout the eastern region to ensure passage of such a bill (Bratton, 1986). 

The pursuit of the Eastern North Carolina Normal School re-emerged two years later 

during the 1907 legislative session with a new approach that was adopted between 1905 and 

1907.  Geographically, the citizen-led movement to establish a normal school in eastern North 

Carolina shifted south of the northeastern counties to Pitt County, which was revered as the 

“most educationally progressive county in the East” (Bratton, 1986, p. 22) due to the efforts of 

William Henry Ragsdale.  Ragsdale emerged not only as the instigator and leader of the small 

group of citizens mentioned earlier but also as the informal regional coordinator of the 

movement.  In his position as superintendent, he had experienced the difficulties associated with 

finding professionally trained teachers for his county’s schoolhouses, which was a primary 

motivation to establish a normal school in the East.  Members of Ragsdale’s core group 

committed to the establishment of the school in the East included: James Lawson Fleming, 
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Greenville lawyer and elected to the North Carolina Senate in 1906, and David Jordan Whichard, 

editor and publisher of the local newspaper Daily Reflector.  These three men, in addition to 

other members of the Greenville business community, formed the Greenville Chamber of 

Commerce in 1906 in an effort to garner support of this initiative from the business community.  

The Chamber of Commerce’s Committee of Eighty, an appointed subgroup of the Chamber’s 

members created to lead the campaign was chaired by Ragsdale and further divided into a 

legislative subcommittee.  In addition to Greenville, similar networks were formed throughout 

the eastern and northeastern counties of North Carolina.  Prestige and attention were added to the 

campaign when the former Governor Thomas Jordan Jarvis emerged into the public arena as its 

lead advocate.  Jarvis’s public involvement had been delayed as he recovered from a serious 

illness, but on January 4, 1907, Jarvis was announced as the chairman of the steering committee 

for the Committee of Eighty (Bratton, 1986). 

In his new role as chairman of the steering committee, Jarvis utilized his political 

experience and knowledge to formulate the political strategy the campaign for the eastern normal 

school would take and was committed to seeing it through to its establishment in the East.  Jarvis 

had long been revered as a champion for education and successful politician and community 

advocate, and with the regional and statewide respect that he had earned throughout his life’s 

work, his endorsement of the campaign in this role provided substance and validation to this 

effort.  His historical knowledge of state politics in North Carolina, including the deep-rooted 

feelings of competition and threat that resulted from sectional politics, was a great advantage.  

He understood the loyalty and pride held by those who had been educated by or were connected 

to the well-established, first State Normal College at Greensboro, which included citizens in his 

own region that would benefit from an eastern normal school.  In addition to loyalties and 
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rivalry, there was also an emotional hurdle to overcome when Dr. Charles Duncan McIver, the 

first (and at that time current) President of the State Normal College at Greensboro, died 

(Bratton, 1986).   

With Dr. McIver’s death, supporters of his institution (who voiced opposition to the 

establishment of the eastern normal school) posed the argument that a new school in the East 

would destroy McIver’s work in taking resources away from the State Normal College at 

Greensboro.  James Yadkin Joyner, a native of Lenoir County in the East, staunch supporter and 

past faculty of the State Normal College under Dr. McIver, and State Superintendent of Public 

Instruction from 1902 until 1919, had consistently opposed attempts at the establishment of a 

new school in the East.  Among his various arguments, his stance included that there was no 

need for another school as the state only needed one strong school that is fully functioning; 

multiple smaller schools would spread resources too thin.  He had supported the two smaller 

schools in the West (Cullowhee and Boone) on the grounds that they were extensions of public 

high schools that provided minimal teacher training in addition to the regular high school 

curriculum, which meant that they posed no threat to the State Normal College’s growth and 

development.  In contrast, the proposed school in the East was viewed as a threat as it was to be a 

peer institution of the Greensboro school, which was included in the design of bills presented on 

January 30, 1907 by eastern North Carolina state legislators Senator James L. Fleming and 

Representative W.K. Jacobson.  These bills were designed in the same fashion as that of the 

State Normal College in Greensboro that passed in 1891.  There was no mention of specific 

location other than it being in the East (Bratton, 1986). 

The political strategy formulated by former Governor Jarvis emerged on February 6, 

1907 and included public hearings featuring testimonies of experts, advocates, and supporters 
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from the East communicating the need for the normal school in the East before the joint 

committees of the House and Senate .  Pitt County’s North Carolina Senator Fleming arranged 

the February 1907 hearing.  Statements addressed the lack of service to areas of the state outside 

of the Piedmont urban areas by graduates of the one State Normal College in Greensboro while 

financial support of the institution was from citizens statewide.  The fact that 95% of the State 

Normal College’s graduates went to work in urban rather than rural areas of the state was a point 

of contention and supported the need for expanding teacher training to other areas of the state 

(Bratton, 1986).  At that time, which is still the case presently, most of the East is composed of 

rural communities with Pitt County being the geographic center of the region. Strategically, 

Jarvis first recognized the work of the late Dr. McIver and recognized that compromise could be 

reached by starting as a two-year training school for women who wanted to be teachers in the 

public schools so that they could have knowledgeable and well-trained teachers in the rural 

areas.  Jarvis expressed the need for the school in the East as a public need (Bratton, 1986).  

Unlike previous attempts at promoting the bill, there were no arguments raised in opposition 

during that hearing; however, as before, the bill did not automatically move forward (Bratton, 

1986).   

In acknowledging that the school in the East could begin as a two-year training school, 

keeping the State Normal College as the only four-year training school in the state, former 

Governor Jarvis offered a point of compromise, which was recognized by Superintendent James 

Joyner who collaborated with Jarvis after the February 6, 1907 public hearing (Bratton, 1986).  

Recalling earlier mention of Joyner, he was very much opposed to the school in the East.  

However, after Governor Robert Brodnax Glenn refused to support Joyner’s bill to expand the 

public schools with high schools on the grounds that funds would be better used to continue to 
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fight the illiteracy that still exists in the East and West and to generate more qualified teachers, 

Joyner realized that he needed to compromise.  One of the forces behind Governor Glenn’s 

opposition to Joyner’s bill was Glenn’s loyalty to Jarvis who was the North Carolina Governor 

when Glenn came to office as Representative of Forsyth County.  With Jarvis leading the 

campaign for the eastern normal school, Joyner realized that an alliance with Jarvis was crucial, 

and the two devised a plan where Joyner’s high school bill and Fleming’s normal school bill 

could be combined (Bratton, 1986).   

A second open hearing was held on February 14, 1907 where the Joyner-Fleming 

compromise was proposed.  Former Governor Jarvis, Superintendent Ragsdale, and Senator 

Fleming, as well as other stakeholders and community members, spoke again to the importance 

and need of a training school for teachers in North Carolina.  New developments in the political 

strategy included communicating that the goal was not to compete with the established 

institution for teacher training but to instead improve the quality of life for citizens in the East by 

providing a needed service of teacher training.  Once again, no opposition to the bill was raised 

but action was deferred initially, followed by the decision to go into an executive session where 

it was decided that a subcommittee would draft a substitute bill that would encompass the 

compromise.  This bill decreased the amount of funding requested in Joyner’s high school bill 

and largely changed what had been written in Fleming’s eastern normal school bill.  One of the 

most significant changes was that of the name, which would now be the East Carolina Teachers 

Training School (ECTTS), and would be an extension of the high school.  In no sense was it to 

be on equal terms with that of the State Normal College at Greensboro.  Also, in the compromise 

bill, the training school would be co-educational and funding was reduced from the amount that 

was originally requested (Bratton, 1986).   
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In an effort to gain legislative support for the bill and assure supporters of the State 

Normal College that they would remain as the leader of normal schools in the state, significant 

appropriations were granted to the school in Greensboro, which propelled it to equal funding 

with the University of North Carolina, the flagship public institution of higher education in the 

state.  Additionally favorable for the campaign was the support of Governor Glenn.  Not only did 

his refusal to support Joyner’s initial high school bill motivate Joyner to seek compromise with 

Jarvis and the campaign for the eastern training school, but he was also from the western part of 

the state and noted that in his message to the NCGA endorsing the substitute bill.  “An Act to 

Stimulate High School Instruction in the Public Schools of the State, and Teacher Training,” the 

new bill of compromise, with Governor Glenn’s endorsement and the recommendation of the 

Joint Legislative Committee on Education, passed the NCGA on March 8, 1907, creating the 

East Carolina Teachers Training School.  Still, though, no location other than the East had been 

identified as the home for this new school.  When former Governor Jarvis arrived home to 

Greenville (Pitt County) and was praised as the person who was responsible for the 

establishment of the school, Jarvis in usual fashion attributed the success to the group effort 

made by the delegation from eastern North Carolina and noted that it would take continued work 

by the citizens of Pitt County to ensure that the school would be built in Pitt County (Bratton, 

1986).                 

While cooperation and collaboration of the various communities throughout eastern 

North Carolina aided in the success of gaining a teacher training school in the East, competition 

came to the forefront among those same eastern North Carolina communities and counties that 

had worked together.  When bids for the location of the new school were requested by the State 

Board of Education, these areas submitted for consideration and the competition ensued.  The 
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selected town would be the one viewed by the State Board of Education as offering the most 

financial assistance and location that was most desirable and suitable to the cause.  Leaders in the 

communities that had put forth bids advised political strategies that included offering the most 

cash and land in order to gain the school, which would in turn bring cultural, economic, and 

educational growth to the selected community.  Leading newspapers in the East also became 

involved in the campaign to gain the proposed teacher training institution (Bratton, 1986). 

Unfortunately, securing the school to be built was not quite as simple as offering the 

highest bid.  Politics emerged and led to re-opened bids after the initial deadline, which 

essentially opened the process to all interested parties, not just those who had initially submitted 

bids.  Rivalries between neighboring towns evolved and were publicized in area newspapers that 

reminded readers of the political alliances of certain towns under consideration for the school’s 

location.  One of the locations, Kinston, was hometown to Joyner who opposed the school, and 

public suspicions that the school would remain within the confines of a high school with an 

added teacher training portion emerged.  In contrast, another location competing for the school, 

Greenville, proposed that the school could flourish and grow into a great institution of learning, 

to eventual full college status, which would also benefit the community.  The message to the 

public, provided by newspaper media coverage, appeared that Kinston would limit the institution 

while Greenville would allow the institution to strive to reach its full potential and serve the 

region.  The committee of decision makers deciding where to locate the new school included 

individuals aligned with certain communities that put forth bids.  Kinston’s hometown 

connection with State Superintendent Joyner was at work.  However, after several rounds of 

voting by the committee of six, Joyner was outvoted, four to two, in favor of Greenville, North 

Carolina over Kinston, North Carolina in July 1907 (Bratton, 1986). 
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With the legislative establishment of ECTTS and the official location decided upon, the 

rivalry and competition among the eight communities in eastern North Carolina subsided and 

returned to a sense of camaraderie poised to support the school that would better their region.  

The school was promoted as something to benefit more than Greenville and Pitt County; it was 

to be for the people of eastern North Carolina and something in which all of eastern North 

Carolina should take pride.  ECTTS was to serve the region, and, as Governor Glenn noted in an 

interview, would become much more than a small teachers’ training school.  Glenn’s statement 

foreshadowed what would become ECU, eventually housing not only a public research 

institution but also nationally-recognized medical and dental schools.  While Glenn’s vision was 

futuristic, Bratton (1986) comments, “The more immediate challenge was to transform a 

legislative act into a functioning institution, or more essentially, to convert the dreams of a 

community into bricks and mortar and architectural designs into educational structures” (p. 63).  

This seemed to be repeated with each expansion of growth and development at ECU.  From 

ECTTS, it evolved into East Carolina College (ECC) and eventually ECU.  However, with each 

successive campaign to improve the institution that began as a small, two-year teacher’s training 

school, the motivating force harkened back to the mission that was first professed by the 

institution’s first president, Robert Herring Wright.  He concluded his inaugural address with the 

idea that ECTTS was to serve the people of the region and state in an effort to improve the 

quality of life for its citizens, which at that time meant teacher education but would come to 

respond to various societal needs as it evolved into ECU (Bratton, 1986).        

In considering the course of events that led to the first new public higher education 

initiative at ECU, these seemed to foreshadow those that would follow in later initiatives such as 

the course of events that led to the establishment of the School of Dental Medicine at East 
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Carolina University, which will be detailed in Chapter Five.  Both were community-based 

initiatives that were led by citizens of eastern North Carolina.  These citizens sought to improve 

the quality of life in the rural parts of the eastern North Carolina region.  Geographical 

identification and sectional politics contributed to political alliances and support for the 

initiatives.  Citizens joined with influential members of the North Carolina General Assembly 

(NCGA) and when met with challenges, they did not retreat.  Those with strong loyalties to their 

alma maters, the established flagships and initially established institutions, challenged the new 

initiatives.  Competition for resources was a constant struggle and formidable challenges posed 

by the flagship institutions were met by the determined citizens with keen political strategies and 

approaches of compromise.  Throughout the course of events, the mission of the institution, to 

serve, was active, carrying the new initiatives to successful establishment.  Not only is this true 

for the SoDM at ECU, but these events also held true through the course of events that led to 

gaining university status for East Carolina as well as achieving the establishment of a four-year 

medical education program at ECU.  Such events are detailed in the following section. 

School of Medicine at East Carolina 

 In much the same fashion as how ECU (originally ECTTS) evolved from the need for 

training teachers to serve rural North Carolina, especially rural eastern North Carolina, the Brody 

School of Medicine at ECU was created to address the need for primary physicians in rural 

eastern North Carolina.  Foreshadowing that a medical college in the East was at hand, Dr. John 

M. Messick (President of ECC, 1947-1959) commented during the pursuit of a nursing school to 

address the shortage of healthcare professionals in the mid-1950s that “some time in the future 

the need for a two-year medical school would become a recognized priority” (Bratton, 1986, p. 

360).  In September 1962, North Carolina Senator (Pitt County) Robert Lee Humber also 
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announced the need for a medical school in the East.  However, the pursuit for the medical 

school at ECC took flight in May of 1964 with Dr. Ernest W. Furgurson, a general physician in 

Plymouth, North Carolina who had more patients needing care than he could attend to there.  

This was the beginning of the grassroots effort to establish the Brody School of Medicine at ECU 

(Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998).   

Recognizing that the motto of ECU (ECC at that time) was to serve, and with direct 

professional knowledge of the great need for primary care physicians, Dr. Furgurson approached 

Dr. Leo Warren Jenkins, President of ECC, about why his institution was not responding to the 

health needs of the people it served.  At that time, eastern North Carolina led the nation in infant 

mortality and the number of enlistees in the draft rejected for physical reasons.  Eastern North 

Carolina also ranked last in the nation in mental retardation programs, hospital beds, and doctor-

patient ratios.  Dr. Furgurson viewed ECC as having a responsibility to its citizens of the region 

and state to address these issues.  As such, he looked to Dr. Jenkins as the responsible party to 

lead a campaign to establish a medical school for training primary care physicians for the East.  

Dr. Jenkins assured Dr. Furgurson that he would consider the situation and present it to the 

Board of Trustees (Williams, 1998).  

 Dr. Furgurson, leading the grassroots effort, began his research and quest for support of 

this initiative while participating in a symposium on pursuing general practice as a career, 

sponsored by the Duke Endowment Foundation, at the Duke University Medical Center.  It was 

there that he spoke with colleagues about the need to bring more general practitioners to rural 

eastern North Carolina and expressed to the audience how primary care physicians were 

becoming fewer while specialists were quickly increasing.  This seemed to be due to the vast 

amount of knowledge general practitioners had to know and with which many could stay current 
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(Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998).  As such, it had resulted in an “oversupply of physicians in 

certain specialties, such as surgery and internal medicine, while there is fragmentation of patient 

care and loss of interest in patients as human beings” (Williams, 1998, p. 2).  In addition to Dr. 

Furgurson proposing the idea of a medical school at ECC, Dr. Wilbert C. Davison, director of the 

symposium and former Dean of the Duke University School of Medicine, offered his 

endorsement of a medical school at ECC.  He noted that not only would a medical school in the 

East address the need for more physicians and healthcare providers, but it would assist with the 

bottle-neck issue four-year medical schools face in the first two-years of the medical education, 

which often leaves many vacant seats in the third and fourth year classes (Bratton, 1986; 

Williams, 1998). 

 In the spring of 1963, total medical students admitted to the three medical schools in 

North Carolina (combined) totaled 139, which included 24 out-of-state students.  Dr. Davison 

viewed this as “entirely too few to meet the ever-growing demand, even if all were to practice in 

North Carolina” (Bratton, 1986, p. 361).  Concerning doctor-patient ratio at that time, the 

national average was 125 doctors for every 100,000 patients.  The average in North Carolina was 

75 doctors for every 100,000 patients while eastern North Carolina had less than 50 doctors for 

every 100,000 patients, which was well below the national average (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 

1998).   

Dr. Jenkins proceeded in laying the foundation for the idea of establishing a two-year 

medical school at ECC.  In newspaper articles and long-range planning meetings with the 

NCGA’s Advisory Budget Committee, he expressed the need for such and the benefits it would 

bring to the East.  This was also an opportunity to get a sense, based on reactions, of the public’s 

attitude toward such an initiative at ECC.  Reminiscent of the campaign for a normal school in 
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eastern North Carolina, professional societies related to health care in eastern North Carolina, 

health care professionals, civic organizations, and newspapers throughout the eastern counties of 

North Carolina voiced their support and offered resolutions of such to the establishment of a 

two-year medical school at ECC, which garnered the attention of the ECC Board of Trustees 

(Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998).  

In an October 1, 1964 meeting of the ECC Board of Trustees, members of the board 

discussed, to great extent, the existing need and statistics supported by the Medical Care 

Commission and other data collection sources as well as other related concerns in considering 

the establishment of a medical education program.  As a result of this discussion, they decided to 

support a feasibility study, which led to the decision to support a medical school program if the 

study demonstrated the need for such a program and sufficient resources were made available to 

ECC.  Additionally, North Carolina Senator Robert Burren Morgan was elected as chairman of 

the Board of Trustees for ECC during that meeting.  Fortunately for ECC, Senator Morgan was 

also elected to serve as President Pro Tem in the North Carolina Senate during the 1965 session.  

This placed ECC in a uniquely favorable position to gain legislative support as the President Pro 

Tem position is one of the most powerful positions in the NCGA, and Senator Morgan was in 

support of the addition of a medical school to his alma mater, ECC (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 

1998).   

The Original Campaign for a Four-Year Public Medical School and Political Implications 

The proposal to establish a two-year medical school emerged as a leading issue for 

deliberation by the NCGA in January 1965 and was met with both support and opposition.  

Ironically, this was reminiscent of the campaign to expand the University of North Carolina at 

Chapel Hill’s medical school from a two-year program to a four-year program.  Establishing a 
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medical school at Chapel Hill was not a popular decision in its initial stages.  More largely 

populated areas such as Charlotte and Greensboro felt that the school should be built in their 

community.  Political battles were returning to sectional politics as had been occurring since the 

1800s.  Governor J. Melville Broughton, with the findings of a statewide committee of 

physicians, reported to the UNC Board of Trustees on January 31, 1944 the state of health care in 

North Carolina.  As reported, North Carolina was “eleventh in population in the country, forty-

second in the number of hospital beds per 1,000 population, and forty-fifth in doctors per 1,000” 

(Williams, 1998, p. 13).  The impetus to this study and proposal was the number of North 

Carolinians who volunteered for military service and were rejected due to medical reasons, 

which was approaching 28% while the national rejection rate was almost 24% of those who 

applied for duty.  Governor Broughton sought the medical school at Chapel Hill to serve as a 

provider of health care to the citizens of North Carolina, rich and poor, regardless of 

socioeconomic status (Williams, 1998).   

The UNC Board of Trustees supported Broughton’s campaign and a 50-member North 

Carolina Hospital and Medical Care Commission was appointed to study the conditions of the 

state’s health care.  The Commission’s findings resulted in the proposal of the Good Health 

Program, which was presented to the 1945 NCGA and detailed a needed increase in the number 

of physicians and hospitals and additional health insurance.  In the interim between the Hospital 

and Medical Care Commission’s study commenced and the 1945 recommendations to the 

NCGA, the gubernatorial office had transitioned from Governor Broughton to Governor R. 

Gregg Cherry.  Governor Cherry supported parts of the Commission’s recommendations, which 

included expanding Chapel Hill’s medical program to a four-year program.  Administrators at 

the UNC-Chapel Hill institution and medical school, community members, and legislators 
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worked together to gain support for Chapel Hill’s medical school expansion, especially focusing 

on benefits for students who would practice in rural areas of North Carolina after graduation 

(Williams, 1998).  Although approval to expand Chapel Hill’s medical school was granted by the 

1945 NCGA, it was not immediately enacted.  However, after a national committee recruited by 

the state’s Hospital and Medical Care Commission visited all potential sites, it decided that 

Chapel Hill’s current medical school would be best suited to provide the statewide coverage.  

The announcement to Governor Cherry and the Hospital and Medical Care Commission came on 

July 20, 1946, following the passage of the Hill-Burton legislation in the United States Congress.  

This bill appropriated funding for the construction of hospitals on the condition that state and 

local governments would provide supplemental funding as well as submit a long-range hospital 

plan that included current conditions of the states’ medical care facilities and hospitals 

(Williams, 1998). 

In anticipation of the decision to locate the hospital in Chapel Hill and expand the 

medical school there, newspapers in the competing areas of Charlotte and Greensboro began 

their campaign against the decision and reminded readers of a 1920 gift offered from Mr. J.B. 

Duke to build a medical program and center in Charlotte, which would have been at no cost to 

the citizens of the State of North Carolina. Predicting the national committee’s announcement of 

Chapel Hill being selected as the site for the state’s medical expansion, The Charlotte Observer, 

in an editorial, reminded its readers of the 1920s offer of Mr. J.B. Duke to financially support the 

creation of a four-year medical program and medical center, in cooperation with UNC, in 

Charlotte that was refused by UNC due to its location and as a result of allegiances to UNC-

Chapel Hill.  Members of the national committee that selected the site and were in favor of the 

decision did so due to the environment in which the medical students would be trained as it 
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reflected a small-town setting found in rural areas of North Carolina.  However, those opposed to 

the idea of a new medical school, in general, regardless of location, did so due to the poor 

economic conditions and low socioeconomic status of those living in the areas where the need 

for health care was so great.  Additionally, the national review committee recommended that 

North Carolina support the education of its African-American citizens and increase the numbers 

of African-American medical and nursing students by financially supporting their education at 

Meharry Medical College in Tennessee (Williams, 1998).  Other recommendations for 

increasing physicians in rural areas included: “improvement of social and economic conditions; 

…an integrated hospital program; selection of students from rural communities, to be partially or 

wholly subsidized; and guarantees of income from local communities in certain areas” 

(Williams, 1998, p. 18).  The newly expanded medical school and teaching hospital was to 

“serve as the center from which high-quality medical care would radiate as far as possible over 

the geographic area” (Williams, 1998, p. 18)  and was supported by the North Carolina medical 

community’s professional organization.   

Unfortunately, as health disparities evolved and continued to grow, the health conditions 

of citizens in the rural areas of North Carolina continued to be poor.  Whereas the rejection of 

North Carolinians for military service due to poor health conditions was about 28%, the rejection 

rate for the same reasons increased to more than 45% of applicants in 1970.  When this rejection 

rate was reviewed by county in North Carolina, it had reached more than 50% in 15 of the 100 

counties of the state.  Furthermore, 14 of the 15 counties were in the rural areas of eastern North 

Carolina (Williams, 1998).     
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East Carolina University’s Challenges in the State Legislature and Higher Education 

In January 1965, the State Medical Center Study Commission, created by the 1963 

NCGA, was in the midst of studying the health care problems throughout the state.  There was a 

contingency that felt no decision should be made about establishing another state medical school 

until the Commission finished its study.  Meanwhile, there was also a movement at hand to 

establish a four-year medical school in Charlotte, and Mecklenburg County residents voiced their 

opinion that the next medical school funded by the state should be in a metropolitan area 

(Charlotte) where a large population existed.  These were the areas that were initially turned 

down when Chapel Hill was awarded the expansion to a four-year medical school (Bratton, 

1986; Williams, 1998).   

Supporters of the UNC medical school, the only established public medical school in the 

state at that time, voiced concerns that a second state-supported medical school would take 

valuable resources away from the established one, and it would be more economical and efficient 

to spend the additional funding on enlarging the current medical school and increasing its class 

size.  These supporters also felt that with an expanded class size at the UNC medical school, 

when added to classes at the state’s two private medical schools at Wake Forest and Duke 

University, would produce an ample amount of physicians to address the physician shortage and 

other health care needs.  Many of the doctors who were local to ECC initially opposed it under 

the direction of their alma mater, UNC, as a matter of pride and loyalty (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 

1998).  Throughout the eastern North Carolina region and the state, alumni and other supporters 

of the UNC Medical School feared competition for state resources; these funds would no longer 

be solely dedicated to the development of the UNC medical school if the medical school at ECC 

became established.  Additionally, there were federal funds at stake, which concerned not only 
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the UNC medical school community, but also alumni and supporters of the state’s private 

medical schools (Wake Forest and Duke University) who emerged in opposition to the proposal 

for a new medical school at ECC (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998).        

The Board of Higher Education was another group who did not favor establishing a 

second medical school in the state at that time, especially at ECC.  The Board of Higher 

Education had been created as a result of the recommendations made by the Commission of 

Higher Education (Bryant Commission), led by Victor S. Bryant, to the 1955 NCGA.  The 

Bryant Commission evolved out of Governor Umstead’s request to the 1953 NCGA, which was 

approved, for a group to study and “identify the major issues [associated with meeting the 

diverse educational needs of North Carolina’s citizens] and recommend the structure for North 

Carolina’s educational future” (Bratton, 1986, p. 292).  After a two year study of such, the 

Bryant Commission issued its 1955 report on public higher education in North Carolina.  Within 

its report, the Bryant Commission included the establishment of “a Board of Higher Education to 

carry out its recommendations” (Bratton, 1986, p. 292).  The Board of Higher Education was 

instilled with authority over and oversight of the twelve public institutions of higher education in 

North Carolina during that period.  These institutions included the three institutions within the 

Consolidated University (UNC at Chapel Hill, North Carolina State College of Agriculture and 

Engineering at Raleigh, and the North Carolina College for Women at Greensboro) and nine 

other colleges across the state (which included the original three teachers’ colleges of Western 

Carolina College, Appalachian State Teachers College, and ECC) (Bratton, 1986). 

One of the prevailing issues revealed in the Bryant Commission’s report was the low 

return on investment in public higher education for the citizens of North Carolina.  In 1950, the 

state spent the third largest amount for capital improvements at its public institutions of higher 
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education and ranked tenth nationwide in spending for higher education in view of per capita 

income; however, North Carolina ranked 47th nationally for the percentage of its college-age 

citizens who were enrolled in the state’s public institutions of higher education (Bratton, 1986).  

After careful study, the Bryant Commission recommended “continued commitment to the 

excellence of the Consolidated University [and]…concluded that maintenance and extension of 

its programs were vital” (Bratton, 1986, p. 292).  As such, they were committed to continued 

spending toward the “excellence” of the Consolidated University, fully supporting its three 

institutions but would only support the nine independent colleges to the extent of “no frills, 

economy-class, undergraduate programs” (Bratton, 1986, p. 292).  This was also to deter the 

threat of competition posed by the growth and looming expansion of the original teachers’ 

colleges (Appalachian State Teachers College, Western Carolina College, and ECC), especially 

at ECC (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998).       

The pursuit of establishing a medical school at ECC would take this institution beyond 

the “no frills, economy-class, undergraduate programs” (Bratton, 1986, p. 292) and introduce 

competition in the area of medical education to the established UNC Medical School.  With this 

being in opposition to one of the underlying purposes of the Board of Higher Education (as 

discussed above), Mr. William Archie, director of the Board of Higher Education, pleaded with 

an ECC trustee for ECC to follow the board’s instructions and wait until the State Medical 

Center Study Commission concluded its research into the state of healthcare in North Carolina 

and presented its findings to the NCGA.  Archie urged the trustee to keep ECC’s pursuit of the 

medical school out of the NCGA and not bypass the Board of Higher Education in an effort to 

establish the school through political means.  Archie did not view the political arena as the 

proper place for educational decisions to be made, and voiced his opinion that ECC’s President 
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Leo Jenkins had expedited the process beyond where it should have been in not first conducting 

a three to five year study on the merits of establishing a medical school at ECC (Bratton, 1986; 

Williams, 1998). 

Given the historical fight the colleges outside of the Consolidated University System had 

with the Board of Higher Education in efforts to grow and evolve, supporters and advocates of 

the two-year medical school at ECC did bypass the Board of Higher Education and sought 

support in the NCGA as it was the ultimate decider in granting state appropriations to fund such 

an undertaking as establishing a new medical school.  President Jenkins and Senator Morgan 

teamed up to rally support from all sides between 1964 and January 1965.  Jenkins built 

momentum for the medical school by speaking at community events while Senator Morgan was 

joined by Senator Walter B. Jones and Representative W.A. “Red” Forbes in lobbying colleagues 

for support in the NCGA. Within the NCGA emerged a united eastern delegation that put forth a 

proposal for the two-year medical school on April 1, 1965.  Bills for the two-year medical school 

were presented to both the Senate and House, mirroring each other.  These proposals were 

followed by hearings and testimonies from eastern North Carolinians throughout the following 

week, which was much like those held to establish the ECTTS.  These community members 

included medical experts and local leaders who expressed the regional need for ECC to address 

the health care needs in the East.  Support for establishing a two-year medical school at ECC was 

met with great opposition that urged, paralleling Archie’s request, to wait for the results of the 

State Medical Center Study Commission’s work before taking a vote on the legislation.  The 

Commission released an interim report, which rejected the idea of establishing a medical school 

at ECC or in Charlotte and supported expanding facilities and class size at UNC and offering 

financial assistance to those at the private medical schools in the state (Bratton, Williams, 1998). 
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Although, recommendations from the Commission, which was composed of physicians 

and experts from the Piedmont area and outside of the state, opposed the establishment of the 

medical school at ECC, supporters continued to forge ahead with their efforts and on July 9, 

1965, the bill introduced by Senators Morgan and Jones passed in the Senate successfully and 

without changes.  Unfortunately, the House Bill presented by Forbes did not pass without an 

amendment that required the school to be nationally accredited by January 1, 1967 or else the 

Board of Higher Education would have to approve of the school’s progress in order for it to 

continue to be established after that date.  While this later proved to be a major challenge to the 

establishment of the medical school at ECC, it was a first step to the establishment of a medical 

school at East Carolina (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998).   

Although newspaper articles and the local community celebrated this great 

accomplishment and success in the initial phase of gaining legislation and appropriations to 

establish the medical school, they also reminded readers and fellow citizens of the fight that was 

required to establish ECTTS and ECC years earlier as well as the politics of the Consolidated 

University System and the Board of Higher Education.  ECC continued to operate in accordance 

with its mission, which meant continuing to evolve so that they could serve their region of the 

East and improve the lives and welfare of its citizens.  However, with the establishment of the 

two-year medical school, many saw it as a first step toward establishing university status and 

threatening the initial intentions of the Board of Higher Education to restrict ECC, which would 

prove to be a continued battle in seeing the medical school reach its full establishment beyond 

legislative approval and appropriations (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998). 

President Jenkins viewed the addition of the two-year medical school, linked with 

establishing university status at ECC, as an essential part of its mission to serve the people of the 
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East.  The region needed a catalyst for developing its many natural resources and industries in 

much the same way as those in the Piedmont counties had benefitted from its nearby universities.  

With university status, ECC could serve as such a catalyst.  Many supporters offered the 

argument that ECC, with its design of six schools that were each composed of multiple 

departments, appeared as a university more so than a college; therefore, it was a ready-formed 

university and should have the appropriate title and recognition.  The pursuit of university status 

was for one that would enable ECC to remain a comprehensive institution offering programs at 

the undergraduate and graduate levels that would address the needs of the region.  If the college 

gained university status as a branch of the Consolidated University System, then it also ran the 

risk of having its programs reduced to those that supported the primary purpose under which 

ECC was established, a teacher training school.  Accordingly, it would also threaten expansion 

into the area of medical education.  Supporters of the Consolidated University, where member 

institutions fulfilled certain purposes such as teacher preparation, engineering, and other 

identified fields to prevent duplication of programs and reduce competition, used this idea as a 

strict guide for debates, including those related to the establishment of a medical school at ECC 

and its transition to university status (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998).  Thus, Jenkins pursued 

independent university status rather than university status as a member institution of the 

Consolidated University in order to ensure ECC’s ability to continue to serve its region as a 

comprehensive institution of higher education (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998).   

However, Dr. William Friday, President of the Consolidated University, announced in 

May of 1966 that limiting branch campuses of the Consolidated University to certain roles 

established in the 1930s was no longer necessary or productive.  The growing student 

enrollments and societal demands called for all member institutions of the Consolidated 
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University to offer a variety of academic options for the students seeking their services.  This 

announcement came six months after President Jenkins publicly announced his desire to 

transition ECC to university status.  While the ECC Board of Trustees supported Jenkins’s 

efforts in transitioning ECC to university status, North Carolina Governor Dan K. Moore 

opposed such efforts as well as the decision to establish a medical school at ECC.  In an effort to 

delay ECC’s progress, Governor Moore called on the Board of Higher Education to create a 

comprehensive, ten-year plan for higher education in the state and requested that all leaders of 

public higher education institutions in the state defer proposed changes at their institutions until 

the plan could be created.  This would delay all requests for at least two years (Bratton, 1986; 

Williams, 1998). 

Governor Moore’s request could have potentially ended ECC’s progress toward 

achieving independent university status as well as the establishment of a medical school at ECC.  

The scheduled realignment of legislative districts would take place in 1967.  If the governor’s 

request to delay any action for two years took effect, it would have been after the 1967 

realignment.  This was significant in that the realignment would reduce the number of legislators 

in the NCGA from the East.  As such, Jenkins, the ECC Board of Trustees, and allies felt the 

urgency of gaining independent university status for ECC.  The ECC trustees released a 

resolution announcing their support of ECC gaining independent university status and requesting 

the North Carolina Board of Higher Education to conduct a feasibility study regarding this.  They 

also requested that a report of the study’s findings be released prior to the beginning of the 1967 

NCGA session (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998). 

Leadership at the North Carolina Board of Higher Education also felt the urgency of the 

time as they recalled previous successes in the NCGA by eastern North Carolinians.  George 



 

125 
 

Watts Hill, Jr., chairman of the Board of Higher Education, expressed to the board’s director 

Howard R. Boozer in a March 24, 1966 memorandum that it was important for the board to 

appear supportive of ECC’s progress toward establishing medical education in order to deflect 

criticisms when they raised future opposition against independent university status for ECC.  

Consultants who had been hired to study the feasibility of a medical school there reported the 

need for establishing an Institute on Community Health and Medical Sciences at ECC rather than 

a complete medical school.  As such, Hill proposed that the board support the establishment of 

the Institute with the condition that it would be a joint effort by ECC and the Board of Higher 

Education.  Hill also advised the board director to inform the public of what constituted a 

university and the financial obligations associated with such.  This advice was in anticipation of 

the impending battle expected to take place during the 1967 NCGA session (Bratton, 1986; 

Williams, 1998).  

The North Carolina Board of Higher Education continued to attempt to impede progress 

toward establishing a medical school at ECC and achieving university status by posing guiding 

questions for the feasibility study that did not address the true purpose of the study.  Instead of 

focusing on ECC’s preparation for assuming university status, the study’s questions focused on 

the institution’s ability to award doctoral degrees.  Although the 1966 feasibility study conveyed 

positive feedback for ECC transitioning to university status, with the exception of ECC having 

the financial support from the state government that would be necessary for such a transition; the 

Board of Higher Education refused to award ECC university status as ECC was not prepared to 

immediately award doctoral degrees (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998). 

A subcommittee of the Board of Higher Education had also been conducting a study of 

the need for additional doctoral programs in North Carolina, and if there was a need for such 



 

126 
 

programs, whether they should be established at institutions within the Consolidated University 

or outside the established Consolidated University of North Carolina.  The board’s study 

presented findings to support no need for additional doctoral programs outside of the 

Consolidated University and noted that state funds were not available to support additional 

programs outside of the Consolidated University.  While the Board of Higher Education 

concluded that ECC should not receive university status due to its lack of preparation to 

immediately offer doctoral programs at its institution, the board also made clear that the 

institution could not progress forward in preparing to offer doctoral programs until it was 

awarded university status (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998). 

In addition to the opposition from the Board of Higher Education, which had been in 

steady opposition to this movement throughout, the student legislature at the University of North 

Carolina at Greensboro led the students of the Consolidated University to form a resolution 

against granting independent university status to ECC in fear that it would take funds away from 

the Consolidated University that so needed the state funds and should have priority in receiving 

them.  Newspapers across the state that praised ECC as being one of the premier regional 

colleges also turned to producing editorials that portrayed ECC and its leadership, especially 

President Jenkins, in a negative light.  Many of these editorials were the products of alumni of 

the Consolidated University of North Carolina institutions.  Advocates and supporters of Jenkins 

and ECC responded to the public, presenting this not as a personal attack but rather an attack on 

a region of the state.  Governor Moore addressed the NCGA in March 1967, proclaiming that if 

they did approve ECC to become an independent university, then it would tear apart the 

established single Consolidated University of North Carolina System.  He predicted that this 

would do harm to the state’s public higher education as well as undermine the authority of the 
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North Carolina Board of Higher Education.  In his response to the strong opposition to ECC 

gaining university status, Jenkins expressed that among his disappointment was the idea that new 

and bold ideas of progress in eastern North Carolina were met with ridicule from those educated 

at the state’s premier public institutions.  Alumni of UNC who lived in eastern North Carolina 

and supported ECC’s progress to university status publicly announced their disappointment in 

their fellow alumni not seeing beyond their allegiance and pride for their alma mater.  

Additionally, UNC- Chapel Hill’s chapter of the American Association of University Professors 

invited President Jenkins to address their group on March 16, 1967.  His address to the group 

was referred to as The Struggle to Serve, and became the rebuttal to the opposition (Bratton, 

1986; Williams, 1998).   

President Jenkins’s rebuttal was printed and distributed to the public, including members 

of the NCGA who were faced with the need to make a decision about the bill entitled “An Act to 

Create and Establish East Carolina University” that was introduced on March 8, 1967 by Senator 

Julian Allsbrook of Halifax County and Representative Horton Rountree of Pitt County to their 

respective branches of the NCGA.  This bill, if passed, would not only award ECC the 

independent university status it sought, but it would also re-establish the two-year medical school 

at ECC.  In the weeks that followed the introduction of the bill, activity in the NCGA was 

reminiscent of that which took place at each juncture of ECC’s progress since the efforts to 

establish ECTTS in Pitt County.  Those in support of and opposition to the bill spoke in hearings 

held by the Joint Committee on Higher Education, including former governor Luther Hodges 

who was in great opposition of independent university status for ECC.  The primary argument of 

the opposition was that supporting such a bill as that which was introduced would do harm to the 

Consolidated University of North Carolina and the legislators needed to vote against the bill in 
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an effort to preserve the University.  Arguments of support countered the opposition by 

expressing their confidence in the establishment of the Consolidated University, which could 

withstand the addition of an independent university in the state.  President Jenkins spoke about 

ECC’s mission to serve the people of the East and North Carolina as well as how the institution 

was an institution built by the state’s citizens and in denying independent university status, the 

NCGA would also be denying its citizens great educational opportunities and services.  Once 

testimonies in support and opposition of the bill had concluded, a vote was taken.  On April 27, 

1967, the bill was defeated by a very close margin.  However, it did not end the battle to 

establish ECC as a university.  Instead, the defeat of the bill fueled a fight of political parties 

(Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998). 

The defeat of the bill was viewed as the fulfillment of the Governor Dan K. Moore 

Administration, which represented the Democratic Party.  The Republican legislators from the 

East began a campaign to recruit registered democrats in the region to the Republican Party.  

Meanwhile, Democratic legislators in eastern North Carolina fought to demonstrate their 

allegiance to ECC and the support the showed in the vote for the passage of the bill.  President 

Jenkins, Senator Morgan, and United States Representative Walter B. Jones (formerly state 

legislator from Pitt County) were among those who defended the Democratic Party in eastern 

North Carolina.  In response to the political battles at hand, and in an effort to prevent an 

extended conflict in both the political and state higher education arenas, an offer of inclusion in 

the Consolidated UNC as its fifth branch was extended to ECC.  Not only would ECC be 

allowed to maintain its East Carolina identity in naming it East Carolina University at 

Greenville, but it would also bring a restructuring to the Consolidated University governing 

board in order to appear to lessen some of the power held by Chapel Hill by increasing regional 



 

129 
 

representation and moving the headquarters of the governing board out of Chapel Hill.  

However, ECC and its supporters continued to hold fast to its campaign for independent 

university status (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998). 

Senator John T. Henley, a Cumberland County Democrat who voted against the initial 

bill to establish ECC as an independent university, proposed “An Act to Provide for Regional 

Universities and the Establishment of the First Such University, East Carolina University,” 

which was begun with ideas of Governor Terry Sanford and supported by Lieutenant Governor 

Robert Scott.  While this would not grant full university status to ECC, regional university status 

would allow ECC to begin the ascent to full university status.  After amending the bill to include 

provisions for research and work toward offering the most advanced graduate level training and 

awarding doctorate degrees, ECC was in agreement to the standards.  The bill also allowed the 

institution to operate independently of the Consolidated University while overseen by the Board 

of Higher Education.  Provisions of the bill also called for a review by the Board of Higher 

Education in five years, which would be 1972, giving ECC a five-year period during which they 

could phase from college status to regional university status.  Although it was not a full victory, 

it was a victory for ECC in allowing them to continue to grow and serve the region and state 

(Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998). 

There were still opponents working to discredit this move for ECC to regional status.  

Governor Moore’s administration and the Board of Higher Education worked behind the scenes 

to include public colleges in the state in the Henley Bill.  These colleges included the historically 

black colleges in the state.  By adding additional colleges, including public colleges of low 

regard, regional university status would not be highly respected and would remain inferior to 

membership in the Consolidated UNC.  Western Carolina College and Appalachian State 
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College were added to the original Henley Bill after petitioning for inclusion.  However, lead 

administrators at the two historically black colleges of North Carolina Agricultural and Technical 

(A&T) College and North Carolina College, responded with messages of rejection for the sake of 

feeling that they were being used as political maneuvers and did not currently have the necessary 

financing from the state for their college status and feared it would be worse with university 

status.  However, the board of trustees at North Carolina A&T College went forward with a 

petition for inclusion in the bill for regional universities, which was eventually supported by its 

president.  After North Carolina A&T’s inclusion was rejected in the North Carolina Senate, it 

was passed in the House of Representatives and subsequently amended to be included in the 

Senate, leading to the passage of the Henley Bill to include four institutions that would become 

regional universities.  In its journey to independent university status, ECC achieved not only 

itself beyond college status but also afforded the opportunity to grow and evolve beyond college 

level in order to better serve its region and state to three other public colleges (Bratton, 1986; 

Williams, 1998).   

The structure of state-supported higher education in North Carolina would continue to 

evolve as the NCGA and Governor Robert Scott re-organized the state’s institutions into one 

system of state-supported higher education, the UNC System, in October 1971.  By that time, all 

public colleges had risen to the ranks of regional universities or branches of the Consolidated 

UNC.  In October 1971, these two systems became one.  The new UNC System was governed by 

a 32-member board of governors who appointed members to each institution’s board of trustees.  

The institutional presidents were installed as the chancellors at each university and Dr. William 

C. Friday, President of the Consolidated UNC, and Cameron West, past director of the Board of 

Higher Education, were appointed as president and vice-president, respectively, of the new 
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system.  On January 1, 1972, with the new board of governors possessing oversight of the 

system, the Board of Higher Education was discontinued.  The political composition of the 

newly created UNC Board of Governors would become significant in the establishment of a 

medical school at ECU.  The 32-member board was composed of 16 members who were 

previously trustees of the Consolidated UNC and 16 members who were previously trustees for 

public colleges.  This board granted final approval of all programs established at the 16 

institutions of the UNC System as of January 1, 1972 (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998).   

Prior to 1972, the conditions of the 1965 NCGA decision to approve a two-year medical 

program at ECC had expired when they failed to gain required accreditations by January 1, 1967.  

Thus, the medical school at ECU had not moved beyond legislative approval until March 18, 

1969 when ECU’s leadership announced its plans to renew its proposal for a two-year medical 

science program.  Governor Robert Scott supported this effort and funding was appropriated by 

the 1969 NCGA.  With the appropriations, ECU formed its initial medical faculty that was led by 

Dr. Wallace R. Wooles who would serve as Dean of the Medical School and Chair of the 

Department of Pharmacology.  September 1970 marked when ECU submitted to the Board of 

Higher Education its proposal for the two-year medical sciences program as well as an 

accreditation visit by the American Medical Association and the Association of American 

Medical Colleges.  Due to a lack of sufficient funding, the accrediting bodies delayed provisional 

accreditation until such funding could be established.  In addition to this obstacle, the Board of 

Higher Education recommended a first-year medical program at ECU that would then enable its 

students to transfer to the established medical school at Chapel Hill in order to address the 

shortage of physicians.  The Board of Higher Education also recommended that additional 

clinical training facilities be established in eastern North Carolina.  The Board of Higher 
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Education’s recommendations were sent to the 1971 NCGA, which also included 

recommendations of increasing the class size of medical school students at the University of 

North Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC-CH), continued financial assistance for black students from 

North Carolina who attended the Meharry Medical College in Tennessee, and state funding for 

the private medical schools in North Carolina.  Such recommendations were supported by the 

NCGA.  Although the 1971 action did not bring about a full-fledged medical school at that time, 

it did note that this was the beginning of medical education at ECU and offered room for growth 

over time (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998).           

 June 1972 brought about ECU’s next attempt at gaining approval and support for a two-

year medical sciences program.  With the new structure intact, all decisions related to new 

programs needed the support of the UNC Board of Governors.  Robert B. Jordan, III was 

appointed to chair a subcommittee of the board to evaluate ECU’s request.  Jordan’s committee 

returned with recommendations that aligned with previous recommendations presented by the 

past Board of Higher Education.  They also recommended that a study be conducted by 

consultants from outside of North Carolina, as was done prior to the 1965 NCGA decision, to 

look at the need for a medical school at ECU.  The consultants’ report recommended that ECU’s 

first-year medical program be limited to 20 students until subsequent studies of the need be 

conducted.  When the UNC Board of Governors met in November 1973, they rejected the 

establishment of a degree-granting medical school at ECU and accepted the recommendations of 

the consultants to restrict enrollment into the one-year medical program at ECU.  Studies 

conducted and utilized by the Board of Governors and the Board of Higher Education 

(previously) pointed to expanding class sizes at established medical schools in North Carolina 
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while restricting ECU’s first-year program enrollment as the best solutions for addressing the 

state’s shortage of physicians (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998).   

State legislators and others in The East viewed the decisions of the Board of Governors 

as going beyond oversight of the state’s higher education system to encroaching on control of the 

state’s manpower issues, which was not within the board’s purview.  Demonstrating their 

concern, the NCGA launched the Joint Legislative Commission on Medical Manpower which 

also participated in hearings held by the house and senate subcommittees on health during its 

1973 legislative session.  Representative Joseph P. Huskins of Iredell County and Senator 

William D. Mills of Onslow County chaired the Commission.  The purpose of this joint effort 

reflected that which began the fight for a medical school at ECU, the shortage of physicians in 

eastern North Carolina as well as across the state and how to best address it.  This Commission 

looked beyond physicians to include all of the health care system and what it might be lacking in 

manpower to address the state’s needs.  While conducting their studies, the NCGA approved 

$7.5 million to be set aside as reserve funding to be earmarked for construction of new medical 

school facilities.  Findings of the studies issued by the legislative committees presented evidence 

in support of a medical school at ECU and disagreed with recommendations and findings of the 

UNC Board of Governors and its outside consultants.  As such, the Democratic majority1974 

NCGA called for the immediate expansion of the medical school at ECU.  Such an action 

instigated discord between the UNC Board of Governors and the NCGA; however, due to the 

noticeable biases against ECU held by members of the Board of Governors, it provided a sound 

argument upon which to declare no action other than to proceed with the recommendations by 

the Joint Legislative Commission on Medical Manpower for expansion.  Representative J. P. 
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Huskins and Senator James Garrison of Stanley County introduced such a piece of legislation in 

January 1974 to the NCGA (Bratton 1986; Williams, 1998). 

Although the legislative subcommittees were recommending ECU’s medical expansion 

to the NCGA, the battle was not yet won.  Governor James E. Holshouser of Watauga County 

and Lieutenant Governor James B. Hunt of Wilson County were on opposite sides of support.  

Holshouser sided with the UNC Board of Governors while Hunt framed the expansion as an 

aspect to the state’s plan for health care rather than being simply one of the state’s higher 

education priorities which are set by the Board of Governors.  Given that it was more than an 

issue of higher education and being a way to address the state’s health concerns, the NCGA had 

the right to intervene and make decisions regarding the expansion.  Former Governor Robert 

Scott called attention to the biases, prejudices, and allegiances instilled in the Board of 

Governors members from when they served as trustees for their former institutions, many of 

which were part of the Consolidated UNC (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998). 

In an effort to bring ECU and UNC (system) to amicable terms, a private meeting 

between leaders and supporters of the two entities, which included legislators from the House 

and Senate, was arranged by Senator Ralph H. Scott of Alamance County and Representative 

Carl J. Stewart of Gaston County who served as one of the co-chairs of the joint Appropriations 

Committee.  The private meeting was arranged at the request of the House Speaker James 

Ramsey and held at the College Inn in Raleigh, North Carolina on January 25, 1974.  The 

proposed compromise by Scott and Stewart the was presented to ECU and UNC included 

expanding ECU’s medical program to a second year, supervised by the Board of Governors, and 

nine new statewide Area Health Education Centers (AHEC).  They were also prepared to 

guarantee ECU protection of its medical program in the appropriations.  Unfortunately, an 
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agreement of compromise was not arrived at that prevented the impending battles on the floor of 

the NCGA.  Additional meetings took place on February 25, 1974 with Senator Scott, 

Representative Stewart, President Friday, and administrators of the UNC System in attendance.  

This was a final effort to persuade UNC (system) to support a diluted form of the compromise 

rejected at the January 25th meeting in Raleigh.  However, President Friday and UNC (system) 

refused to support it.  February 19, 1974 marked the beginning of public hearings held by the 

NCGA’s Joint Appropriations Committee.  Leaders in state higher education, citizens, members 

of governing boards, and others spoke on both sides of the issue regarding expanding ECU to a 

two-year medical school program (Williams, 1998).   

Among those who spoke, Representative J. P. Huskins emerged quite memorably as he 

recounted for the audience the path that had led to the hearings of that day, including the various 

battles encountered in both the political and higher education arenas as well as those in the public 

sphere.  He called on legislators to demonstrate statesmanship rather than that of a politician with 

allegiances.  He also noted that in granting ECU an expanded medical school program, they were 

not seeking to undermine the authority of the Board of Governors but instead were seeking to 

assist it in expanding its vision.  One of the most significant aspects to Representative Huskins’s 

support was the fact that he had originally opposed expansion of ECU and supported improving 

and expanding the established medical schools in North Carolina.  In addition to Huskins, 

Reverend Coy Privette, president of the Christian Action League (CAL) and from Kannapolis in 

the piedmont region, spoke on behalf of the CAL in support of an expanded ECU.  In addition to 

speaking of the need for an expanded medical program at ECU, Privette addressed the political 

imbalance of the UNC Board of Governors.  With 21 of the 32 members (about 66%) of the 

UNC Board of Governors being Chapel Hill alumni, Privette questioned the ability of the board 
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to be impartial in supporting ECU and asserted that this was a decision impacting health care 

more so than educational policy and as such should be decided by the NCGA, not the UNC 

Board of Governors (Williams, 1998).      

A private strategy meeting was held on the evening of Monday, February 25th in the 

office of Senator Thomas Strickland.  This meeting, lasting until midnight, included Senator 

Thomas Strickland, Senator Ralph Scott, Representative Carl Stewart, and ECU’s leaders and 

primary supporters who reached agreements about legislation to be pursued in favor of 

expanding ECU.  Governor James E. Holshouser was also at work on the evening of Monday, 

February 25th attempting to build opposition to ECU’s expansion.  Unfortunately, the Republican 

members of the NCGA who had voted in opposition to ECU and were historically aligned with 

the past Consolidated UNC and UNC-Chapel Hill were more concerned with rebelling against 

the governor, which proved fortunate for ECU’s campaign.  The next day, February 26th, three 

pieces of legislation were put before the NCGA.  These included the Huskins-Garrison Bill, 

calling for a medical school at ECU with a timeline, the Hyde Bill, proposing legislation against 

a medical school at ECU, and the Scott-Stewart Bill, proposing a medical school at ECU without 

any timeline.  In keeping with the idea of service and responding to the citizens of North 

Carolina, Scott reminded the NCGA that the General Assembly’s pursuit of a medical school at 

ECU was not the result of ECU’s desire to expand but rather a response to its constituents who 

suffer from disparities in and access to good health care (Williams, 1998).  In the wake of the 

UNC Board of Governors’ failure to “respond to the public need” (Williams, 1998, p. 167), “the 

people turned to the General Assembly for help” (Williams, 1998, p. 167).  After in-depth debate 

at length, the Joint Appropriations Committee voted to move forward the Scott-Stewart Bill.  
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They also approved inclusion of funding for the medical school in the main budget to be voted 

on at the end of the session (Williams, 1998).     

With the recommendations of the legislative subcommittees and leadership of the joint 

Appropriations Committee, budgetary recommendations to appropriate funding for the expansion 

of the one-year medical program at ECU to include a second year passed the 1974 NCGA.  

Additionally, the directives to the UNC Board of Governors also included implementing more 

focused training of family care physicians at ECU and increased recruitment and retention of 

racial minorities there.  Furthermore, the NCGA directed ECU and UNC-CH to work in 

cooperation in order to achieve full accreditation of the two-year medical program at ECU 

(Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998).   

After President Friday inquired of the legislature as to whether or not there was any 

intention for the ECU two-year program to expand to a four-year program in the future, and the 

response indicated that there was none at that time, he and Chancellor Jenkins began working 

toward establishing how best to partner ECU with UNC-CH for accreditation.  President Friday 

agreed with Chancellor Jenkins that the primary oversight of program development should reside 

with Chancellor Jenkins and ECU.  On May 10, 1974, the UNC Board of Governors, in 

accordance with President Friday’s recommendation, granted Chancellor Jenkins authority to 

direct the new curriculum for the medical school program at ECU.  Unfortunately, due to 

revisions in the accreditation standards for independent two-year medical schools and four-year 

medical schools, the Liaison Committee for Medical Education (LCME) informed President 

Friday that placing authority of the medical school with ECU would not be acceptable for 

accrediting ECU and would also threaten UNC-CH’s medical school accreditation.  Upon receipt 

of this news, President Friday informed Chancellor Jenkins.  Jenkins, in his traditional fashion of 
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doing what was best for ECU in an effort to serve its people of The East and the state, accepted 

that ECU would have to work in partnership with UNC-CH in designing the new program and 

publicly announced his intent for this to be a positive joint effort (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 

1998). 

However, on July 11, 1974, at a planning committee meeting of the UNC Board of 

Governors, David Whichard and Reginald McCoy voiced their concerns about Chapel Hill’s 

proposed involvement in planning the ECU program.  A heated debate ensued and Whichard 

questioned Dr. Christopher Fordham, Dean of Chapel Hill’s medical school.  Dr. Fordham had 

public remarked that there should be no medical school at ECU and Chapel Hill should provide 

all public medical education.  Jenkins had also requested that the LCME reconsider allowing 

ECU to design its medical program independently of UNC-CH.  The LCME denied that request 

once again.  The result of this denial was UNC System President Friday’s assignment of full 

authority to Dean Fordham who was to assign a UNC-CH School of Medicine member to the 

ECU Campus, reporting to Dean Fordham who would then report to President Friday.  The full 

Board of Governors meeting on July 12, 1974 marked the end of discussions about how to 

proceed and the beginning of the creation of the two-year basic medical sciences program at 

ECU (Williams, 1998).    

In turning over authority for the ECU School of Medicine to the UNC medical school in 

Chapel Hill, with Dean Fordham (Chapel Hill) supervising his assigned director for the ECU 

School of Medicine, there was no inclusion of Chancellor Jenkins, his medical school leadership 

of Dr. Edwin Monroe, ECU’s Dean of the School of Allied Health and Social Professions and 

Director of Health Affairs, and Dr. Wallace Wooles, ECU’s Director of Medical Sciences and 

Department of Pharmacology, which was made clear in a July 16, 1974 letter from President 
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Friday to UNC-CH Chancellor Ferebee Taylor, UNC School of Medicine Dean Christopher 

Fordham, III, and ECU Chancellor Leo Jenkins.  As such, Board of Governors member Reginald 

McCoy informed Representative J. P. Huskins of this development.  Others became aware of this 

as well, including ECU Board of Trustees’ members Robert Morgan and Robert Jones who 

urged Chancellor Jenkins to rebel against President Friday’s decision to grant all authority to 

UNC-CH’s School of Medicine leadership.  Again, with the greater mission in mind, Chancellor 

Jenkins sought to cooperate with UNC-CH in an effort to gain accreditation for eastern North 

Carolina’s medical school.  As Dean Fordham assumed authority, he began to request 

resignations from ECU medical school administrators and look to reassign them in faculty roles 

as he did with Dr. Wooles.  Fordham wanted to create his own leadership team at the ECU 

medical school, which was a team sympathetic to UNC-CH rather than identifying with ECU.  

Chancellor Jenkins did seek to reassign him to another administrative role in the position of 

Assistant Chancellor for Health Affairs.  However, such actions were viewed by ECU faculty 

and administration as a way for UNC-CH to have complete control and the medical school at 

ECU to simply be an extension of UNC-CH rather than a new school (Williams, 1998).   

The discord played out in public with many accounts in the news of ECU and UNC 

working against one another.  It was evident that ECU’s medical school faculty, staff, and 

administration were at odds with the UNC-CH leadership that had been assigned to the ECU 

campus.  As Chancellor Jenkins attempted to cooperate with President Friday and the leadership 

he (President Friday) had assigned in an effort to develop a school that would meet accreditation 

standards, ECU supporters began to portray Jenkins as somewhat of a traitor or one who had 

neglected ECU and sided with UNC-CH.  However, Jenkins repeatedly reminded the public that 

cooperation with UNC-CH was necessary for establishment of an expanded medical program at 
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ECU.  After many conflicting reports of planning meetings and decisions regarding personnel at 

ECU under the direction of Dean Fordham, Chancellor Jenkins requested meeting minutes and 

submitted them to President Friday with a note regarding the conflict erupting on the ECU 

campus (Williams, 1998). 

Admitting to the failed attempts at oversight on the ECU campus by Dr. Fordham and 

acknowledging the conditions stipulated in the NCGA legislation providing for the two-year 

medical school at ECU, along with his consideration of recommendations made by Dean 

Fordham and Dr. Cromartie, interim Director of the ECU medical school as assigned by Dean 

Fordham, President Friday recommended to the UNC Board of Governors that the ECU School 

of Medicine be established as an independent four-year medical school.  He noted that it would 

be more cost-effective to have an independent four-year medical school at ECU and petitioned 

the Board of Governors for immediate support of this effort.  Dr. Friday had traditionally been in 

great opposition to a medical school at ECU and usually aligned with decisions made by the 

Board of Governors.  However, he felt that it was more feasible to proceed with a four-year 

medical school at ECU that would grant its own Doctor of Medicine (MD) degrees, and this was 

also in alignment with the LCME’s requirements for accreditation.  The Board of Governors 

supported his request on November 15, 1974 (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998). 

With the UNC Board of Governors recommending to the NCGA that ECU be an 

independent, four-year, degree-granting medical school, the NCGA was committed to 

establishing the ECU School of Medicine as such.  However, when the 1975 NCGA began to 

discuss funding, it was questionable as to whether there were enough state resources to fund it in 

full in one year.  Chancellor Jenkins reminded state legislators that in order to gain accreditation, 

the accrediting body had to be assured that necessary funding was available for the new school.  
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The ECU School of Medicine had been given highest priority by the UNC Board of Governors; 

however, there were other large capital projects competing for resources on the priority list that 

included a general academic building at North Carolina State University, a women’s physical 

education facility at Chapel Hill, and a business and economics building at UNC-Greensboro.  

Additionally, North Carolina Central University’s law school and UNC-Charlotte were also 

competing for new buildings.  The proposed School of Veterinary Medicine at North Carolina 

State University was also in competition with the ECU School of Medicine (Williams, 1998). 

The state’s economy of 1975 and the difficulties with the economic downturn of that 

period offered an opportunity for those in the legislature who opposed ECU’s medical school to 

debate the merits of funding a four-year medical school to be built.  State tax collections had 

fallen below what had been projected for that year.  One such antagonist in the NCGA, Senator 

Jim McDuffie of Mecklenburg County, presented the idea of leaving the funding of the ECU 

School of Medicine to a bond referendum.  His argument was that such an action would allow 

the people of the state to speak for whether or not a medical school was needed at ECU.  

However, Senator D. Livingston Stallings, one of the chairs of the Senate Finance 

Subcommittee, noted that the NCGA had committed itself to moving ECU forward.  Other 

citizens opposed to fully funding the ECU medical school in the 1975 session publicly argued 

that in order to do so, other needed capital improvements in the UNC System would be 

neglected.  The Speaker of the House of Representatives, James C. Green, worked with members 

of the House of Representatives to formulate a resolution to delay all construction plans at ECU 

and elsewhere throughout the UNC System for a minimum of one year unless presented with 

calculations indicating funding was available.  During the first week of June 1975, the Senate 

finance subcommittee chaired by Senator Ralph Scott approved the full request for funding 
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operating expenses for the proposed ECU School of Medicine noting that the money was 

available and they were following the recommendations put forth by the UNC Board of 

Governors (Williams, 1998).   

The 1975 session was unique in the manner in which its budget was created.  

Historically, a Joint Appropriations Committee composed of members from the House and 

Senate created a budget that was agreeable for both aspects of the NCGA.  However, in 1975, 

House Speaker Green insisted on having a separate budget planning process for the House and 

Senate.  Once each chamber agreed upon a budget, the two budgets would then be compared and 

differences in the chambers’ budgets revised.  Senate Appropriations Chair, Senator Ralph Scott, 

sought cooperation with Speaker Green and asked for the two appropriations committees to meet 

and arrive at some consensus before approaching the NCGA floor; however, Green remained 

opposed to the idea and continued to support two budgets.  Representative Carolyn Mathis of 

Mecklenburg County proposed legislation for a referendum on capital improvements that would 

appropriate $32 million for ECU’s medical school and $43.2 million for other institutions in the 

UNC System.  The bill was approved by the House Finance Committee on Wednesday, June 11, 

1975 with strong opposition from the eastern North Carolina delegation.  Legislators from The 

East viewed the Mathis Bill as an effort to continue to block the ECU School of Medicine after 

Charlotte did not receive the school.  Mathis replied that her efforts were to make $28 million 

available in regular tax appropriations if the people of North Carolina voted to support the school 

(Williams, 1998).  

The House budget that emerged did not include funding for new programs, terminated 

700 state-funded jobs, and included very limited funding for state capital improvements.  

Supporters of the Mathis Bill who were also opponents of the ECU medical school contended 
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that the bond referendum should be debated on the House floor and would provide for the 

medical school.  However, opponents to the Mathis Bill who tended to be supporters of the ECU 

medical school argued the bill should be re-referred to the finance subcommittee as it was passed 

by a very slim margin of one vote.  More importantly, the exclusion of appropriations in the 

budget for the ECU medical school threatened provisional accreditation of the school.  Initially, 

the vote to re-refer the Mathis Bill was against sending it back to committee by a vote of 58 to 

53.  In a political twist, though, Representative Hugh C. Sandlin of Onslow County changed his 

vote in favor of sending the bill back to committee, which essentially killed the Mathis Bill and 

proposed referendum.  During the House budget discussions and debates leading to a vote, 

opponents to the ECU medical school delayed taking action against the $28 million in capital 

appropriations for the school after learning of the plans for four supporters of the ECU medical 

school to be absent on the Friday of the debates.  The Friday in question, June 13, 1975, was 

when opponents who represented districts in the urban and western parts of North Carolina 

moved forward with plans to eliminate funding through appropriations.  Representative Ben 

Tison from Mecklenburg County led the motion against appropriations for the ECU medical 

school.  Kitchin Josey from Halifax County and House majority leader fought against Tison’s 

motion, proposing that such a motion would kill the medical school.  Josey put forth a motion to 

table Tison’s motion which passed by a majority and killed the Tison amendment.  The House 

budget passed on June 13, 1975 and included $28 million in appropriations to fund the building 

of the ECU School of Medicine.  The Senate budget also passed on June 13, 1975 and included 

appropriations for the ECU School of Medicine.  When combined with the $15 million that had 

been put in reserve for the ECU medical school, total appropriations in 1975 equaled $43 million 

for the long-awaited school (Williams, 1998).   
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However, news of the appropriations was publicly challenged by editorials attacking the 

decision.  Among the critics’ claims, the legislature had under-estimated the costs associated 

with the school, which was also in their opinions an unnecessary addition to the state’s medical 

schools.  Another critic argued that the NCGA was wrong to take money allotted to Chapel Hill 

as overhead for research and training grants and allocate it to the creation of the ECU Medical 

School (Williams, 1998). 

Mathis’s Bill that had been re-referred to the House finance subcommittee passed in the 

House of Representatives on June 16, 1975, calling for a $43 million bond to be used for 

construction expenses across the campuses of the UNC System.  The Bill continued on to pass in 

the Senate and become ratified by the NCGA on June 25, 1975, becoming the “State Institutions 

of Higher Education Capital Improvement Voted Bond Act of 1975.”  Thus, supporters of ECU’s 

medical school was not delayed, which would have happened had the Mathis Bill not been re-

referred, and the Mathis Bill was successful after successfully emerging from the House finance 

subcommittee (Williams, 1998).  

The final budget, approved by both the House and Senate, passed on June 26, 1975 to be 

implemented July 1, 1975.  Among the appropriations that survived was $32.76 million to fund 

construction of the ECU School of Medicine and its operating expenses for years 1975-1977.  

Additionally, about $12 million was appropriated for the AHEC locations.  In addition to the 

state appropriations, the Brody family donated $1.5 million.  This donation was the largest 

private donation ECU had received in its history, and the family’s name was given to the School 

of Medicine in honor of this gift (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998). 

As before, the forces working for and against new initiatives at ECU, which would 

appear again when the SoDM at ECU was pursued decades later, were active during the course 
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of events that led to the establishment of the BSoM at ECU.  The idea was proposed not by 

leaders in public higher education, but rather by an eastern North Carolina citizen who looked to 

East Carolina with its mission of service to address a need and improve the quality of life for 

eastern North Carolina.  The Chancellor of ECU, as well as other community members and 

leaders in Greenville and Pitt County, joined the citizen for an intense campaign fraught with 

challenges fueled by emotions on both sides and competition for resources.  While geographical 

identification and sectional politics factored into the progress of initiatives, strong political 

strategy, as well as compromise, moved the initiatives toward success with the mission of service 

continuously pushing the efforts forward, from the time the idea was conceived to ultimate 

success of establishment.  As mentioned in the previous section, these events were repeated 

throughout the evolution of the SoDM at ECU.     

Summary 

Throughout the history of new initiatives at East Carolina, especially those in competition 

or seen to be in competition with the flagship / established institutions of public higher education 

in the (present-day) University of North Carolina System, individuals of political influence (in 

the community, legislature, and higher education system governance) have been the sources of 

both challenges and progress to the successes of new initiatives of public higher education.  

Fears of competition, allegiances to established institutions, and personal motivation have posed 

threats to positive forces of institutional mission, emphasis on service to the region and state, and 

the need to address a public problem, which has remained at the core of experiences encountered 

in working to gain legislative support and establish new initiatives of public higher education.   

With the background of challenges and successes encountered by East Carolina in 

pursuing and establishing new initiatives of public higher education described in this chapter, a 
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lens through which to view the events of the evolution of the School of Dental Medicine at East 

Carolina was provided to offer insight as to the covert challenges underlying behaviors and 

decisions throughout the process.  This information also opens a window to the events that 

seemed to repeat themselves throughout several initiatives, including that of the School of Dental 

Medicine at ECU, which should be reflected on as leaders in public higher education attempt to 

successfully establish new initiatives at their institutions.  



 
 

 
  

CHAPTER 5: RESULTS 

Historical Context 

School of Dental Medicine 

   The journey to legislatively establishing the SoDM at  ECU through North Carolina 

General Assembly (NCGA) appropriations has a similar history to those described above, 

especially that which concerned the creation of the Brody School of Medicine (BSoM) at ECU.  

In researching this journey, semi-structured interviews and documents confirmed how the 

campaign to establish a dental school to serve the East (29 counties in the areas of North 

Carolina located east of Interstate-95) began with a movement by concerned citizens who 

contacted legislators and the local university to respond to the call to service.  ECU had 

publicized service as the core of its mission with its motto being to serve.  Furthermore, as ECU 

celebrated its century mark, the Servire Society was established by its Chancellor.  Servire is 

Latin, meaning to serve, and membership in the Servire Society recognized faculty, staff, and 

students for demonstrating the university’s motto beyond their commitments to the university.  

The Servire Society continues to grow and celebrate ECU’s mission well-beyond its century 

mark.  Thus, ECU, since its inception as ECTTS, has prided itself on serving its region as well as 

the state, which was a continuous undercurrent guiding the SoDM at ECU to being successfully 

established. 

First attempt at establishing the School of Dental Medicine.  The idea of a dental 

school being established at ECU to serve the East was initially pursued in the early 2000s after 

the shortage of dentists in North Carolina and disparities in and access to oral health care was 

brought to the public forefront.  These public health concerns in North Carolina were brought to 

light in the North Carolina Institute of Medicine Task Force on Dental Care Access’s “Report to 
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the North Carolina General Assembly and to the Secretary of the North Carolina Department of 

Health and Human Services” (1999).  Although this report focused on Medicaid recipients and 

access to dental care in North Carolina, it also brought to light the shortage of dentists in North 

Carolina, especially the rural areas in the 29 eastern North Carolina counties (North Carolina 

Institute of Medicine [NCIOM] Task Force on Dental Care Access, 1999).  The United States 

Department of Agriculture’s Economic Research Service (USDAERS) defines rural as 

populations of less than or equal to 50,000 and urban as populations of more than 50,000 (2013).  

Articles utilized for this dissertation cited the USDAERS as their source for references pertaining 

to rurality; therefore, references (in this dissertation) to rural and urban populations will be using 

50,000 in population as the differentiation point between rural and urban counties.  Out of North 

Carolina’s 100 counties, 85 are considered rural (United States Department of Agriculture’s 

Economic Research Service [USDAERS], 2013).   

At the time of the 1999 report, North Carolina had more dentists than three of the 50 

states in the United States, ranking 47th overall and was 10th in population nationally.  There was 

also slightly more than one-half of the national average of dentists per 10,000 people in the state 

at that time, reporting 3.8 dentists per 10,000 people in the state compared with the national 

average of 6.0 dentists per 10,000 in population.  Not only was North Carolina below the 

national average in dentists, but there was an inequity in the distribution of dentists throughout 

the state, which included four counties (Camden, Tyrrell, Hyde, and Jones) without any dentists 

(all located in the North Carolina counties east of Interstate 95), and 36 counties without any 

dentists willing to treat patients on Medicaid.  Figure 9 illustrates the inequity in distribution and 

lack of dentists in North Carolina. 
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Figure 9. Distribution of dentists in North Carolina. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This graph illustrates the distribution of dentists across North Carolina, including the inequity of 
distribution in the rural, eastern counties.  The counties with no active dentists are in white (no 
shading) and exist in the eastern counties.  The most concentrated number of dentists exists in the 
Piedmont region (central counties). 
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Seventy-nine counties, predominantly located in eastern North Carolina, met national 

standards to be considered as dental professional shortage areas.  Similar shortages and concerns 

applied to the profession of dental hygienists, as well, with 4.6 hygienists per 10,000 in 

population.  Hence, North Carolina was ill-equipped to serve not only its low-income 

populations but also all who lived in pockets of the state without adequate dental care.  Among 

initial recommendations for addressing the state of oral health care in North Carolina in this 

report, it was suggested to conduct a feasibility study for establishing additional pediatric dental 

residency programs (in addition to those at UNC-CH) at ECU as well as at Carolina’s Medical 

Center and Wake Forest University (NCIOM Task Force on Dental Care Access, 1999).  

 The 1999 recommendation to establish a pediatric dental residency program at ECU was 

the first public acknowledgement that documented the move toward expanding dental services at 

the eastern North Carolina institution of higher education.  However, in both the 2001 and 2003 

updates on the progress of the North Carolina Institute of Medicine (NCIOM) Task Force on 

Dental Care Access in addressing the oral health disparities, inequities in the distribution of 

dentists, and shortages of dental professionals cited that no action was taken in expanding 

pediatric dental residency programs beyond UNC-Chapel Hill.  After the 1999 publication 

recommended consideration of ECU as one of the potential sites for the pediatric residency 

expansion, it was decided that Wake Forest University would be the only site to pursue 

expanding pediatric dental residents and was unsuccessful, still in 2003, to recruit a qualified 

faculty member to lead the program (NCIOM, 2001, 2003).  

 Although the pediatric dental residency program was not expanded to ECU, there were 

forces working to establish a dental school at ECU in the early 2000s.  North Carolina Senator 

Edward Nelson Warren from Pitt County, North Carolina was one of the legislators among the 
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eastern North Carolina delegation most closely identified with ECU.  As Informant G, who also 

served in the NCGA with Senator Warren (deceased in 2003), noted of him, “He was sort of 

known as Mr. ECU and he always wore purple and yellow, but, um, he had talked about having a 

pharmacy school and a dental school at East Carolina…he tried…” (Informant G, personal 

communication, June/July 2013). 

East Carolina University and its Division of Health Sciences were also moving toward 

Pharmacy and Dentistry.  In remarks to the ECU Faculty Senate on March 19, 2002, Dr. Phyllis 

Horns, then Interim Vice Chancellor for Health Sciences at ECU, updated those in attendance of 

discussions that had been taking place related to ECU establishing a School of Dentistry or 

School of Pharmacy.  Considerations for a School of Pharmacy had begun in 1999 with a 

consultant’s visit to ECU; however, due to the estimated costs of such a program, as well as the 

developing interest in pursuing a School of Dentistry and School of Optometry at ECU, progress 

toward establishing a School of Pharmacy at ECU had halted.  Additional ideas were being 

considered, system-wide, that included an independent School of Pharmacy at Elizabeth City 

State University (ECSU), a joint pharmacy program between ECU and ECSU, and a joint 

pharmacy program between UNC-CH and ECSU.  Another factor in delaying pursuits of a 

School of Pharmacy at ECU was the turnover of administration in the Division of Health 

Sciences.  Although the progress toward a pharmacy school was delayed at that time, it was still 

in consideration as a Pharmacy Planning Committee was working toward the goal of establishing 

a School of Pharmacy at ECU and the needed support existed for such an endeavor.   Regarding 

plans for a School of Dentistry at ECU, Interim Vice Chancellor Horns explained that there was 

a need for dental care in rural areas and for those in low-income/poverty brackets and one 

approach to addressing the need would be to establish a School of Dentistry.  She noted that 
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ECU had no plans to work toward a School of Dentistry at this time; however, if North Carolina 

decided to move forward with exploring the feasibility of establishing a new School of Dentistry 

in the state, ECU wanted to be at the forefront of such an initiative (East Carolina University 

Faculty Senate, 2002).  

Although the details of a shortage of pharmacists existing in North Carolina, especially in 

the rural areas of the state, were not relayed to the ECU Faculty Senate in the March 2002 

meeting, the state had recognized the need to look into the shortage and how an additional 

School of Pharmacy in the UNC System might address the problem.  The North Carolina Area 

Health Education Centers (NCAHEC) contracted the Cecil G. Sheps Center for Health Services 

Research (SHEPS Center) to research the status of the pharmaceutical workforce in North 

Carolina at the request of the UNC Board of Governors and Office of the President of the UNC 

System.  Findings of the study were published in the August 2002 report “The Pharmacist 

Workforce in North Carolina,” documenting the geographical mal-distribution and shortage of 

pharmacists in the state (Cecil G. Sheps Center for Health Services Research [SHEPS Center], 

2002; University of North Carolina Board of Governors [UNC BOG], March 6, 2002).  

However, findings of the shortage had been presented to the NCGA as well as UNC Board of 

Governors prior to August 2001.  As a result of the findings, the NCGA mandated that the UNC 

Board of Governors study the feasibility of establishing a School of Pharmacy at ECSU (S.L. 

2001-424, § 31.10[c]).  The SHEPS Center report had also recommended the three options for 

Pharmacy Programs in the UNC System described by Interim Vice Chancellor Horns when she 

addressed the ECU Faculty Senate (SHEPS Center, 2002; UNC BOG, March 6, 2002).   

In complying with the NCGA, and exploring the three program options recommended by 

the SHEPS Center report (all of which included ECSU), the UNC Board of Governors 
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commissioned a feasibility study conducted by three deans of pharmacy schools outside of North 

Carolina (University of Florida, University of Toledo, and Shenandoah University).  Results of 

the study indicated that the least expensive option that included ECSU was to establish a joint 

program between UNC-CH and ECSU.  The UNC Board of Governors voted to accept the 

recommendations of the feasibility study and proceed with supporting a joint pharmacy program 

at UNC-CH and ECSU (UNC BOG, March 6, 2002).   

The standard process for establishing new programs in the UNC System is as follows: 

1. Campus submits a request to plan a new program in accordance with the requirements 

included in Section 4001.1 of the UNC Policy Manual to the UNC General 

Administration who then reviews the proposal and evaluates its readiness. 

2. When the UNC General Administration has evaluated the proposal as ready for 

submission, then it submits the document to the system-wide Graduate Council for 

review. 

3. Once reviewed by the Graduate Council, the council makes a recommendation to 

UNC General Administration. 

4. UNC General Administration then makes a decision as to whether or not the proposal 

should be submitted to the UNC Board of Governors’ Committee on Educational 

Planning, Policies, and Programs based on the Graduate Council’s recommendations.  

5. Those proposals submitted to the Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and 

Programs are reviewed by the committee and a determination is made as to whether 

or not the proposal should be approved to enter the planning phase. 
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6. Once the program is approved for planning, then the campus, in accordance with 

Section 4001.1 of the UNC Policy Manual, prepares and submits a proposal to 

establish the program to the UNC General Administration. 

7. The UNC General Administration then evaluates the submitted document and makes 

a decision as to whether or not it is ready for the system-wide Graduate Council. 

8. The Graduate Council reviews submitted documents from the UNC General 

Administration and submits a recommendation back to UNC General Administration 

regarding the program proposal. 

9. UNC General Administration then makes a decision as to whether or not the proposal 

should be submitted to the UNC Board of Governor’s Committee on Educational 

Planning, Policies, and Programs based on the Graduate Council’s recommendations.  

10. Proposals submitted to the Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and 

Programs are reviewed by the committee and a determination is made as to whether 

or not the proposed program should be recommended to the UNC Board of 

Governors for establishment. 

11. The UNC Board of Governors then decides whether or not the program recommended 

for establishment by the Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and Programs 

should be approved for establishment (UNC BOG Committee on Educational 

Planning, Policies, and Programs, April 11, 2006).  

Recommendations of the UNC Board of Governors are then forwarded to the Joint Legislative 

Education Oversight Committee (JLEOC) in the NCGA.  The NCGA’s JLEOC is charged with 

recommending to the full body of the NCGA ways to improve public education in North 

Carolina from kindergarten through higher education levels, which includes oversight of the 
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UNC Board of Governors (G.S. 120, art. 12H, § 120-70.81).  Thus, the JLEOC receives 

recommendations from the UNC Board of Governors and passes them on to members of the 

NCGA for consideration or assists with further development of policies and programs.  The 

President Pro-Tempore of the Senate and Speaker of the House appoint members to the JLEOC 

but do not serve on the committee.  However, in the case of the School of Pharmacy at ECSU, 

Senator Marc Basnight, President Pro-Tempore of the North Carolina Senate, had requested that 

he be allowed to review the recommendations of the UNC Board of Governors prior to 

submitting it to the JLEOC (UNC BOG, March 6, 2002).      

In the same law as that which called for a study of the feasibility of a new School of 

Pharmacy at ECSU, the NCGA mandated that the UNC Board of Governors study the feasibility 

of establishing a dental school at ECU, which was ratified on September 21, 2001, approved on 

September 26, 2001, and retroactively effective July 1, 2001 (S.L. 2001-424, § 31.10[d]).  The 

December 2001 “Legislative Report,” presented to the UNC Board of Governors, documented 

the task before the UNC System to study the feasibility of both a School of Pharmacy at ECSU 

and a dental school at ECU (Metcalf, 2001).  In the months following the December 2001 report 

and prior to June 2002, in accordance with the NCGA law, the office of UNC President Molly 

Broad commissioned a study of the feasibility of establishing a School of Dentistry at ECU.  The 

final report of the feasibility study was submitted to the UNC Board of Governors at its July 12, 

2002 meeting (see Appendix C; UNC BOG, July 12, 2002).  While the feasibility study’s team 

of expert consultants did recognize the need for improved access to dental care for citizens of 

low-income and in rural areas of North Carolina, they were not in support of establishing a new 

dental school at ECU at that time, citing reasons of cost, a ten-year delay in graduating the first 

class, a lack of qualified applicants, and little impact on increasing access to dental care for low-
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income and rural populations.  The team of experts suggested re-visiting the idea in three to five 

years (Bailit, Kotowicz, & Myers, 2002; UNC BOG, July 12, 2002).   

When the team of consultants conducted their study based on what the UNC System 

President’s Office, under the direction of Dr. Gretchen Bataille, Senior Vice President for 

Academic Affairs, had communicated to them, UNC did so as if this would be another 

traditionally modeled dental school like the one already established at UNC-CH.  There were no 

specifications beyond asking the team of experts to evaluate the feasibility of creating a School 

of Dentistry at ECU.  In doing so, the team based cost estimations and projections on other 

institutions creating dental schools in 2002 as well as data provided by UNC-CH.  Beyond a 

campus visit to ECU, there is no documented input from ECU in the report (Bailit et al., 2002).  

Informant L, when reflecting on the 2002 feasibility study, explained: 

I turned them down.  I said you don’t need another school out here doing the same thing 

that UNC did.  The first time they had, um, not given it much thought.  They had not had 

anybody with any real knowledge in this area…leading the planning effort….It was, my 

impression was, mainly people at 300,000 feet within the university system and the state 

legislature who thought there was a relationship between creating a dental school 

and…reducing access disparities…I mean, not thought it out.  So our report came back 

and said you know just pulling another UNC didn’t do much good as far as disparities. 

(Informant L, personal communication, June/July, 2013) 

The feasibility study supported increasing the class size of the School of Dentistry at UNC-CH, 

expanding the general practice dental residency program at ECU’s BSoM, adding a Department 

of Dentistry to ECU’s BSoM, establishing an Advanced Education in General Dentistry (AEGD) 

residency program, and establishing safety net clinics in rural areas of eastern North Carolina 
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that would be staffed by the AEGD Program.  The study also recommended either establishing a 

Pediatric Dental Residency Program within the ECU BSoM or expanding the UNC-CH Pediatric 

Dental Residency Program and having Chapel Hill’s students train at ECU’s medical school.  

Alliances between UNC-CH’s School of Dentistry and ECU’s BSoM were encouraged.  Another 

area that the report suggested further investigating the feasibility of was dental hygiene as an 

academic program within ECU’s School of Allied Health Sciences (Bailit et al., 2002).  Upon 

review of the study’s findings, the UNC Board of Governors voted in support of the documented 

findings and approved its submission to the NCGA’s JLEOC (UNC BOG, July 12 2002).  

Informant N, who was also one of the lead administrators in the UNC General Administration 

(during the period being studied) and had been very involved with each step taken toward a new 

dental school from its inception to its eventual creation, remarked that the 2002 idea of 

establishing a dental school at ECU “just didn’t go anyplace…it just kind of died” (Informant N, 

personal communication, June/July, 2013).   

In the process of moving items recommended by the UNC Board of Governors through 

the NCGA, the NCGA looks to what the UNC Board of Governors documents as its priorities 

(recall the earlier account of the establishment of the ECU BSoM).  If an initiative is not 

supported by the UNC Board of Governors, then it tends to end there.  If the UNC Board of 

Governors lists an initiative as a secondary priority, then the NCGA will be apt to view it as 

such, too.  There have been questions raised about the composition of the 32-member UNC 

Board of Governors and the degree to which they govern in an unbiased way.  Traditionally, 

more than 50% of the 32 members have had direct ties of allegiance (alumni, legacies, etc.) to 

UNC-CH (Bratton, 1986; Williams, 1998).  A case study of the UNC Board of Governors, 

commissioned by the John W. Pope Center for Higher Education Policy, revealed that during the 
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period between July 2002 and November 2004, more than 80% of the 32 members of the UNC 

Board of Governors were alumni of UNC-CH (Palmiero, 2005).  This group reflected the 

members serving on the UNC Board of Governors at the time of the 2002 and 2005 feasibility 

studies concerning the establishment of a new dental school at ECU.  Given that the UNC Board 

of Governors is appointed by the NCGA and viewed as an extension of that body, the NCGA 

traditionally supports the recommendations and priorities submitted by the UNC Board of 

Governors.  Informant N summarized this relationship between the NCGA and the UNC Board 

of Governors in the following manner:  

All the legislators for this [dental school at ECU] can say, “You know the Board of 

Governors has approved this degree program, and our job is to support that.”  So…I think 

it was crucial that you got it [approval from UNC Board of Governors]…anything that 

comes with the Board of Governors’ approval is from people the General Assembly has 

elected to those positions.  So, that tends to make, to cause, it to carry probably more 

weight. (Informant N, personal communication, June/July, 2013) 

Hence, when the 2002 feasibility study did not recommend the establishment of a new dental 

school at ECU and the UNC Board of Governors supported the report, the pursuit of establishing 

a second dental school at ECU appeared to end.  

Second attempt at establishing the School of Dental Medicine at East Carolina: 

Rebirth, revision, and success.   

Ideas emerge, windows open, and opportunities arise.  Recalling the earlier observation 

of Informant N who explained that the idea of a new dental school at ECU “just kind of died,” 

there was a lack of documentation of the matter until it re-emerged in 2005 in response to 

statistics of the disparities in and access to oral health care for low-income and underserved 
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populations in North Carolina.  Although the counties found to have no dentists were identified 

as rural counties, those receiving Medicaid and in low-income brackets resided in all counties – 

rural and urban, eastern and western.  By 2005, the problem of oral health disparities and lack of 

access to care that was experienced by North Carolinians had not improved since the first call for 

concern in 1999, which had prompted the initial 2002 feasibility study mandated by the NCGA.  

The public health problem was discussed in depth on April 8, 2005 at the 2005 Oral Health 

Summit on Access to Dental Care sponsored by the NCIOM, who also published a subsequent 

report on the proceedings and recommendations of the Oral Health Summit (NCIOM, 2005).   

The 2005 Oral Health Summit was a one-day event that brought together professionals 

and experts from the following: Oral Health Section within the North Carolina Division of Public 

Health; North Carolina Dental Society (NCDS); North Carolina State Board of Dental 

Examiners; North Carolina Academy of Pediatric Dentistry; North Carolina Dental Hygiene 

Association; UNC-CH School of Dentistry; ECU; North Carolina Community Health Care 

Association; Division of Medical Assistance; North Carolina Office of Research, 

Demonstrations, and Rural Health Development; North Carolina Division of Aging; North 

Carolina Partnership for Children; non-profit dental clinics around the state; community health 

centers around the state; and concerned citizens.  Of the 63 participants who attended the 

meeting, 22 of them had served on the original 1999 NCIOM Task Force on Dental Care Access 

(NCIOM, 2005).  The one-day event was designed to update participants on the current state of 

North Carolina’ oral health conditions; review the recommendations that were made in 1999 and 

the work that had been done since the 1999 recommendations for addressing the public oral 

health disparities in the state; and collaborate to determine how to proceed in 2005 with either 

continuing original recommendations or revising them and presenting new approaches to 
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addressing the public health crisis (NCIOM, 2005).  Essentially, this event designed the path the 

state would follow to address the state’s disparities in oral health access and care.          

The problem.  In 2005, North Carolina was the fifth fastest growing state in the United 

States, expected to grow by 51.9% (increase of 4.2 million people) between years 2000 and 2030 

(Stamm, 2005).  However, it remained near the bottom nationally as it continued to rank 47th in 

the nation as far as dentists per 10,000 people, and one-third of the dentists practicing in North 

Carolina (at that time) were age 55 or older and anticipated to be retiring in the coming years.  

The four rural, eastern North Carolina counties of Camden, Tyrrell, Hyde, and Jones continued 

to have no dentists practicing there.  When North Carolina counties were evaluated based on 

being rural or urban, there were about five dentists per 10,000 people in the urban counties and 

about three dentists per 10,000 people in the rural counties of North Carolina.  There were 85 out 

of the 100 counties considered rural.  Other statistics had also remained unchanged since the 

1999 report by the NCIOM Task Force on Dental Care Access.  The national average of dentists 

per 10,000 in population was about six, and North Carolina’s state average was about four 

dentists per 10,000 in population.  Twenty-eight counties in North Carolina had two or fewer 

dentists per 10,000 in population.  Seventy-nine counties still met national standards to be 

considered as dental professional shortage areas.  A positive development between 1999 and 

2005 was an increase in dental hygienists, which was an area that had been identified as a 

workforce shortage area in 1999.  Between fiscal years 1999 and 2003, dental hygienists 

increased 6% in North Carolina to almost 5 per 10,000 in population, which was still low in 

proportion to the population and below the national average of about 6 dental hygienists per 

10,000 in population (Bailit, Butler, Feldman, Hupp, & Ponce, 2006; Lewis, Chadwick, & 

Workman, 2005; NCIOM, 2005; Stamm, 2005; Williams, 2005).    
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Windows open to a pivotal event.  Between 2002 and 2005, in the time since the first 

feasibility study to establish a dental school at ECU and prior to the April 8th 2005 Oral Health 

Summit, individuals in the ECU community were collaborating and waiting for the appropriate 

time to pursue the idea of a dental school at ECU.  Dr. Michael Lewis, Vice Chancellor for 

Health Sciences between 2002 and 2006 at ECU (now deceased), contacted local dental experts 

for input on how to respond to the region’s need for oral health care.  According to Informant K, 

after meetings (commencing in September 2002) between the Vice Chancellor and dental 

experts, and those individuals recognizing that the June 2002 feasibility study was not valid due 

to projections of the new dental school being based on a model like that of UNC-CH, which 

would not have been appropriate for ECU based on its mission of service, the group determined 

that the appropriate strategy was to wait about two to three years and then initiate a new 

campaign for a dental school at ECU.  As the collaborators had predicted, a window of 

opportunity opened two years later in 2005.  The collaborators continued to have ongoing 

meetings about how to address the oral health care problem in the eastern North Carolina region 

(Informant K, personal communication, June/July 2013). 

Various informants’ responses recalled that one dental expert working with Vice 

Chancellor Lewis was well-connected in the dental profession as well as throughout the state in 

general.  It was through one of the connections in early March 2005 that a dental expert who had 

been collaborating with Vice Chancellor Lewis learned of plans to promote expansion of UNC-

CH’s School of Dentistry at the upcoming Oral Health Summit scheduled for April 8, 2005.  

Upon learning of the plans for the summit, the dental expert contacted Vice Chancellor Lewis 

who had not been invited to attend the Oral Health Summit as of mid-March 2005.  Utilizing his 

connections, the dental expert contacted appropriate persons and arranged for Vice Chancellor 
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Lewis to attend the summit with two of his staff persons.  Vice Chancellor Lewis and his team of 

collaborators and staffers strategized on how to best utilize the Oral Health Summit to put in 

motion a campaign for a dental school at ECU.  To Vice Chancellor Lewis’s advantage, the ECU 

team was not expected to discuss the inappropriateness of the original feasibility study for a 

school like ECU and put forth a proposal for a dental school based on a service-delivery model at 

the afternoon breakout session on April 8th.  The unexpected discussion led by Vice Chancellor 

Lewis preceded presentations from groups such as the UNC-CH School of Dentistry who 

planned to propose the expansion of its class size and current facilities as a means to addressing 

the dental workforce shortage and oral health disparities in access and care that existed in North 

Carolina (Informant K, personal communication, June/July 2013). 

The renewed public interest in this oral health problem at the 2005 Oral Health Summit 

opened a window of opportunity for ECU to pursue a new and innovative model of dental 

education.  ECU’s Vice Chancellor Lewis announced at the 2005 Oral Health Summit that ECU 

wanted to establish a community-based dental school with an emphasis on service to eastern and 

rural areas of North Carolina where the most problems with dental care access existed.  Such a 

school would involve dentists from the surrounding communities in the region and be modeled 

after the design of the ECU BSoM.  Outcomes of the BSoM education model have yielded 

improved access to care, one of the highest national rates of retention of graduates in the state 

where they were trained, and one of the highest national rates of medical school graduates 

entering the field of primary care, which were desired outcomes contributing to the establishment 

of the medical school in the 1970s.  The BSoM has also focused on recruitment and graduation 

of minority populations and had the highest (not including the three historically African-

American medical schools in the United States) percentage of racial and ethnic minority 
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graduates in 2004.  Students at the new dental school would be immersed into the underserved 

areas of the state, living there and working alongside faculty and residents in service-learning 

clinics spread across the state in target areas identified to be of the greatest need for dental care 

and access (Dubay, Parker, & DeFriese, 2005; Lewis et al., 2005; NCIOM, 2005; Informant M, 

personal communication, June/July, 2013).  Recognizing that such an idea would not only 

produce more dentists that were needed for the North Carolina workforce but also improve 

access to dental care in the state by staffing clinics in underserved areas, attendees at the 2005 

Oral Health Summit favored such an idea and supported further study of the proposed alternative 

(Dubay et al., 2005). 

UNC-CH also used the 2005 Oral Health Summit as a platform to launch their idea for 

expansion to the oral health care and state government communities.  Dr. John Stamm, then 

serving as Dean of the UNC-CH School of Dentistry, proposed expanding the class size at UNC-

CH by 50 students, which would grow enrollment from 80 students to 130 students (NCIOM, 

2005).  Increasing the class size would require additional classroom space and improvements in 

research facilities with new buildings for research.  Expansion of the School of Dentistry at 

UNC-CH had been a desire of the school for a while but had never fully reached the priority list 

of the UNC General Administration and UNC Board of Governors (Informant H, personal 

communication, June/July 2013).  As discussed earlier, without being included on the priority list 

of the UNC BOG, initiatives of four-year public institutions of higher education in North 

Carolina did not progress in the North Carolina General Assembly.  Attendees at the meeting 

supported this idea, as well, as a means to increasing the dental workforce in North Carolina to 

be closer to the national average in dentists per 10,000 in population (NCIOM, 2005).   
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After the summit, other ideas about how to solve the need for more dentists in rural North 

Carolina were surfacing, with most of them designed to benefit the UNC-CH School of Dentistry 

and promoted by faculty and alumni of that program.  In addition to the suggestions mentioned 

above, it was proposed that incentives such as debt-service loans be offered to students who will 

practice in these rural and underserved areas (Informant I, personal communication, June/July 

2013).  However, decision makers, including leaders in the UNC General Administration (at the 

time this took place), recognized that this would not be sufficient for addressing the statewide 

disparities in access to and delivery of oral health care.  Informant N recalled: 

They [ECU] really wanted to try and address rural health, and however much…Chapel 

Hill proponents…you’d read some in the papers and it would say [essentially], “Well 

we’re already doing these things and it was just not true.  It’s [UNC-CH] a great dental 

school - they were doing a lot of great things - but they were not getting into the weeds of 

the rural areas.  I mean, they were doing some things but not to the extent that this 

[ECU’s service-delivery model of dental education] was proposing.  So, the proposal for 

the clinics was really kind of a brilliant idea and really offered the capability of 

providing, you know, really providing help to some people who needed it the most, 

primarily kids. (Informant N, personal communication, June/July 2013) 

ECU’s idea of a service-delivery model of dental education was not restricted simply to serving 

eastern North Carolina.  This idea for a new school was to serve the state in both western and 

eastern communities via 10 service learning clinics strategically placed where data has indicated 

are the neediest populations as related to access to care and oral health disparities.    

Participation in the 2005 Oral Health Summit was a pivotal event in establishing a dental 

school at ECU.  In the course of conducting interviews with key informants who participated in 
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the almost ten-year evolution of events leading to the establishment of the dental school, 

informants recalled that ECU nearly missed its opportunity to propose the new model of dental 

education.  What is significant about these events described by informants is that in the event 

that ECU had not attended the 2005 Oral Health Summit and been in attendance at the breakout 

session, prepared to make a case for a dental school at ECU that operated on a service-delivery 

model of dental education, it is possible that the ECU SoDM may not have been reconsidered, 

much less come to fruition.  Without the connections of the dental expert and Vice Chancellor 

Lewis’s connection to and collaboration with that expert, ECU would not have been in 

attendance at the 2005 Oral Health Summit.  The response for the possibility of a dental school at 

ECU that would be immersed into the underserved areas of the state was positive (Informant K, 

personal communication, June/July 2013).  As documented by the report on the 2005 Oral Health 

Summit, those in attendance were interested in pursuing the idea further (NCIOM, 2005).  

According to Informant K, representatives from the NCDS were very interested in the 

community based approach and requested a meeting with Vice Chancellor Lewis and his team 

soon after his proposal to learn more of ECU’s plans.   

The campaign begins.  Vice Chancellor Lewis, in seeking additional community support 

for the dental school campaign, was introduced (through one of his connections) to a core group 

of seven community members who were cited throughout interviews as being crucial in the 

establishment of the dental school at ECU.  This group included business, community, and 

healthcare leaders in the communities surrounding ECU, and these individuals were closely 

connected to highly influential North Carolinians.  Informant responses expressed that the initial 

meeting included five of the seven core members and Vice Chancellor Lewis.  At this meeting, 

Vice Chancellor Lewis discussed the oral health access and service disparities to the community 
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members who supported the idea; however, they deferred their full support of the campaign until 

after they had confirmation from ECU’s Chancellor Steve Ballard of his support for the 

initiative.  Chancellor Ballard began his tenure at ECU in May 2004 (Informant K, personal 

communication, June/July 2013).   

Informant responses explained that in addition to connecting with the core community 

group of seven in April 2005, Vice Chancellor Lewis set out to recruit an expert in the field of 

dentistry who would “champion the school and carry it forward” (Informant K, personal 

communication, June/July 2013).  Vice Chancellor Lewis’s expertise was in the fields of 

Chemical Engineering and Medicine; dental expertise was needed to join his team and bring 

dental education to life.  Recommendations from highly-respected dental professionals of experts 

in the field led him to contact Dr. Greg Chadwick, a national and international leader in the field 

of dentistry and highly respected dentist who was working in private practice in Charlotte, North 

Carolina but had also shown interest in entering Academia.  After four phone calls to Dr. 

Chadwick, he agreed to visit Vice Chancellor Lewis and his team of collaborators and staff in 

Greenville, North Carolina at ECU (Informant K, personal communication, June/July 2013).   

Dr. Chadwick visited ECU in late May 2005 and resulted in him agreeing to serve in a 

part-time capacity to assist with the planning of the new service-delivery dental education model, 

which would lead to full-time appointment in 2006.  However, while Dr. Chadwick was being 

recruited to join Vice Chancellor Lewis in bringing the vision of a new, community-based 

approach to dental education to reality, the reality emerged that there was no source of funding 

that could be used to hire Dr. Chadwick.  While the ECU Chancellor had offered verbal 

commitment to the campaign for establishing a dental school at ECU to serve the region and 

state, he would not commit funds for hiring Dr. Chadwick and other expenses that might arise 
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during the initial stages of development until he (ECU Chancellor) had observed additional 

progress.  At a meeting of the core community group of seven with Vice Chancellor Lewis, 

which had become a regular occurrence since the collaboration began in April 2005, the vice 

chancellor updated the group on the progress of the campaign for the school.  The update 

included a summary of the recruitment efforts to add Dr. Chadwick to his team as well as the fact 

that there were no funds available from ECU to do so.  Upon hearing this, and believing in the 

need to establishing a dental school at ECU to serve the region, members of the core community 

group collectively donated $125,000 to be used in covering costs required to begin the initial 

development of a dental school.  The sources of the donation were and are to remain anonymous.  

This group of seven core community members invested in projects that would benefit others and 

did not want any recognition of their investments as they contributed to causes simply to give 

back to others and improve lives.  The $125,000 was expected to be sufficient to satisfy expenses 

over the next twelve months (Informant F, personal communication, June/July 2013; Informant 

K, personal communication, June/July 2013).          

Also taking shape in May 2005 was the support of the NCDS’s leadership.  They (NCDS) 

hosted Vice Chancellor Lewis and his staff and collaborators for a meeting to learn more about 

the ECU model of dental education proposed.  At the end of the meeting, NCDS leadership 

scheduled a visit to ECU for a follow-up meeting on July 25, 2005.  After the July 25, 2005 

meeting of the NCDS with Vice Chancellor Lewis and others from ECU and the community, 

held at ECU, the ECU group was invited to attend the NCDS Board of Directors meeting on July 

29, 2005 where they (Vice Chancellor Lewis, Dr. Greg Chadwick, Dr. Terri Workman) shared 

their vision of the community based dental school.  By this time, Dr. Chadwick had been added 

to the ECU staff.  Following this presentation, Vice Chancellor Lewis continued to make similar 
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presentations to other NCDS chapters, professional dental associations, and civic groups across 

the state for the next year (Informant K, personal communication, June/July 2013). 

These opportunities to speak to dental associations and civic groups throughout the state, 

offered to Vice Chancellor Lewis and his team of Dr. Chadwick, Dr. Workman, and others 

(including community members), were timely as the ECU Board of Trustees had unanimously 

passed a motion on July 19, 2005 authorizing Chancellor Ballard to pursue a new feasibility 

study on what strategies would allow ECU to respond to the need for improved access to oral 

health care for eastern North Carolina’s rural and underserved populations.  The ECU Board of 

Trustees specifically directed Chancellor Ballard to investigate the feasibility of a dental school 

at ECU that utilized a community based model in responding to the needs of its region.  

Following the authorization of a feasibility study for a dental school at ECU, the first of such to 

be conducted since the negative findings documented in the previously mentioned 2002 study 

commissioned by the UNC Board of Governors and President Molly Broad, discussion occurred 

regarding funding of the study.  Chancellor Ballard, when asked by the ECU Board of Trustees’ 

members about grant funding available, explained that he was not aware of available grant funds 

but was prepared to dedicate funds from his budget to the financing of a feasibility study as 

discussed.  Vice Chancellor Lewis was present and responded that he would also investigate 

grant opportunities.  The next step for Chancellor Ballard and Vice Chancellor Lewis also 

included assembling the team of external reviewers for the newly approved feasibility study 

(East Carolina University Board of Trustees [ECU BOT], July 19, 2005). 

In the months that followed July 2005, momentum continued to build for the proposed 

dental school at ECU.  In addition to the various speaking engagements and forums that Vice 

Chancellor Lewis and his team participated in across the state, Chancellor Ballard continued to 
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report status updates on the dental school’s proposal to the ECU Board of Trustees.  By the 

September 30, 2005 ECU BOT meeting, Vice Chancellor Lewis had assembled the team of 

external reviewers for the feasibility study, which would be entitled “Case for a School of 

Dentistry” (Bailit et al., 2006).  During the September 30, 2005 ECU Board of Trustees’ 

meeting, Chancellor Ballard announced that he was working in collaboration with Chancellor 

James Moeser from UNC-CH to design a partnership between the two schools that would 

address oral health care disparities.  The two chancellors had been meeting on a weekly to bi-

weekly basis in order to design a proposal of partnership that would be presented to the UNC 

President’s office, which highlighted UNC-CH’s strengths in research and specialization and 

ECU’s strengths in primary care and community outreach as had been demonstrated by ECU’s 

BSoM.  The pursuit of the new dental school at ECU was to be one of Chancellor Ballard’s top 

four priorities during the 2005-2006 academic year.  While addressing the ECU Board of 

Trustees, Chancellor Ballard emphasized the importance of the ECU Board of Trustees’ 

members supporting this joint proposal and that with the limited budget of that year, it would be 

vital for all who served on the ECU Board of Trustees to support the ongoing feasibility study 

and oral health proposal and assist in moving it forward.  He continued to advise the board that a 

media campaign should be put in motion, which emphasizes that the oral health issues in eastern 

and rural North Carolina are just as serious as those that led to $60 million for the cardiovascular 

center established at ECU (ECU BOT, September 30, 2005). 

 Mr. Phil Dixon, a graduate of ECU and member of the UNC Board of Governors, served 

as liaison between the UNC Board of Governors and ECU, reporting updates to the ECU Board 

of Trustees from the UNC Board of Governors.  Among the various committees of the UNC 

Board of Governors, the Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and Procedures made 
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recommendations to the full UNC Board of Governors regarding new programs and initiatives 

that were approved by the UNC Graduate Council.  The full process is documented earlier in this 

chapter.  During the September 30, 2005 ECU Board of Trustees meeting, Mr. Dixon echoed 

Chancellor Ballard’s sentiments, emphasizing the importance of the ECU Board of Trustees to 

support the campaign for a dental school as well as other needs put forth by ECU to the UNC 

Board of Governors.  At that time, there were only three seats allocated to ECU on the UNC 

Board of Governors, and those seats were occupied by Mr. Craig Souza, Mr. Charles Hayes, and 

Mr. Dixon.  The remaining two seats on the UNC Board of Governors allocated to the East 

(areas east of Raleigh, North Carolina) were held by two individuals from Wilmington, North 

Carolina.  Three out of 32 members serving on the UNC Board of Governors would not invoke a 

natural majority of votes when ECU’s requests were placed before the UNC BOG for votes.  

UNC-Asheville had five members on the UNC Board of Governors, and it was a much smaller 

institution than ECU.  The majority of the UNC Board of Governors’ members came from the 

Charlotte, Triad (Greensboro, High Point, Winston-Salem, and surrounding areas), and Triangle 

(Raleigh, Durham, Chapel Hill, and surrounding areas) regions of North Carolina; essentially, 

the state’s most metropolitan and wealthiest areas.  As such, Mr. Dixon explained to the ECU 

Board of Trustees that there was still work to be done through building alliances and 

representation on various boards and committees, overseen by the UNC Board of Governors, in 

order to move ECU’s agenda items forward (ECU BOT, September 2005).  Informant E, whose 

service on the UNC Board of Governors included years 2005-2011, explained, “Out of 16 

campuses, nine campuses had no representation on the UNC Board of Governors.  Chapel Hill 

[supporters] had 21 out of 32 [seats on the UNC Board of Governors]” (Informant E, personal 

communication, June/July, 2013).   
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 At the December 16, 2005 ECU Board of Trustees meeting, Mr. Dixon updated attendees 

on the progress toward establishing a dental school at ECU from the perspective of one who was 

serving on the UNC Board of Governors.  The UNC Board of Governors had recently added Dr. 

Al Roseman, who was a dentist in Wilmington, North Carolina and had voiced support for the 

dental school at ECU.  In a November 11, 2006 newspaper article “ECU Dental School OK’d,” 

Dr. Roseman expressed, “We need to look at the needs of the whole state, remembering that one 

of our main functions is public service,” and presented UNC-CH’s School of Dentistry with the 

task of doing “more to address the state’s dental access issues” (Fisher, November 11, 2006, 

para. 17-18).   

Mr. Dixon also alluded to the politics of the legislature when he recalled an encounter he 

had experienced with Mr. Kevin Fitzgerald, who served as Special Assistant to the Chancellor 

and Legislative Liaison at UNC-CH at that time.  Mr. Dixon reminded Mr. Fitzgerald that in 

order for UNC-CH to successfully gain the $107 million it sought from the NCGA for its dental 

school, he would probably need the support of the eastern delegation of legislators.  Mr. 

Fitzgerald relayed to Mr. Dixon that Chancellor Moeser (UNC-CH) was supportive of the 

proposal that included a dental school for ECU.  Mr. Dixon indicated that in the December 2005 

meeting that he felt as though they needed to continue to solicit support from the Dean of the 

UNC-CH School of Dentistry, Dr. John Williams (ECU BOT, December 16, 2005).  Dean 

Williams led the UNC-CH School of Dentistry from May 31, 2005 until June 2010. 

Informant I recalled that Dean Williams was recruited to build the program at the School 

of Dentistry at UNC-CH.  He had experienced leading a dental school in another state where 

there were two dental schools competing for resources that included funding, faculty, and 

students.  In the previous state, it was difficult to successfully support two state-supported dental 
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schools and both programs suffered.  Based on Dean Williams’s experiences, the idea of 

establishing a second state-supported dental school did not make good economic sense with 

dental education being such a costly program to operate, and North Carolina could expand a 

program with facilities already in existence at UNC-CH.  Dean Williams also did not believe that 

building a new dental school made sense from a public policy perspective since the state could 

easily and quickly produce additional dentists by increasing enrollment at UNC-CH.  He felt 

compelled as an educator and tax payer to debate the merits of a second dental school from an 

economic perspective (Informant I, personal communication, June/July 2013).  Dean Williams 

also wrote about this in his article “Access to Primary Dental Care: A Commentary on the 

Economics of Dental Practice and Thoughts on Solutions to Improve Access to Primary Dental 

Care,” published in the North Carolina Medical Journal (Williams, 2005).  However, as this 

informant emphasized, once the decision was made to establish a dental school at ECU, Dean 

Williams embraced it.  He had initially opposed the dental school (when discussions began about 

a new dental school) based on the economics of the idea; however, he was a team player and 

committed to the people of North Carolina whose decision was to move forward with a second 

dental school at ECU.  UNC-CH benefitted, as well, from the decision, gaining new research 

facilities and classroom space (Informant I, personal communication, June/July 2013). 

Informant I also recalled the politics that occurred throughout the process.  Until the 

decision to establish a dental school at ECU was finalized by the UNC Board of Governors, 

Dean Williams had presented data-driven economic arguments of why he felt a new dental 

school was not the best policy decision and use of state resources to address the problem of oral 

health disparities in access and care in rural and underserved areas of North Carolina.  

Remembering an encounter at a reception between then Lieutenant Governor Beverly Perdue and 
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Dean Williams, Informant I noted that Perdue had explained to Williams that the dental school at 

ECU was “going to happen so get on the train and make it happen” (Informant I, personal 

communication, June/July 2013).  This informant also noted that Dean Williams had brought 

similar data-driven, economic arguments to the attention of UNC-CH Chancellor James Moeser 

and UNC System President Erskine Bowles.  Both educational leaders had reviewed the statistics 

of cost and others associated with the realities of the proposed dental school; however, 

Chancellor Moeser was reluctant to challenge University System and state legislative leadership 

who had decided to move the establishment of the dental school at ECU forward.  Informant I 

recalled a conversation between Chancellor Moeser and Dean Williams during which Chancellor 

Moeser reflected on the conflict that emerged and evolved when ECU pursued a medical school 

in the 1970s.  The impression Chancellor Moeser gave to Dean Williams about the events during 

the medical school campaign was that it was politically detrimental for UNC-CH to have taken 

the negative and uncooperative stance that they chose against the medical school at ECU.  As 

such, he did not feel that challenging the idea of a dental school at ECU was in the best interest 

of UNC-CH.  Dean Williams felt as though Chancellor Moeser understood his perspective; 

however, they needed to support the initiative in the political interest of UNC-CH (Informant I, 

personal communication, June/July 2013).      

Dean Williams realized the political reality of the situation and joined the team working 

for the overall good of the situation that would establish the new dental school.  Once the 

decision was made and he joined the team to support the joint proposal that would establish the 

dental school at ECU and build and improve dental school facilities at UNC-CH, Dean Williams 

fell into a middle realm where faculty at UNC-CH’s School of Dentistry and its alumni and allies 

viewed him as turning his back on the program’s legacy by not fighting the proposed school 
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while those associated with ECU felt Dean Williams was not supporting the efforts to establish a 

dental school at ECU to the fullest (Informant I, personal communication, June/July 2013).  

However, Informant N recalled, “The Dean [Dr. Williams] certainly tried as hard as he could to 

be as enthusiastic as he could though he was getting a lot of pressure, and he…was fully a 

participant in all of this” (Informant N, personal communication, June/July 2013).  

In the early stages of discussion and planning for the joint proposal, others at UNC-CH 

were not in great support of the idea of establishing a dental school at ECU.  Informant E 

explained that “they were very seriously opposed to it because they thought it was going to 

siphon money off that they might otherwise receive” (Informant E, personal communication, 

June/July 2013).  This informant continued to say: 

They [UNC-CH] shot it down.  One ally that they had at the time was Dr. Bill Roper, 

who heads up the medical system altogether; he’s Dean of the Medical School.  He’s 

head of all the health systems at UNC.  He’s a really brilliant man.  He was very close 

friends with Erskine Bowles – extremely close – like best friends; they have lunch every 

Friday.  So, when Bill basically said no, it [dental school at ECU] just wasn’t going to 

happen. (Informant E, personal communication, June/July 2013)  

Informant O expressed that “Erskine Bowles, I think, originally had severe reservations about it 

[establishing a dental school at ECU]…by the way” (Informant O, personal communication, 

June/July 2013).  Informant F and Informant K recounted that during the early discussions of the 

need for the dental school and campaigning to establish the school at ECU, a high-ranking 

administrator in the UNC System was said to have made the statement that a small group in 

Greenville was messing things up.  The high-ranking system administrator had communicated 

this to a high-ranking institutional administrator at ECU who then approached one of the 
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members of the core community group, asking that the member relay the administrator’s request 

to the community group to halt its campaign for the dental school.  The community member 

responded that they did not work for ECU and did not answer to the administrator (Informant F, 

personal communication, June/July 2013; Informant K, personal communication, June/July 

2013).  As this chapter will demonstrate later, and has with the informants’ details about Dean 

Williams, some of those who were in opposition, initially, to the dental school prior to the UNC 

Board of Governors’ approval of its establishment evolved into supporters of the initiative. 

  At the December 16, 2005 meeting of the ECU Board of Trustees, Mr. Phil Dixon also 

informed attendees of other UNC System institutions’ projects for which funding sources were 

being sought at that time.  These included: UNC-Charlotte’s (UNCC) $39 million downtown 

building, Appalachian State University’s (ASU) $35 million College of Education and Broyhill 

Center (distance education satellite center in Hickory, NC), UNC-Wilmington’s (UNCW) School 

of Nursing among others.  At that time, there was the potential for one-time money from the 

NCGA that could fund capital projects so Mr. Dixon advised the ECU Board of Trustees to make 

certain they get ECU on the list of capital projects if there were needs at ECU.  He suggested 

highlighting projects for the College of Education and College of Business such as the proposed 

$80 million joint building for those two Colleges at ECU, a $20 million downtown project, the 

Family Practice Center, cardiovascular center, and any other special projects they were 

considering.  He added that money was currently being given to the western North Carolina 

schools; therefore, those in the eastern areas of the state were more likely to be funded.  As 

always, though, ECU needed to be sure to communicate their needs to the UNC BOG (ECU 

BOT, December 16, 2005). 
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 Mr. Dixon also conveyed to attendees of the December 16, 2005 meeting of the ECU 

Board of Trustees that he felt as though having Mr. Erskine Bowles replace President Molly 

Broad as the President of the UNC System would be a positive event for eastern North Carolina.  

He reminded the ECU Board of Trustees that President Bowles had chaired North Carolina’s 

Rural Prosperity Task Force, previously, which studied the needs and disparities of eastern and 

rural North Carolina.  When Mr. Dixon had the opportunity to meet President Bowles at an event 

celebrating President Broad’s retirement, as he recalled, he was impressed by President Bowles’s 

recognition that he (Bowles) had made mistakes when it came to trying to help eastern and rural 

North Carolina through his non-profit group Dogwood Equity.  Dogwood Equity was designed 

to fund projects that would benefit communities in eastern and rural areas of North Carolina.  

However, due to the eligibility requirements designated by his organization, President Bowles 

recalled in the conversation with Mr. Dixon that there were no eligible proposals submitted from 

eastern North Carolina and the majority of accepted project proposals came from the Charlotte, 

Triad, and Triangle areas.  His regret, according to Mr. Dixon, was that no one was designated to 

assist in developing eastern North Carolina proposals and assist them through the process.  As 

such, Mr. Dixon expressed to the ECU Board of Trustees that he felt as though President Bowles 

viewed supporting ECU as his opportunity to assist those needy communities in the state through 

the central role ECU embraces in responding to the needs of its region and beyond (ECU BOT, 

December 16, 2005).   

 Others at the December 2005 ECU Board of Trustees meeting suggested strategies to 

build political support for the dental school as well as other initiatives.  Among the approaches 

suggested, they emphasized building relationships with legislators in the district and attending 

the June 20, 2006 (was later changed to June 7, 2006) joint ECU Board of Visitors and Board of 
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Trustees meeting and legislative reception.  The legislative reception would be a critical piece in 

gaining support for ECU’s dental school and other initiatives, and the ECU Board of Trustees 

needed to hold the ECU Board of Visitors’ members accountable for following up on initial 

invitations sent to legislators, encouraging them to attend the reception.  Mr. Doug Byrd, 

chairman of the ECU Board of Visitors, reported that a legislative subcommittee had been 

formed within the ECU Board of Visitors.  Mr. Mark Tipton, Mr. David Redwine, and Mr. 

Robert Lucas, Jr. enhanced Mr. Stephen Showfety’s, Mr. Byrd’s, and Mr. Dixon’s comments 

regarding political strategies and earlier comments about relationship building when they 

emphasized that legislators need to know someone from their district will be at the reception and 

that Board of Visitors and Board of Trustees’ members should start by forging relationships with 

them in their districts.  Mr. Dixon strongly encouraged the ECU Board of Trustees to invite 

President Bowles and the UNC Board of Governors to visit and meet on the campus of ECU so 

that they could see and learn about the institution’s accomplishments and impact on the 

community and region (ECU BOT, December 16, 2005). 

 While members of the ECU Board of Trustees, ECU Board of Visitors, UNC Board of 

Governors, and institutional leadership at ECU were strategizing and working to move the 

campaign for a dental school at ECU forward, those in the community and legislature were doing 

so as well.  The core community group of seven who were personally and financially invested in 

establishing a dental school at ECU to serve the region’s needs and improve lives continued to 

meet.  During one of the core community group’s January 2006 meetings, Chancellor Ballard 

was in attendance and updated the group on the dental school’s status.  He explained that the 

dental school was the number one area of emphasis for ECU, with the next six months being 

critical in its establishment; if ECU was unable to develop a business plan during that time, then 
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there would be no dental school established (Informant K, personal communication, June/July 

2013).  On February 23, 2006, the core community group sponsored a public forum at the 

Greenville Hilton in an effort to educate attendees from the community, which included business 

and civic leaders, on the need that existed for establishing a dental school at ECU to serve not 

only eastern North Carolina but also all areas in North Carolina that were rural including those in 

the western regions of the state.  Those who organized the meeting emphasized to attendees that 

the members of the community group and forum were not associated with ECU and was a 

grassroots effort to improve the lives of others, recalling how the medical school at ECU had 

done so for the people of North Carolina.  Dr. Greg Chadwick, ECU’s Vice Chancellor for Oral 

Health at that time, was the guest speaker at this community forum (Informant K, personal 

communication, June/July 2013). 

 On February 24, 2006, the day following the community leaders’ forum, the ECU Board 

of Trustees met and received an update from Chancellor Ballard on the progress of the proposed 

dental school and partnership with UNC-CH’s School of Dentistry, reminding them that ECU 

would focus on the primary dental care while UNC-CH would continue to focus on research and 

dental specialization.  Mr. Phil Dixon, representative from the UNC Board of Governors, 

addressed the dental school proposal in his updates as well.  Mr. Dixon advised the group that it 

was the right time for the dental school.  He explained that the UNC Board of Governors’ budget 

for the 2005-2006 year included $2million in funding for the planning and design of renovated 

and new facilities for the UNC-CH School of Dentistry.  Mr. Dixon added that gaining necessary 

support for the dental school at ECU would be difficult and a fight should be expected; however, 

the statistics detailing the need for addressing the oral health issues in rural and underserved 

areas of North Carolina were undeniable.  He suggested that the ECU Board of Trustees should 
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recruit its Board of Visitors to advocate to the state’s legislators for support.  Mr. Dixon also 

warned the ECU Board of Trustees that there were opponents to the dental school in the NCGA 

at that time.  After discussion and updates regarding the proposed plan for dentistry, the ECU 

Board of Trustees unanimously voted in favor of establishing a dental school at ECU and 

requested that the UNC Board of Governors support this initiative as well (ECU BOT, February 

24, 2006). 

 The core community group of seven that had been advocating for the dental school at 

ECU since its inception was also seeking support from the UNC System.  On February 27, 2006, 

members of this group, as well as a few additional community members with influential ties to 

civic, business, and political leaders across the state, privately met with UNC System President 

Erskine Bowles.  At that time, President Bowles was concluding his second month as President 

of the UNC System, having assumed the role on January 1, 2006.  Prior to entering higher 

education administration, President Bowles had experienced unsuccessful attempts at being 

elected to the United States Senate in 2002 and 2004 and chaired the North Carolina Rural 

Prosperity Task Force (mentioned earlier).  It was during his campaigning for office that several 

of the core community members meeting with him on February 27th had forged relationships 

with him and supported him in his political efforts (including financial support).  One of the lead 

community members inquired of President Bowles as to whether or not he was “as good as his 

word,” recalling that he had pledged to improve the lives of those living in eastern and rural 

North Carolina not only in his campaigns for public office but also as he chaired the North 

Carolina Rural Prosperity Task Force (Informant F, personal communication, June/July 2013).  

The community member who posed this question to President Bowles continued to explain to 

President Bowles why there was such a great need for a dental school at ECU.  President Bowles 
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ended the meeting by explaining to the group that the dental school had his support, but that it 

must also go through all of the proper channels in the UNC System and UNC Board of 

Governors as described earlier in this chapter (Informant F, personal communication, June/July 

2013). 

After the meeting with President Bowles, members of this core community group 

continued to meet with state and federal legislators of influence to whom they were connected in 

an effort to continue to gain momentum in moving the campaign for the dental school forward.  

In addition to personal meetings, there were also phone calls and letters that transpired between 

community members and key political decision makers (Informant F, personal communication, 

June/July 2013; Informant K, personal communication, June/July 2013). 

 Former North Carolina Senator Marc Basnight was among the key political decision 

makers to which members of the core community group of seven were connected.  Senator 

Basnight, President Pro-Tempore of the Senate, was viewed as one of the most powerful 

legislators, if not the most powerful legislator, of that time in North Carolina.  In addition to 

Senator Basnight’s power and influence being noted by all informants interviewed in the course 

of this study, it was also documented in an e-mail communication between a former member of 

the North Carolina House of Representatives and an accomplished and internationally 

recognized expert in the field of dentistry who were strategizing as to how to draw attention to 

the economic costs of the proposed dental school and stall the progress of the dental school once 

it arrived in the NCGA in 2006.  Senator Basnight’s power and influence were noted in the 

electronic correspondence that follows: 

Basnight is the absolute key.  Most of my callers / correspondents have been told by their 

legislators that: (1) the economic arguments against the proposal will carry very little 
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weight, and (2) they cannot go up against Basnight and have any hope of passing 

something for their own districts. (Informant O, personal communication, February 23, 

2007)  

  Every informant, including those for and against the SoDM at ECU, credits Senator 

Basnight with the establishment of the Dental School.  Informant O remarked that “Basnight 

was, you know, in charge” (Informant O, personal communication, June/July 2013).  Informant 

G reflected that “a great deal of credit goes to Senator Basnight…You can say what you will 

about Marc Basnight, but I love the fact that he was in the east because he’d sprinkle fairy dust 

along the way” (Informant G, personal communication, June/July 2013).  Other informants, who 

worked as staff members and legislators in the NCGA with Senator Basnight, also noted that 

Senator Basnight was for the University System, including UNC-CH and North Carolina State 

University (NCSU):  

He determined that the University System was where he wanted to devote his 

efforts…and, he looked at Chapel Hill first, Raleigh (NCSU), Greenville (ECU)…he 

recognized the value for Greenville in going to Greenville…he recognized the whole 

System.  So, that was what pushed him about this thing, and it bothered him that we (in 

the East) didn’t have the best of whatever. (Informant A, personal communication, 

June/July 2013) 

Informant P commented, “Senator Basnight was really careful to make sure the University 

System was moving forward with its most pressing needs” (Informant P, personal 

communication, June/July 2013). 

Hence, individuals who were closely connected to Senator Basnight were vital in 

assisting with the progression of the campaign to establish a dental school at ECU.  As Informant 
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B recalled about how Senator Basnight became involved in championing the dental school at 

ECU: 

Marc was approached by a number of local community folks in Greenville who were 

responding to a need.  It was about rural dental care, which still is very much an issue in 

this state…the group I kind of call the Greenville Mafia, and I mean, it’s just, you know, 

it’s local folks in that community down there, and it wasn’t just because it was ECU 

because, somebody like [Greenville Mafia member]…I’ve seen [Greenville Mafia 

member] go after with as much gusto, as I recall it was [Greenville Mafia member] 

primarily, because that’s who we would talk to, [Greenville Mafia member] going after it, 

and I think that’s the person I talked to the most probably about it, but he did the same 

thing with the [another UNC System project].  When the [UNC System project] was 

trying to re-build the [UNC System project] out there, it wasn’t in [Greenville Mafia 

member] backyard.  So, I mean, these people in these communities…it’s the way the 

system is designed to work.  The system is designed to send people to Raleigh [NCGA], 

to elect, they elect them to these positions to serve their interest, and when these people 

go, they’re there to speak for their communities, that’s why they’re sent there, and so 

that’s all this was. (Informant B, personal communication, June/July 2013). 

As a point of clarification, the Greenville Mafia, to which the above informant referred, is the 

same group referenced throughout this study as the core community group of seven who began 

the campaign for the dental school at ECU.  This informant also noted: 

There are a lot of University projects that start that go through some feasibility, and on 

through the feasibility, and they rise through the ranks, and it gets to be some University-
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initiated initiative.  Then, there are some that start because of politics and politics is about 

community support. (Informant B, personal communication, June/July 2013) 

Among the many anecdotes that emerged from informants during the interviews for this 

study was one that described a phone call between Senator Basnight and one of the members of 

the core community group of seven.  The core community member had become friends with 

Senator Basnight over the years.  As a successful business person, the community member had 

initially encountered Senator Basnight in the legislature many years prior to the campaign for the 

dental school when seeking assistance from Basnight regarding proposed legislation that was of 

concern to those in the business community.  After working with Senator Basnight on the 

business matter, he had continued to remain in contact with him, which evolved into a friendship 

over the years.  Prior to final approval from the UNC Board of Governors to establish the dental 

school at ECU, this community member received a phone call from a confidant of Senator 

Basnight who asked the community member about how things with the dental school were 

going.  The community member explained to Basnight’s confidant that a high-ranking 

administrator in the UNC System Office was worried about a small group in Greenville “messing 

things up”.  Shortly after the phone conversation, the community member who had spoken with 

Basnight’s confidant received a phone call from Senator Basnight.  Senator Basnight commented 

that he didn’t understand what the high-ranking administrator at the UNC System Office did not 

understand about there being a dental school at ECU.  Throughout the evolution of the SoDM at 

ECU, various members of the core community group of seven, including the individual 

described here, maintained close contact with Senator Basnight through phone calls to his office, 

monitoring the legislative progress of the dental school (Informant F, personal communication, 

June/July 2013).  Informant P recalled: 
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I do remember there was a core group of people from Greenville…and those were some 

of Marc’s good friends…so there was also the local group of folks who, you know, 

would call and say, “What’s going on with it? What’s going on with it? What’s going on 

with it?” (Informant P, personal communication, June/July 2013) 

   As Informant A made reference to earlier, when noting that the senator was in the East, 

Senator Basnight was born and raised in eastern North Carolina on the Outer Banks.  He was a 

self-made and educated man who never attended college; however, as the informant above 

mentioned, he was a supporter of the UNC System and recognized its role in improving the lives 

of North Carolinians, especially where UNC-CH, NCSU, and ECU were involved (Informant A, 

personal communication, June/July 2013).  Informant P recalled:   

You know, a lot of it had to do with Marc himself.  He grew up in the East at the time 

when first of all we [NCGA] weren’t doing much for the East.  With that being where he 

came from, it was always very much on his mind…but the attitude he brought to the 

public office was very much we’re not going to do things just for one community that 

already got a lot…we need to look at other areas of the state that deserve better 

opportunities, too.  So, that was very much a part of his personality and he was sort of a 

force…He came from the East, but he saw the same situation in the mountains.  So, for 

him, it was very much a holistic perspective.  Even when he appointed people to boards 

and commissions, he’d say I want the whole state represented.  For Marc, it was about, 

this particular project [dental school at ECU], was about helping the University, which 

was one of his hallmarks anyway, improving health care in rural areas, and creating jobs 

through the construction process. (Informant P, personal communication, June/July 2013) 

Informant A recollected: 



 

185 
 

There was a meeting with very few people in it, which I was one of ‘em, Senator 

Basnight was one of ‘em, and there was some University officials [at least one of ‘em], 

and Senator Basnight made it very clear in plain eastern North Carolina language that 

there would be either two dental schools or there’d be no dental schools, and that’s how it 

[dental school at ECU] came about.  (Informant A, personal communication, June/July 

2013) 

Informant P noted that “it was very important to Senator Basnight to not do one without the other 

- to make sure that they were moving forward in tandem because he didn’t want to leave out 

either one” (Informant P, personal communication, June/July 2013). 

UNC System President Erskine Bowles conducted a similar meeting with ECU 

Chancellor Ballard and UNC-CH Chancellor Moeser.  Informant N recalled: 

Well, when Erskine called the two chancellors together he said the last thing in the world 

we need in North Carolina is a repeat of that event [referring to the establishment of the 

medical school at ECU]…it was a pretty nasty period, and he said whatever we do we’re 

going to do with the two campuses unified when it’s proposed.  So, that’s where the idea 

of the Plan for Dentistry came from.  So, then what we did was spent some time…we had 

a smaller working group, generally involving the then Dean of Chapel Hill [Dental 

School] and key people at ECU and a few other people, and we met several times kind of 

hashing it out.  The circumstance at the time was, I think, the Board [UNC Board of 

Governors] had already approved Chapel Hill expanding their dental school a little bit.  I 

think they were at about 80 or 81 and they wanted to go to, I think they wanted to go to 

120 or something, but it was kind of tentative on agreement that they could increase some 

but the thing that really bothered Chapel Hill was their research facility and even the 
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school itself.  They couldn’t expand, they couldn’t add more students without some 

expansion or improvement, and the research buildings were pretty dismal yet they were a 

top-flight research dental school in the country.  So, really the idea of the Plan [for 

Dentistry] was Chapel Hill wanted something, ECU wanted something, and the question 

was can you put that together in a plan that makes sense.  What Erskine wanted to do was 

whatever was decided – whatever for Chapel Hill, whatever for ECU – both campuses 

would advocate for each other in effect.  It would be a unified plan and everybody would 

support it. (Informant N, personal communication, June/July 2013) 

Informant H remembered the following phone conversation from President Bowles to Dean 

Williams: 

I was sitting in the Dean’s office downstairs and he had a call from Erskine, President 

Bowles at the time and Vice Chancellor for Health Affairs at ECU, Mike Lewis, and 

we’re sitting there and a telephone conversation came on and he said ECU’s on board for 

the Plan for Dentistry, are you?  What’s he going to say?  To his credit, he did express 

concern at one of those meetings down at the General Assembly, because he had been at 

Kentucky and he talked about how they struggled to get applicants – now that’s when our 

applications were down somewhat – and it just had not worked very well in Kentucky so 

he tried to make that point but it just didn’t go anywhere.  So, he said, “Yes, I’m on 

board,” and that was for that document [“Plan for Dentistry”] so we moved ahead with 

that.  (Informant H, personal communication, June/July 2013) 

 Documented evidence supporting the feasibility of a dental school at ECU emerged in 

March 2006.  The team of external reviewers, coordinated by ECU’s Vice Chancellor Lewis and 
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led by Dr. Howard Bailit (University of Connecticut ), reported in its March 2006 feasibility 

study, “Case for a School of Dentistry” (see Appendix D):  

The Advisory Committee unanimously and enthusiastically supports the establishment of 

a SoD (School of Dentistry) at ECU and believes that the new school has outstanding 

potential.  The school’s innovative community-based patient care programs are expected 

to improve the quality of dental student and resident education and to significantly 

increase access to dental care for low-income, rural populations in North Carolina. (Bailit 

et al., 2006, p. 1) 

Dr. Bailit had chaired the first feasibility study in 2002 that recommended against establishing a 

dental school at ECU but had suggested re-evaluating conditions in three to five years.  When 

asked about what was different about establishing a dental school at ECU when the 2006 

feasibility study was conducted versus the 2002 study, Informant L responded:  

They were much more focused on the issue of access disparities and wanted to come in 

with a model that would have an impact on those disparities…the students are trained in a 

real delivery system, not in an educational laboratory the way most dental students are 

trained.  In this model, faculty practice as they teach, which is unlike any other dental 

school in the country but it’s very similar to the medical model of medical nursing or 

pharmacy model of clinical education. (Informant L, personal communication, June/July 

2013) 

 With the positive feasibility study in hand and the “Plan for Dentistry for North Carolina” 

drafted, dated March 29, 2006 (see Appendix E), supporters of establishing a dental school at 

ECU were equipped and prepared to seek approval to plan for a dental program at ECU from the 

UNC Board of Governors, submitting the necessary documents to the UNC Board of Governors’ 
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Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and Procedures prior to the April 11, 2006 

meeting.  During the 8:30 am meeting of the Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and 

Procedures meeting on April 11, 2006, Dr. Alan Mabe, Vice President of Academic Planning, 

presented the “Plan for Dentistry for North Carolina” and communicated to the Committee that 

the “Plan for Dentistry for North Carolina” was the result of collaborative discussions between 

the chancellors at ECU and UNC-CH who agreed upon ways in which they could work together 

to address the oral health needs of the state in rural and underserved areas.  These discussions 

also included administrators from the UNC General Administration.  After Dr. Mabe’s 

introduction of the plan and the request for approval to plan for this new initiative, the 

Committee recommended that ECU be allowed to plan for dental education, approving the plan, 

and recommended that the Committee on Budget and Finance include $7 million for planning 

funds in its recommendations of budget priorities to be presented to the full UNC Board of 

Governors later that day.  The Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and Procedures 

adjourned at 10:08 am to join the Committee on Budget and Finance for a joint meeting on April 

11, 2006 (UNC BOG Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and Procedures, April 11, 

2006).   

In attendance at the joint meeting were not only members of the two committees, but also 

other members of the UNC Board of Governors, university chancellors, faculty members, UNC 

System President and his staff members, representatives of state government agencies, and 

members of the press.  Dr. Mabe presented the plan during the joint meeting and explained that 

the Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and Procedures supported allocating $7 

million in capital budget funds for the planning phase.  Questions were answered by Dean 

Williams of the UNC-CH School of Dentistry and Vice Chancellor Michael Lewis of ECU.  The 
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Committee on Budget and Finance heard other requests for funding and then adjourned to its 

committee meeting that followed the joint meeting of the two committees where budget priorities 

were decided (UNC BOG Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and Procedures, April 

11, 2006).      

Published meeting minutes of the April 11, 2006 meeting of the UNC Board of 

Governors’ Committee on Budget and Finance did not include discussion of the recommended 

funding for the planning of the dental school at ECU encapsulated in the “Plan for Dentistry for 

North Carolina;” however there was documentation of a closed session occurring, and it is 

assumed from deductive reasoning that the plan was discussed during the closed session.  Upon 

review of the budget priorities submitted to the UNC Board of Governors for submission to the 

NCGA, it was found that the dental school with its community sites and campus facilities at 

ECU was included as the top priority for ECU as designated by Chancellor Ballard.  The 

distinction was made that construction costs of capital projects with prior approval were to be 

fully funded in the 2006-2007 NCGA budget while others listed as priorities should receive 

recommended planning funds in the 2006-2007 state budget.  The documents also noted that 

ECU’s top priority was pending further review at that time.  Although further review was 

pending, it was acknowledged as a budget priority of the UNC Board of Governors (UNC BOG 

Committee on Budget and Finance, April 11, 2006). 

Alliances among institutions were being developed to move the dental school at ECU 

forward leading up to the full UNC Board of Governors meeting scheduled for April 11, 2006.  

Informant E recollected: 

Ok, if we wanted to get something done, we had 1 vote, me, so the only way you get 

things done is to build alliances and allegiances with other campuses, and we did that, 
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and we had 11 votes for the Dental School.  We needed to have 17….We worked it, 

worked it, worked it, worked it, worked it, and to his great credit, Erskine Bowles became 

convinced this was a good thing, and he really made it happen by working through Dr. 

Bill Roper and others, and basically pulled everybody together in a room and said it’s 

going to happen.…We got a majority of the votes, and once we had a majority of the 

votes, everybody voted in favor of it.  It made a big difference. (Informant E, personal 

communication, June/July 2013) 

In responding to the question of what might have made the difference in gaining support for the 

dental school at ECU from the other UNC Board of Governors’ members who were not local to 

ECU, Informant E replied: 

I think maybe one, is the idea of us having the satellite service centers all over the state.  I 

mean, when you tell Western Carolina, Western Carolina wanted us to put one up, the 

satellite, on their campus, and we didn’t, we put it on the Community College campus, 

but it was close by.  Everybody…all of a sudden, we had a lot of friends because 

everybody wanted to have one of our satellites.  Because if they had looked at it and seen 

it was just an eastern North Carolina, just an ECU project, it would have been doomed.  

But, because we were talking about where the greatest needs were…I mean, we’re going 

to identify the places where there are the greatest needs, and that’s where we’re going to 

put these satellites. (Informant E, personal communication, June/July 2013) 

 On April 11, 2006 at 3:00 pm, the full UNC Board of Governors convened.  The 

Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and Procedures recommended approval of the 

“Plan for Dentistry for North Carolina,” and the UNC Board of Governors voted unanimously in 

favor of such.  The Committee on Budget and Finance presented its document of budget 
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priorities for approval, which included funds for planning the dental school at ECU, and the 

UNC Board of Governors voted unanimously in favor of it as well.  As of 3:55 pm on April 11, 

2006, at the adjournment of the meeting of the full UNC Board of Governors, the necessary 

approval had been granted for the idea of a dental school at ECU to embark on its journey to 

establishment (UNC BOG, April 11, 2006).  Informant N explained: 

Once we had the “Plan for Dentistry” in place, then that opened up the possibility for 

ECU…In terms of establishing a doctoral program it’s kind of a two-stage process…the 

first stage is to get approval to plan the doctoral program.  So, the “Plan for Dentistry for 

North Carolina,” even though it has planning in it, did not have the required planning of a 

doctoral program.  (Informant N, personal communication, June/July 2013) 

Following the April 11, 2006 meeting that approved planning funds and the “Plan for 

Dentistry for North Carolina,” Chancellor Ballard, Vice Chancellor Michael Lewis, Dr. Greg 

Chadwick, and other leaders at ECU began working on their request for authorization to plan a 

Doctor of Dental Surgery (DDS) degree program at ECU.  Within one month, the request and 

required materials were submitted to the UNC Board of Governors’ Committee on Educational 

Planning, Policies, and Procedures for review.  On May 11, 2006, the Committee, after much 

discussion, approved the request to plan the DDS degree at ECU (UNC BOG Committee on 

Educational Planning, Policies, and Procedures, May 11, 2006).  The meeting minutes of May 

12, 2006 for the full UNC Board of Governors meeting do not include any record of discussion 

or voting on the request to plan the DDS program at ECU.  However, given that later meetings of 

the UNC Board of Governors and its Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and 

Procedures continued to update attendees on the progress of the dental school at ECU, it is 
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deduced that the full UNC Board of Governors approved the request to plan a DDS program at 

ECU (UNC BOG, May 12, 2006). 

The commitment of partnership between ECU and UNC-CH was demonstrated in an 

open letter to the North Carolina Dental Society (NCDS).  The letter requested support from the 

members of the NCDS for the joint plan to address dental needs in North Carolina and briefly 

educated the dental community across the state, which included a large portion of graduates of 

the UNC-CH School of Dentistry, about the collaborative efforts planned between ECU and 

UNC-CH.  The letter, dated May 12, 2006, was jointly endorsed by both Chancellor James 

Moeser of UNC-CH and Chancellor Steve Ballard of ECU (see Appendix F).  Just as President 

Bowles had instructed the chancellors to do, they were moving forward with the proposal in a 

united fashion.   

During the NCDS’s May 2006 annual meeting, there were discussions and debates 

surrounding the proposed dental school at ECU, which resulted in a resolution being passed by 

the organization’s House of Delegates.  The House of Delegates is the body within the NCDS 

that establishes policies for the organization and is composed of representation from all of its 

districts throughout North Carolina.  The resolution was approved on May 20, 2006 (see 

Appendix G).  The resolution requested that the NCDS be included in future decisions regarding 

the state’s oral health care and be updated about the progress of the initiatives in the joint plan 

for dentistry.  As interviews and documents revealed, the NCDS had not been included in the 

process of designing the joint plan for dentistry.  Informant Q recalled:  

The Dental Society [NCDS], even though we’re supposed to be the face of the Dental 

Profession in North Carolina, was totally left out of that decision, totally…I mean, by the 

time we knew it, the train had left the station.  And, the thing that was frustrating was that 
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we would, I mean, I remember very well, I think it was in 2006…we went along with our 

then Executive Director and some other people on our Board of Trustees over to the UNC 

Board of Governors basically asking, “Where is this?”, In other words, in the decision 

process…we’d like to know more about this…and basically we were kind of patted on 

the head and said thank you for coming and we appreciate your input, and at that point, I 

think that was the moment when the Dental Society leadership realized that the train had 

indeed left the station.  We thought it probably had, but we knew at that point it had.  I 

think there was a lot of frustration among members, particularly among graduates of 

UNC.  They could not understand why it didn’t make more sense to, and was not more 

economical to expand the Dental School at UNC rather than building a new one. 

(Informant Q, personal communication, June/July 2013)  

In a letter to members of the NCGA, Representative William A. Current, Sr., a graduate of UNC-

CH’s School of Dentistry and dentist by trade from Gaston County, explained that the NCDS had 

been left out of the planning for the new initiatives that would address oral health in North 

Carolina (see Appendix G).  The NCDS had adopted a resolution that detailed its desire to 

improve and expand the UNC-CH School of Dentistry and promoted UNC-CH providing the 

outreach described by the joint plan that ECU’s dental school would provide through its service-

learning clinics.  The resolution also requested full exploration of all possible strategies that 

would combat the oral health disparities in North Carolina before establishing a dental school at 

ECU (see Appendix G). 

 Appropriations and legislation.  On May 22, 2006, House Bill 2297 was passed in the 

North Carolina House of Representatives and referred to its Committee on Appropriations (H. 

2297, 2005).  The North Carolina Senate’s version of this bill, Senate Bill 1805, was passed on 



 

194 
 

May 24, 2006 and referred to its Committee on Appropriations / Base Budget Committee 

(S.1805, 2005).  These bills called for the NCGA to appropriate $7 million in general funds for 

the planning of the “Joint Plan for Dentistry for North Carolina” (2006).  On May 23, 2006, 

Senate Bill 1772 was passed in the Senate and referred to the Senate Committee on 

Appropriations / Base Budget Committee (S. 1772, 2005).  On May 25, 2006, House Bill 2615 

was passed in the House and referred to its Committee on Appropriations (H. 2615, 2005).  All 

funds for ECU, though, were still contingent upon program approval by the UNC Board of 

Governors and an external feasibility study.   

As Informant A, Informant B, Informant C, Informant G, and Informant P for this study 

explained, the Senate budget was determined by “big” chairs of the Committee on 

Appropriations and Senator Basnight, President Pro-Tempore of the Senate.  The North Carolina 

Senate did not have subcommittees like the House of Representatives did.  In the House, the 

budget was determined by its “big” chairs of the different subcommittees for appropriations.  

The House had an appropriations subcommittee for capital projects which was the subcommittee 

to which the dental school appropriations on the House side was referred.  Representative Bill 

Owens, who chaired the capital appropriations subcommittee, represented the first House district 

in North Carolina that included two of the four counties in eastern North Carolina without any 

dentists providing services there.  Representative Joe Tolson from Edgecombe County in eastern 

North Carolina was another appropriations chair in the North Carolina House of Representatives.  

Among the appropriations chairs in the House, there was a senior chair and seven co-chairs.  

These individuals were the final decision makers on the House budget, deciding what the House 

would include in its proposed state budget (Informant A, personal communication, June/July 

2013; Informant B, personal communication, June/July 2013; Informant C, personal 
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communication, June/July 2013; Informant G, personal communication, June/July 2013; 

Informant P, personal communication, June/July 2013). 

As Mr. Phil Dixon had indicated in February 2006 at the ECU Board of Trustees 

meeting, establishing a dental school and professional degree program at ECU would be met 

with opposition.  There were several legislators in the NCGA who vigorously opposed the idea 

of creating a new dental school rather than focusing resources on the expansion of the School of 

Dentistry at UNC-CH.  Representative William “Bill” Current, Sr. emerged as one of the most 

vocal and active opponents in the NCGA to the dental school at ECU.  A past president of the 

NCDS and graduate of UNC-CH and UNC-CH’s School of Dentistry, Representative Current 

expressed in a letter to his NCGA colleagues, attached to a copy of the NCDS House of 

Delegates’ resolution that the NCDS had not been involved in the process for addressing oral 

health described in the joint plan for dentistry.  He also informed his colleagues of the lack of 

discussion and study of the decision to fund planning of the dental school at ECU during the 

Subcommittee on Healthcare Workforce meetings and announced his intentions to present the 

House with an amendment to Senate Bill 1741 that would impede the progress of the dental 

school at ECU until further study could be conducted and would support continued efforts to 

expand the School of Dentistry at UNC-CH as planned (see Appendix G).   

Representative Current did not want two mediocre dental schools in the state and did not 

want the taxpayers to pay unnecessarily.  In a July 16, 2006 article published by the Winston-

Salem Journal, Representative Current expressed: 

A second school is a bad idea.  Competition for dental-school faculty is tight.  Another 

school will undermine the quality of new dentists across the state.  “I’d rather have one 

real school that’s meeting the needs of the students, rather than two sorry schools turning 
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out substandard students.  This is a major, major expenditure.  Once you grant state 

money to plan a project, it usually slides on through the legislature.  I just see so many 

issues that are higher priority than building a new dental school.” (Giovanelli, July 16, 

2006, para. 26-28) 

An expansion of UNC-CH’s School of Dentistry was planned and there was concern that a 

second dental school would decrease the appropriations allocated for expanding UNC-CH’s 

School of Dentistry (Informant responses, personal communications, June/July 2013).   

Also of note was Current’s connection to the UNC-CH School of Dentistry.  Informant O 

explained that Current’s father, Dr. Alfred Current, Sr., was a dentist and led the campaign for 

the creation of the dental school at UNC-CH.  He and Mr. Henry Lineburger of Raleigh, North 

Carolina advocated statewide at civic groups such as Rotary chapters, and any others to which 

they were invited, about the need for including dental education in the healthcare expansion at 

UNC-CH in the late 1940s.  Their work resulted in the establishment of the UNC-CH School of 

Dentistry in 1950, North Carolina’s first dental school and only dental school in the state at the 

time of ECU’s proposal.  Representative Current is a 1956 graduate of UNC-CH and a 1958 

graduate of its School of Dentistry (Informant O, personal communication, June/July 2013).   

From the time Representative Current arrived to the NCGA in 2005, he was informed 

that there was going to be a new dental school at ECU, yet he did not believe enough 

consideration and study had gone into the decision to support a new dental school at ECU.  

While serving on the House Select Committee on Healthcare’s Subcommittee on Health Care 

Workforce, an informant for this study recalled, Representative Current had invited Dr. Ben 

Barker, a recognized expert in the field of dentistry and dental manpower assessment, to speak to 

his subcommittee.  The dental profession’s workforce was among the many areas being studied 



 

197 
 

by the subcommittee.  As such, Representative Current felt that Dr. Barker could offer an 

expert’s perspective on the current status of North Carolina and how best to serve them.  Among 

Dr. Barker’s many professional accomplishments, he had previously served as an administrator 

and faculty member at the UNC-CH School of Dentistry from which he had also graduated with 

honors.  Representative Current had made arrangements for Dr. Barker to speak when he and Dr. 

Barker received phone calls inquiring about Dr. Barker’s credentials and content of his planned 

remarks.  As Informant O recalled, Dr. Barker was not going to talk about the merits of one 

university over another but had planned to focus on the welfare of North Carolinians as it related 

to dentistry.  Dr. Barker did not have the opportunity to make his remarks to the subcommittee as 

he was asked to not attend the subcommittee meeting to which he had been invited (Informant O, 

personal communication, June/July 2013).  The House Select Committee on Health Care was 

established on November 3, 2005 by the Speaker of the House of Representatives, Jim Black.  

The purpose of this group, appointed by the Speaker, was to study the challenges facing the 

citizens of North Carolina as it related to quality of and access to health care, especially for those 

in rural areas and disadvantaged populations.  Representative Joe Tolson of Edgecombe County, 

North Carolina in the East and Representative Becky Carney of Mecklenburg County, North 

Carolina in the Piedmont were co-chairs of the subcommittee (House Select Committee on 

Health Care, 2006). 

In an e-mail communication between two members of the North Carolina House of 

Representatives, dated Thursday, June 8, 2006, planning funds for the proposed dental school at 

ECU were being discussed.  The correspondence indicates: 

I am in 612 and have to remain here late…At this point…to update on the East Carolina 

dental school…President Bowles came to 612 and after that the dental school planning 
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money became popular again.  It is back in the budget TODAY…who knows about 

tomorrow. (Appendix G, personal communication, June 8, 2006) 

Thus, it is to be deducted from this communication that although the earlier bills were passed to 

their respective committees on appropriations in the House and Senate, the funding was 

questionable until it was signed into law.  Informant A and Informant G recalled, “It was a 

continual battle for dollars” (Informant A, personal communication, June/July 2013; Informant 

G, personal communication, June/July 2013). 

On June 14, 2006, Representative Current’s amendment to Senate bill 1741 (S1741-

ALH-73 [v.2], see Appendix H) was presented to the House and called for the removal of $3 

million from the proposed $7 million in planning funds and required that an external feasibility 

study of a dental school at ECU be conducted before continuing with plans to establish a dental 

school at ECU.  The amendment failed by a vote of 87 to 30 with one abstention.  Among those 

who voted against the amendment were appropriations chairs, the Speaker of the House, and 

chairs of the House Select Committee on Healthcare and its Subcommittee on Healthcare 

Workforce’s co-chairs (Informant O, personal communication, June/July 2013; Ryals, June 15, 

2006).  

Shortly after the June 14, 2006 defeat of Representative Current’s proposed amendment, 

S1741-ALH-73 (v.2), and the June 15, 2006 newspaper article “House Attempt to Cut ECU 

Dental School Funds Fails” published in the Daily Reflector, which detailed the amendment’s 

defeat, The News and Observer published a “Point of View” column, “Filling our Dental Needs 

Efficiently” (June 19, 2006), written by Dr. John D. Matheson who is a dentist local to Asheville, 

North Carolina.  Dr. Matheson is also a past president of the UNC-CH Dental Alumni 

Association and the North Carolina Society of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgeons.  He expressed 
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his belief that spending over $100 million to study and build a new dental school was not the best 

use of taxpayer dollars to address the problem of access to oral health care in North Carolina.  He 

also held the view that the eastern and western areas of the state were without dental care as a 

result of them being without an economic or population base needed to support dental practices.  

Dr. Matheson’s suggestion was to expand UNC-CH’s enrollment, offer incentives to those who 

might practice in the needy areas, increase Area Health Education Center rotations, and re-visit 

the 2001-2002 feasibility study that recommended expansion at UNC-CH and no new dental 

school in North Carolina (Matheson, 2006).      

In response to Dr. Matheson’s June 19, 2006 “Point of View” column entitled “Filling 

Our Dental Needs Efficiently,” Dr. Gregory Chadwick, Associate Vice Chancellor for Oral 

Health at ECU at that time, and Dr. John Williams, Professor and Dean at the UNC-CH School 

of Dentistry, issued a joint letter, “A Dental Program,” published in The News and Observer on 

June 22, 2006.  Their response letter, demonstrating solidarity and unity between the leadership 

of the two institutions at the core of the dental debate, emphasized the collaboration between the 

institutions in the efforts to address oral health care disparities in North Carolina (Chadwick & 

Williams, June 22, 2006).  Informant N recalled:  

In any public discussion of this, or talk at the Board of Governors [meetings], Chapel Hill 

and ECU were always there on the same side, supporting the whole thing, so there was 

never, at least from the official representatives of the University, never any division. 

(Informant N, personal communication, June/July 2013)  

Readers were informed as to the support from leadership of the UNC System and inclusion of 

planning funds for the dental education initiatives in the budgets of both chambers of the NCGA 

(Chadwick & Williams, June 22, 2006).  With this letter of response published in one of the 
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state’s leading newspapers, ECU and UNC-CH were sending a public message to all that they 

were in cooperation with each other rather than competition. 

The “Joint Conference Committee Report on Continuation, Expansion, and Capital 

Budgets,” dated June 30, 2006, supported the $7 million recommended for the dental school 

planning funds (North Carolina General Assembly [NCGA], S. 1741, 2006).  It detailed 

allocations of the appropriations for the UNC Board of Governors to be used in collaboration 

with its priorities set by the UNC System leadership.  The recommendations of the Joint 

Committee were incorporated into the Session Law 2006-66, which was adopted on July 10, 

2006 (S.L. 2006-66, § 23.1).  

If earlier progress toward establishing a dental school did not incite opposition, the 

allocation of the full request for planning funds and inclusion of the dental school at ECU, 

pending program approval by the UNC Board of Governors, triggered a campaign of opposition, 

especially in Gaston County.  The Gaston County Dental Society, a local chapter of the NCDS, 

issued a packet of information to other dentists that included a Gaston County Dental Society 

resolution and other related materials in order to educate other NCDS chapters and dental 

professionals across the state about the dental school proposed for ECU (see Appendix G).  

Opposition to the dental school at ECU among members of the Gaston County Dental Society 

was not unlike that of the general membership of the NCDS.  In a survey of its membership, 50% 

of its members opposed the school, 25% supported a dental school at ECU, and 25% did not 

favor one side over the other (Rogers, October 25, 2006).  The Gaston County Dental Society’s 

packet was issued July 20, 2006, 10 days after the planning funds were signed into law.  Within 

the packet, other chapters in the western areas of the state issued similar resolutions to that of the 

Gaston County Dental Society fully opposing a second dental school and stating that all issues of 
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access to dental care could be addressed by the UNC-CH School of Dentistry.  These included 

the Blue Ridge Dental Society and the Second District Dental Society.  In a seven-page letter 

included in the packet, Dr. John Pruitt, a Winston-Salem dentist, responded to the second 

feasibility study chaired by Dr. Bailit; the study commissioned by ECU that recommended the 

proposed community-based model of dental education to be established there (Bailit et al., 2006, 

see Appendix G).  Among his comments, Dr. Pruitt expressed that it was naïve to assume that 

dental graduates would want to return to their “small home towns to establish a practice” (see 

Appendix G, personal communication, May 16, 2006, para. 12).  Instead, he presented the 

following perspective: 

Dentists will practice where they can make a living, provide adequate education for their 

children, have recreational opportunities, make their spouses happy, and can pursue a 

plethora of other interests.  This does not necessarily include returning to a rural area in 

our state.  These are quality of life issues.  There is a reason why so few dentists practice 

in eastern North Carolina.  They cannot make a living and there is not much to do.  I was 

born and raised in this state and I love it here.  But let’s face it, most of the eastern part of 

the state is flat, hot, sandy, buggy, and boring. (see Appendix G, personal 

communication, May 16, 2006, para. 12) 

 Another group of dentists in opposition to establishing a dental school at ECU was 

Dentists for Fiscal Responsibility (DFR).  It consisted of dentists across North Carolina who 

disagreed with the neutral position the NCDS took in response to the ECU dental school 

proposal.  As such, they came together to petition the NCDS to adhere to its House of Delegates 

Resolution 15H2006 established May 20, 2006 (see Appendix G).  In an effort educate the public 

about their concerns related to the dental school at ECU, the group compiled a document 



 

202 
 

presenting the arguments in favor of establishing a second dental school at ECU and countered 

with a collection of facts that challenged the favorable arguments.  Among the facts presented 

was another account of the exclusion of Dr. Ben Barker, past Chair of Dental School 

Accreditation for the American Dental Association and author of Assessing Dental Manpower 

Requirements, at the November 13, 2006 meeting of the North Carolina House Select Committee 

on Healthcare’s Subcommittee on Healthcare Workforce.  The document (see Appendix I) was 

designed for the media, general public, and legislators.    

 Regardless of the opposition raised, though, state funding for planning the dental school 

at ECU was secure.  July 20, 2006 ensured the idea of the dental school would continue on its 

journey to establishment.  On July 25, 2006, Mr. Phil Dixon’s UNC Board of Governors’ update 

to the ECU Board of Trustees informed attendees that the dental school at ECU was the Board of 

Governors’ number one priority and that ECU Chancellor Steve Ballard was among the senior 

chancellors in the UNC System (ECU BOT, July 25, 2006). 

 While the battles for appropriations and public opposition were transpiring during the 

previous months and continued to do so, the team at ECU was working diligently to plan its DDS 

program in order to submit their request for authorization to establish the DDS program at ECU.  

On September 29, 2006, Chancellor Ballard submitted ECU’s formal request and required 

documents for consideration to Dr. Alan Mabe, Vice-President of Academic Planning for the 

UNC System (see Appendix J).  At the October 6, 2006 ECU Board of Trustees meeting, Mr. 

Robert Hill, Jr., Chair of the Health Science Committee of the ECU Board of Trustees, discussed 

a chart with the attendees that detailed results of the medical school in primary care and indigent 

care and explained that the same could be done with a dental school at ECU.  Among those in 

attendance for this presentation were Mr. Jim Phillips, Jr., Chair of the UNC Board of Governors 
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and Mr. Craig Souza, UNC Board of Governors member.  Mr. Phil Dixon, UNC Board of 

Governors member and liaison to the ECU Board of Trustees, was also in attendance as usual 

(ECU BOT, October 6, 2006).  With the UNC Board of Governors scheduled to meet a week 

later on October 13, 2006, it was advantageous to have these members in attendance to learn 

more about the positive impact anticipated for the proposed dental school at ECU. 

 At the October 13, 2006 meeting of the UNC Board of Governors, the Committee on 

Educational Planning, Policies, and Procedures updated the full board as to the progress of the 

dental school.  The Committee announced that the UNC General Administration was reviewing 

the proposal submitted by ECU for the DDS program and expected to have a recommendation 

for the full Board of Governors, regarding approval of the program, at the November 10, 2006 

meeting.  A team of three experts in dentistry were scheduled to visit the campuses of UNC-CH 

and ECU October 25-27, 2006 to conduct an external review of the “Plan for Dentistry for North 

Carolina,” which would be taken into account when the Committee made its decision about 

approving the proposal to establish a DDS program at ECU (UNC BOG, October 13, 2006). 

 The external Dentistry Review Team, commissioned by the UNC General 

Administration, included three nationally recognized experts in the field of dental education and 

dentistry.  The review was chaired by Dr. Denise K. Kassebaum, Dean of the University of 

Colorado’s School of Dentistry.  Additional reviewers included Dr. Richard Valachovic, 

Executive Director of the American Dental Association, and Dr. L. Jackson Brown, Associate 

Executive Director of the American Dental Association.  The review team’s findings supported 

their endorsement of the Plan for Dentistry for North Carolina and emphasized how critical it 

was to the success of the plan that UNC-CH and ECU work in collaboration with each other.  

Their report concluded that “the Plan for Dentistry is feasible and realistic, and will not adversely 
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impact existing institutions or programs” (Kassebaum, Brown, & Valachovic, 2006; see 

Appendix K).   

 While the campaign for a dental school at ECU was progressing quickly through the 

UNC System’s administrative processes, the public continued to voice opinions about the idea of 

establishing a dental school at ECU in leading newspapers across the state.  The News and 

Observer and Charlotte Observer ran editorials in strong favor for the dental school at ECU.  In 

the October 25, 2006 article, “Dentists’ Objection Lacks Bite,” Dennis Rogers, a staff writer at 

the News and Observer, drew attention to the need for dentists in the East and mal-distribution 

throughout the state in a humorous way.  Among his various points, he noted that if dentists were 

concerned that a new dental school and its graduates would decrease the supply of patients, then 

those dentists should: 

Go way, way east.  Go past the last Mercedes dealership and turn left.  There you’ll find 

ample patients in places such as Camden, Gates, Hyde, and Tyrrell counties.  They have 

almost 30,000 people among them and no dentists.  You could elect yourself head of the 

county dental society on your first day. (Rogers, October 25, 2006, para. 5) 

For his readers who viewed the East as a means to an end for getting to their vacation homes, 

Rogers reminded them: 

Eastern North Carolina is more than drive-through country for people in a hurry to get to 

their seaside McMansions.  It is the motherland for many of us.  And in spite of its recent 

hard-luck history, it is still a region of subtle beauty where strong people with good 

values have weathered tougher times than they deserved.  It is about time for them to 

smile again.  With good teeth. (Rogers, October 25, 2006, para. 13-14) 
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Mary C. Shulken, Associate Editor for the Charlotte Observer, addressed the fact that so 

many dentists were against a new dental school at ECU in her article “Down in the Mouth? Just 

Grin and Bear it,” published October 26, 2006.  As a native of eastern North Carolina, she 

informed her readers, she has personally observed the disparities in oral health care and access, 

reminding readers that the statistics have names and faces.  Schulken identified dentists’ self-

interests being at the core of the opposition for the new school, noting fear of competition among 

dentists, fear of competition for the alma mater of most of the trained dentists in North Carolina, 

and the overall high costs for the State to bear on its taxpayers as the primary arguments against 

the dental school at ECU.  She explained that by not addressing the oral health disparities in the 

eastern part of the state, the State would also pay a price in health care costs as oral health 

problems have been directly linked to diabetes, heart disease, and stroke (Schulken, October 26, 

2006).   

The UNC (system) Graduate Council voted unanimously to approve the request to 

establish the DDS degree at ECU on Thursday, November 2, 2006 (Associated Press, November 

3, 2006).  With the positive evaluation from the external review team and the unanimous 

approval from the UNC (System) Graduate Council to establish the DDS degree at ECU, Dr. 

Alan Mabe, Vice President of Academic Planning for UNC General Administration, presented 

the request for authorization to establish the DDS degree at ECU to the Committee on 

Educational Planning, Policies, and Procedures during its committee meeting on November 9, 

2006.  These documents had been distributed among Committee members prior to the November 

9, 2006 meeting on November 3, 2006 (see Appendix K).  He reviewed the events that had led to 

the request and noted that the UNC Board of Governors, in April 2006, had requested that the 

process, while adhering to all required steps in the process, expedite the process in order to 
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request authorization to establish a DDS degree by November 2006.  In addition to Dr. Mabe the 

following university representatives were in attendance to answer questions of the Committee: 

Chancellor Steve Ballard, East Carolina University; Dean John Williams, UNC-Chapel Hill; 

Dean Mike Lewis, East Carolina University; Dr. Gregory Chadwick, East Carolina University; 

and Dr. Terri Workman, East Carolina University.  Representing dental practitioners, Dr. Jasper 

Lewis of Greenville, North Carolina was also in attendance to answer questions of the 

Committee.  After a period of discussion and clarification, the Committee approved the request 

to establish a DDS degree at ECU.  As a point of clarification, the DDS degree was the initial 

degree before changes were later made and it transitioned to a Doctor of Dental Medicine 

(DMD) degree.  The next and final step would be for the full UNC Board of Governors to 

approve the request.  The Committee also approved a resolution of commendation for UNC-CH 

and ECU, recognizing the positive collaboration of the two institutions in creating the Plan for 

Dentistry for North Carolina and encouraged them to continue with positive collaboration as they 

implemented the plan for the people of the State of North Carolina (UNC BOG Committee on 

Educational Planning, Policies, and Procedures, November 9, 2006). 

During the November 10, 2006 meeting of the full UNC Board of Governors, the 

Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and Procedures presented the Board with the 

request to establish a DDS program at ECU that had been approved by the Committee during its 

November 9, 2006 meeting.  The UNC Board of Governors unanimously endorsed ECU’s 

request to establish a DDS degree at ECU, put forth by its Committee on Educational Planning, 

Policies, and Procedures (Associated Press, November 10, 2006).  The UNC Board of Governors 

also approved the “Resolution Recognizing the Cooperation between the University of North 

Carolina at Chapel Hill and East Carolina University,” which was originally approved by the 
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Committee on Educational Planning, Policies, and Procedures in its November 9, 2006 meeting 

(UNC BOG, November 9, 2006).  In a span of seven months, the dental school at ECU and its 

DDS program evolved from being an idea presented to the UNC Board of Governors to a 

tangible initiative supported by the UNC System to be developed and established at ECU.  This 

was an extremely expedited process.  Informant N recalled: 

Usually from the time you get planning approved to get a degree approved it’s typically 

about a couple of years.  So, Erskine said, “Can you speed this up a little?”  I said, 

“Ok.”…See, the idea of getting it approved so quickly was so you could get it in the 

budget for the 2007 [legislative] session…probably a good thing because that was before 

the economic collapse and so the state ended up committing to that (dental school at 

ECU). (Informant N, personal communication, June/July 2013)  

Shortly after the decision, UNC System President Erskine Bowles was quoted as saying, 

“It’s the right step in the right direction,” referring to the UNC Board of Governors’ decision to 

support the dental school and establishment of a DDS degree at ECU as well as an overall joint 

plan between UNC-CH and ECU to address oral health disparities in North Carolina that 

included expansion and renovation of the UNC-CH School of Dentistry (Fisher, November, 11, 

2006, para. 3).  Meanwhile, the NCDS President, Dr. Rex Card, publicly addressed the decision, 

explaining that, as an organization (NCDS), it would not fight the dental school at ECU and “did 

not have an official opinion on the ECU dental school,” conveying to the public that its (NCDS) 

membership would also not oppose the school (Fisher, November 11, 2006, para. 12).  However, 

an earlier survey of its membership confirmed that only 25% of its membership supported the 

ECU initiative.  Regardless of the support for and opposition to the dental initiative at ECU 

found within its membership, the leadership of the NCDS intended to deliver “the message that 
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dentists want and expect to see both schools adequately funded;” however, they also noted 

specific support for UNC-CH in saying it was “on the record in support of expanding the dental 

school at UNC-Chapel Hill, where most North Carolina dentists trained” (Fisher, November 11, 

2006, para. 14). 

 Now that the campaign for the dental school at ECU within the UNC System had been 

completed and successfully gained all academic and administrative approvals, it remained an 

idea of an initiative until the NCGA funded capital and operating costs in its budgets.  

“Legislative approval, and at that time legislative funding,” was at the core of the success of the 

dental initiative at ECU (Informant G, personal communication, June/July 2013).  Those in 

support of and opposed to the dental school at ECU proceeded to voice their opinions through 

newspaper editorials and articles.  One of the groups who emerged in support of the dental 

school at ECU shortly after the UNC Board of Governors’ decision was reached was Citizens for 

Higher Education, a political action committee (PAC) composed of UNC-Chapel Hill supporters.  

In response to a negative editorial published in the News and Observer on November 8, 2006, 

Paul Fulton of Winston-Salem, North Carolina, who was serving as chairman of the Citizens for 

Higher Education PAC group, was quoted as saying, “We also support East Carolina 

University’s efforts to open a dental school” (Fulton, November 11, 2006, para. 4).  The News 

and Observer editorial had theorized that the PAC group was attempting to make UNC-Chapel 

Hill an institution independent of the UNC System addressed it by giving examples of how they 

had helped promote the UNC System as a whole body, not just one institution, which included 

their support for the dental school at ECU (Fulton, November 11, 2006).   

An editorial published in the Winston-Salem Journal, after detailing the decision of the 

UNC Board of Governors to establish a dental school at ECU and expand the dental school at 
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UNC-CH, acknowledged that “at nearly $200 million ($90 million for ECU and $96 million for 

UNC-CH), the board’s plan is expensive, but something must be done to increase the number of 

dentist in the state’s small towns” (“Dental Care,” November 17, 2006, para. 2).  The article 

focused on the disparities in oral health care between urban and rural areas, noting the ECU 

initiative’s planned service and outreach to rural and underserved areas of the state.  By also 

supporting expansion and renovation at UNC-CH’s dental school, the plan would “placate 

concerns that an ECU dental school will diminish state support for UNC Chapel Hill’s world-

renowned school” (“Dental Care,” November 17, 2006, para. 7).  The editorial explained, 

“Adequate dental care is essential if this is to be a healthy state.…This is a matter of significant 

public health, and it must hold a high priority with legislators” (“Dental Care,” November 17, 

2006, para. 9-11).  Given that it was expected to be almost 10 years before there would be 

enough dentists graduated by the two dental schools to begin seeing an impact on the shortage of 

dentists in North Carolina, as addressed in the joint plan, the editorial expressed that this was “all 

the more reason for the legislature to move on this proposal in 2007” (“Dental Care,” November 

17, 2006, para. 8).   

Timing was critical to the success of this initiative.  Informant D remarked: 

The timing of that was just masterful, and we didn’t know the whole bottom was going to 

fall out of the economy in the fall of 2008.  That was after the legislature had already left 

town.  They had already approved the dollars - the operating and the capital dollars for 

Dental Medicine….East Carolina was very fortunate…lucky…Whatever it was, we all 

look back on it and say, “Oh my word, if we hadn’t have gotten those things at the time 

we got them.  Given what’s fallen, the bottom’s fallen out of the economy in 

2008…We’re now almost five years later and the economy’s still really in a very slow 
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recovery.  We have a whole new legislative and gubernatorial contingency in Raleigh 

now.  The probability of us having gotten a dental school and a new family medicine 

center at any other time since then…absolutely, categorically, no, we would not have 

been successful.  (Informant D, personal communication, June/July 2013) 

Informant G explained about the timing: 

It was right before the bad economic period.  This was a period of growth, and…money, 

there’s never enough money for the need, but it dropped.  It started dropping about six 

years…five or six years ago.…It was a significant drop, but, when we first went after it 

there was money.…We’d been working this a long time…started in the late 90s.…It had 

been delayed when other previous legislators were there, and I think [eastern delegation 

representatives] were feelin’ our oats, and we, and by that time Clark Jenkins was in the 

Senate, he was a great friend of Senator Basnight, and we worked really well with Clark 

and I just think that it was…I had the feeling that it was now or never during that time.  

(Informant G, personal communication, June/July 2013) 

 While the editorial from the western Piedmont area of North Carolina supported the new 

dental school at ECU, others from that area did not share in the positive view of the direction 

being taken by the UNC Board of Governors and UNC leadership.  Less than one month after the 

UNC Board of Governors supported the establishment of the dental school and its DDS degree 

program at ECU, The Gaston Gazette questioned the link between a new dental school at ECU 

and populating the rural and underserved areas of North Carolina with dentists to serve them.  It 

referred to the ECU initiative, approved by the UNC Board of Governors, as a “feather in the cap 

of ECU, which is often seen as a major economic driver in eastern North Carolina” and 

expressed that it was not “necessarily the most efficient use of taxpayer money” (Bridges, 
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December 4, 2006, para. 4).  The editorial in The Gaston Gazette shared the sentiments of its 

local NCDS chapter, the Gaston County Dental Society, the group Dentists for Fiscal 

Responsibility, and native state representative and retired dentist, Dr. William Current, Sr., who 

explained that a new dental school was not the best answer to the oral health crisis.  He noted 

that “dental school grads, who are carrying high debt, are more likely to go to areas where they 

can make more money and more easily pay off their college debt” (Bridges, December 4, 2006, 

para. 5).  A more efficient approach suggested in the editorial was to expand the existing dental 

school at ECU and offer scholarship and loan reimbursement incentives to dental school 

graduates who agree to work in rural and underserved areas of the state.  Furthermore, the article 

speculated as to whether a crisis in oral health care existed since there had not been any proposed 

intervention by the private colleges and universities.  While the article did not suggest hesitation 

for the proposed improvements at UNC-CH’s School of Dentistry, or make much mention of the 

$96 million estimated for expansion and revision of that dental school, it requested that the 

NCGA review the plan as it related to establishing dentistry at ECU to evaluate if it is “the most 

efficient use of taxpayer funds.  If $90 million is going to be spent, lawmakers owe it to the 

taxpayers to make sure that it is being spent wisely” (Bridges, 2006, para. 9).  Various editorials 

and other articles voicing both sides of the campaign emerged in the months that followed.  The 

campaign for the dental school was now fully in the public arena and dependent on success in the 

NCGA.      

State legislators hailing from areas of North Carolina located east of Interstate 95 (I-95) 

served as critical supporters of the proposed dental school at ECU.  This group, referred to as the 

“eastern delegation,” was led by state representatives Marian McLawhorn, Edith Warren, Joe 

Tolson, and Arthur Williams and state senators Marc Basnight, Clark Jenkins and John Kerr, 
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These legislators were referred to as the eastern delegation.  Informant G, when asked about key 

legislative supporters, commented: 

The eastern delegation – when I say eastern I mean anybody east of I-95 – I don’t know 

of anybody in the eastern delegation that opposed it.  It was certainly easy to get a group 

of legislators that would go out and try and convince the others. (Informant G, personal 

communication, June/July 2013) 

In addition to the legislators belonging to the eastern delegation, the core group of community 

members, with the help of those individuals employed by ECU and leading the dentistry 

initiative there, was continuing to work policy communities (elected officials and legislative 

staff) and key individuals across the state.  Once it (ECU dental initiative) arrived in the NCGA, 

the alternatives available for selection seemed to be to support it or oppose it.  Several 

informants from different stakeholder groups commented that “the train had already left the 

station” (Informant responses, personal communication, June/July 2013).  Informant I recounted 

a conversation the informant had with then Lieutenant Governor Beverly Perdue who advised the 

informant to “understand this is going to happen so get on the train and make it happen” 

(Informant I, personal communication, June/July 2013).  Informant O commented that “it was a 

done deal” (Informant O, personal communication, June/July 2013). 

 Among the many critical events that took place in 2007, leading to the first 

appropriations passed (after appropriations for planning funds) that would fund capital and 

operating costs of the dental school at ECU, was the release of North Carolina Governor Mike 

Easley’s budget proposals on February 22, 2007.  As reported in various publications, Governor 

Easley had recommended the requested $87 million for ECU’s dental school in the 2007-2009 

state budgets be included while excluding funding for the UNC-CH School of Dentistry parts of 
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the “Joint Plan for Dentistry for North Carolina.”  The governor proposed that funds for the ECU 

dental school initiative be part of a $487 million bond package that would fund university 

construction projects.  Proposing that the dental school at ECU be part of a bond referendum did 

not guarantee that it would be funded, though, since the funding would depend on taxpayers 

voting for and passing the bond package (Hunt, March 2007; “Editorial: Dental Plan,” Daily 

Reflector, March 4, 2007). 

 According to Informant F, who was personally connected to Governor Easley, the 

governor’s initial proposed budget did not include any funding for either of the dental schools 

(neither ECU nor UNC-CH).  When the community member learned of the Governor’s plans to 

exclude the dental school at ECU from his recommended budget appropriations, which was in 

opposition to the budget priorities submitted by the UNC Board of Governors, the community 

member made a call to the governor who shortly thereafter made a revision to his budget, 

including the dental school at ECU in his proposed budget (Informant F, personal 

communication, June/July 2013).  However, the inclusion, as mentioned, was not guaranteed as 

the governor’s recommended funding relied on taxpayer votes rather than legislators in the 

NCGA.  The publicity of Governor’s Easley’s decision to include funding for the dental school 

at ECU and exclude funding for the dental school at UNC-CH incited the public and special 

interest groups to evoke an advocacy movement to lobby legislators on behalf of the dental 

schools (Hunt, March 2007; “Editorial: Dental Plan,” 2007). 

 Dr. Steve Slott is a graduate of the UNC-CH School of Dentistry and was among those 

who publicly advocated for the new dental school at ECU.  In a March 6, 2007 editorial in the 

News and Observer, Dr. Slott expressed: 
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As a proud alumnus of our flagship institution, the UNC School of Dentistry, I hope our 

brilliant successes don’t blind us to our past failures.  Those who say that the underserved 

in this state have no voice are wrong.  They have my voice, and many more like it.  I 

hope that our decision-makers will see through the transparent arguments against a new 

dental school, accord us the help we need to battle this abhorrent situation and go forward 

with the joint plan. (Slott, March 6, 2007, para. 11-12) 

Dr. Slott is a dentist based in Burlington, North Carolina in Alamance County in the Piedmont 

area.  He provides dental care to all income levels and operates a mobile free clinic called the 

Open Door Dental Clinic of Alamance County, which provides free dental care to some of the 

state’s underserved areas.   In traveling to these needy areas of the state, he experienced 

“hundreds of needy individuals who begin lining up in the early morning hours in order to obtain 

some relief for the multiple, often staggering dental problems with which they suffer.…Their 

needs far exceed our abilities and resources” (Slott, March 6, 2007, para. 5-7).  Among the other 

points his editorial made, Slott reminded readers that after the 2002 feasibility study, evaluating 

the creation of a new dental school at ECU, rejected the idea of a new school, the alternatives 

and incentives proposed to address the oral health crisis in the state disappeared and seemed 

forgotten until the idea of a dental school at ECU re-emerged in 2005.  Slott recalled, “The same 

ideas were touted several years ago, the last time a dental school at ECU was seriously 

considered” (Slott, March 6, 2007, para. 3).  He also expressed: 

Access to dental care is a complex problem and no one approach will resolve it.  Dental 

education can play a larger role.  The current UNC/ECU Joint Plan for Dentistry is a 

well-reasoned, carefully balanced plan that will keep North Carolina at the forefront of 

dental education.  That it does not maintain the status quo may be its biggest threat to 
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those who have grown comfortable and complacent within the current system. (Slott, 

March 6, 2007, para. 9)   

 In an effort to educate state legislators on the importance of the “Joint Plan for Dentistry 

for North Carolina,” informational meetings were planned across the state by leaders of the 

dental initiative at ECU and lead administrators such as Chancellor Steve Ballard.  Legislators 

were invited to meetings closest to their State Congressional District.  A one-page summary of 

key points was enclosed with the letters of invitation sent from Chancellor Ballard’s office that 

explained it was in partnership with UNC-CH and endorsed with UNC President Erskine 

Bowles’s quote, “It’s the right step, at the right time” (see Appendix L, personal communication, 

February 9, 2007).   

 Senate Bill 1244 was referred to the Senate Committee on Appropriations on March 26, 

2007.  This bill requested $1.3 million in NCGA General Funds to be used for operating 

expenses at the new dental school and was to be appropriated during the 2007-2008 fiscal year.  

It also requested $87 million in general fund appropriations, equally distributed, during fiscal 

years 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 ($43.5 million each year) (S. 1244, 2007).  House Bill 1240 was 

referred to the House Committee on Appropriations on March 29, 2007.  This bill requested 

appropriations that fulfilled the budget priority recommendations set by the UNC Board of 

Governors, which included $43.5 million each fiscal year between years 2007 and 2009 for 

capital expenses of ECU’s dental school, $44.940 million during fiscal year 2007-2008 and 

$51.060 million during fiscal year 2008-2009 for capital expenses of UNC-CH’s dental 

expansion and renovations, and $1.3 million for operating expenses at ECU’s dental school 

during fiscal years 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 (H. 1240, 2007).  On July 31, 2007, Session Law 

2007-323 was signed into law by the NCGA.  In this act, Section 29.2 appropriated $25 million 
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in capital expenditures from the general fund for both the dental school at ECU and UNC-CH 

School of Dentistry,  for fiscal year 2007-2008 (S.L. 2007-323, § 29.2).  The “Joint Conference 

Committee Report on the Continuation, Expansion and Capital Budgets” appropriated $1 million 

in operating expenses for the dental school at ECU during both fiscal years 2007-2008 and 2008-

2009 (Joint Conference Committee, 2007).  Having successfully secured appropriations from the 

NCGA General Fund, the dental school at ECU survived the first year of appropriations, and the 

campaign for a dental school at ECU was becoming reality.  However, $25 million in capital 

funding was only a small step toward the estimated $87 million needed for capital funding for 

the dental school.  The success of this initiative (dental school at ECU), as Informant C 

explained,  

was just a matter of [the eastern delegation] keeping the project in the process of funding, 

and again, the House and the Senate worked together closely, and of course, Senator 

Basnight was still here at that time, and he was very instrumental in what happened at the 

Senate, and he was very much in favor of it.…Speaker Black was as well.  It made it 

easier for us in the East with Speaker Black being from Charlotte to get that support.  

And then, even after that, with Speaker Hackney being a Chapel Hill person and serving 

that area, he was very supportive of the delegation from the East ‘cause a lot of those 

people supported him for Speaker so it made it a lot easier for him to get on board.  Of 

course, I was fortunate enough with Speaker Hackney to be an appropriations chair, a big 

chair, and it helps when you’re sitting in that seat…the chair, well in fact, when I was one 

of the big chairs…there were 8 chairs…we had a senior chair and then the other 7 were 

sort of co-chairs.  We made the final decision of what the budget would look like, and, 

fortunately, during that time, Representative Bill Owens was in charge of capital because 

http://www.ncleg.net/fiscalresearch/budget_legislation/budget_legislation_pdfs/2007_%20Budget_%20Report.pdf
http://www.ncleg.net/fiscalresearch/budget_legislation/budget_legislation_pdfs/2007_%20Budget_%20Report.pdf
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he was from that area….He was supportive, and it made it easier to keep the project on 

that capital list.  (personal response, Informant C, June/July 2013) 

Representative Bill Owens’s positional power was noted in a May 31, 2007 correspondence 

between Representative William Current, Sr. and Representative Owens.  In an ongoing effort to 

halt the progress of the dental school at ECU, Representative Current had desired to present a bill 

draft requiring feasibility study commissioned by the General Assembly that would study the 

feasibility of establishing a second public dental school.  Representative Owens refused 

Representative Current the opportunity to present the bill draft for consideration (W. Current, 

personal communication, May 31, 2007). 

 Over the next few years, the oral health initiative at ECU continued to remain on the 

NCGA’s state budgets, surviving each fiscal year with legislative support.  Recalling how the 

dental school was able to succeed throughout the legislature, Informant A summarized the 

progress of the initiative (ECU dental school) with the following commentary:   

You know the old story about politics and making sausage?  Neither one of them are very 

pretty…you don’t want to see how they’re made.  These kinds of things are settled, 

Amanda, in the last 48 hours of the session late at night, and it’s a trade deal.  (Informant 

A, personal communication, June/July 2013) 

As mentioned earlier, Informant A conveyed that it was a “continual battle for dollars” 

(Informant A, personal communication, June/July 2013).  Informant G elaborated on the trading, 

strategizing, and decision-making involved during the appropriations process: 

I’ve been a budget chair…education budget chair…and when they [public higher 

education institutions] fall under you, you know, there’s some things in there and if you 

get yours, we feel there’s a need for ours, and if you want our vote, then support our 
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project.…We felt like it [dental school at ECU] was a real need.…Instead of the typical 

dental school, we would have these satellite units and they would take it out to the remote 

areas of the state, and that’s what we’re doing.  You know, one is in the western part, or a 

couple of them, and a couple of them are in the East, one down in the southeast, and it 

just so happens that when you start to talk about what you want, how you want this to be 

modeled, you might pick certain locations where influential legislators have their 

districts, you know, but it’s not in mine….But, if it’s in an area that’s near there, then 

they’d be crazy not to go ahead and support it because they know the need.  You know, 

there was not one in Senator Basnight’s hometown, but there’s one up there in Elizabeth 

City…happens to be where Bill Owens lives, isn’t it?...He was very supportive.  And so, 

it was, we always felt like east of 95 and west of say Boone or Charlotte, there are unique 

needs of our people who are not as fortunate as others who live in between those 

areas.…It’s hard for them to understand, and…because we lost representation even more 

[with the re-districting across the state], the coalitions that you have to build to get 

something that’s located in those areas is very hard…It’s so darn hard to get it going 

because we are obligating the state to pay for these higher ed institutions and the 

programs that they have…When we went in, it was so hard to try and get that money in 

the budget each of those years…it was…hard…I mean it was not easy…The things we 

bucked up against was there was a limited pot of money and there are great needs 

everywhere.  We felt like this was a great one, but I’m sure that other people throughout 

the state feel that their needs are just as urgent but we didn’t think so, and I still don’t 

think so, because with these satellite units, they’re going to serve everybody.  It not only 

is, in some of these poor areas, the biggest industry there, it just is…it changes 
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[communities].,,,We hope that these people who are trained and going out there and 

doing these services while they’re being trained will stay in some of these communities; 

that they will see the need, and rather than…go somewhere where the money is or 

become a specialist, that they will stay there with that quality of life…[and] serve people 

who otherwise wouldn’t get it [good, quality dental care].  So, it was not easy…We went 

for several amounts, and we’d take less just to get our foot in the door, but anyway, it 

spread over a number of years…Thank God for Marc Basnight.  I mean, thank the Lord 

that he lived our way [in the East] and was in such a position of power and with [Senator] 

Clark [Jenkins] and with [Representative] Edith [Warren] and [eastern delegation 

representative], and our Speakers [of the House], because Jim Black was Speaker [of the 

House] for a while and then Joe Hackney was Speaker [of the House]…and they were 

very supportive of their eastern delegation.  It was up to us to push that [dental school at 

ECU]. (Informant G, personal communication, June/July 2013)  

Thinking back on the ways this informant and others in the eastern delegation worked to “push” 

the dental school to success over the years, Informant G recalled: 

I can remember four o’clock in the morning meetings when we were in session, and we’d 

recess and go back into the Speaker’s little room and have all these different people in 

there with us, and so and so and so and so, and everybody was tired and everybody was 

ill and we’d talk about money and that’s where you’d say well yeah we’d live with that 

and we knew what we could but we’d never tell ‘em.  That’s where Greg Chadwick came 

in really handy and they’d [Dr. Greg Chadwick, ECU’s Associate Vice Chancellor for 

Oral Health, and Dr. Mike Lewis, ECU’s Vice Chancellor for Health Sciences], be 

hangin’ around but they couldn’t go in those meetings, but we would have had all those 
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previous discussions about well what can you actually do if we get a million…how can 

you handle it…it’s not the two million you need but can you live with it? Well, we’re not 

gonna tell them that but we can…so, we’d go in there and say no, we’ve got to have the 

$2 million, got to have the $2 million…that’s the bottom line…they’ve cut from four 

(million dollars) to two [million dollars].…You know, I think the timing was [critical] 

then.… It was an ongoing process because once you get the permission, then you’ve got 

to get the funding, then you’ve got to get more funding, then you’ve got to get more 

funding, and then you’ve got to do for a certain number of years before the state takes it 

over, and we did that for the dental school [at ECU]. (Informant G, personal 

communication, June/July 2013) 

Continuing to recall events that led to the successful “push” of the dental school at ECU through 

appropriations year after year, the informant described additional stakeholders who were 

involved and political strategies utilized during the initiative’s evolution: 

Well, you know, when you’re in politics, everybody likes to take credit, and some people 

worked harder than others to get it, but the combination, in my mind, of how successful 

we were in getting the dental school.…I’ve mentioned [Dr.] Greg Chadwick and [Dr.] 

Mike Lewis; Greg having the idea and being smart enough to explain it and show (the 

need).  And the need, I mean the need is out there, that’s bigger than anything, bigger 

than any kind of thing, but people who are elected don’t always do what needs to be 

done; they’ll find a reason not to…but it was the need, and then Dr. Chadwick had a great 

idea… and some of us were lookin’ for something to be successful.  I had a competitive 

district…and our new Speaker needed to do good things, and then there was Senator 

Basnight who wanted [Senator] Clark Jenkins to look good, and Senator Basnight didn’t 
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necessarily need it; that was just in his nature…Phillip Rogers came to Raleigh as a 

lobbyist with the nitty-gritties, or as the [ECU] Chancellor’s liaison, with the specifics of 

what the money – how much they needed and what it would be used for.  So, when we 

were introducing a bill or when the budget appropriations negotiations were going on, we 

had a lot of conversations with Phillip [legislative liaison for ECU’s Chancellor Ballard].  

It was more to get facts, and a lot of times, he’d check with Dr. Chadwick…Sometimes, 

he came with Dr. Chadwick, but there were a lot of private conversations with [Dr.] Greg 

Chadwick, and with [Dr.] Mike Lewis. (Informant G, personal communication, June/July 

2013) 

The culmination of the events and alliances described above was in the state budget 

appropriations for fiscal year 2008-2009.  The final capital appropriations for the construction of 

the dental school at ECU were allocated in the amount of $69 million, which was designated to 

come from Certificates of Participation (COPS).  COPS are funds derived from special bonds 

that do not require voter approval in order to issue them.  The NCGA traditionally uses COPS to 

fund higher education construction projects.  Since COPS must be used for the full amount of the 

project, the remaining projected cost of the construction of the dental school at ECU with its 10 

satellite service clinics was appropriated (Informant P, personal communication, June/July 2013; 

Joint Conference Committee, 2008).  With the capital appropriation of $69 million for fiscal year 

2008-2009 and the previous capital appropriations of $25 million for fiscal year 2007-2008, the 

construction of ECU’s dental school, excluding planning funds appropriated in 2006 and overall 

operating funds, was an investment of $94 million.  In addition to the $69 million appropriated 

for capital expenses, the NCGA appropriated $1.5 million for operating expenses from the 

General Fund in fiscal year 2008-2009 (Joint Conference Committee, 2008; S.L. 2008-107, 
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2007).  On February 22, 2008, a groundbreaking for the new dental school was held at the 

selected location on the ECU Health Sciences Campus (ECU News Bureau, 2008). 

Legislation leading to the 2008-2009 state budget described in the “Joint Conference 

Committee Report on the Continuation, Expansion, and Capital Budgets,” issued July 3, 2008 

and adopted in Session Law 2008-107 on July 8, 2008, included House Bills 2144 and 2201 and 

Senate Bills 1821 and 1822.  House Bill 2144 and Senate Bill 1822 requested that $62 million be 

appropriated for the construction of the dental school at ECU and its satellite service clinics.  The 

bills were referred to their appropriations committees on May 19, 2008 and May 21, 2008, 

respectively (H. 2144, 2007; S. 1822, 2007; S.L. 2008-107, 2007).  House Bill 2201 and Senate 

Bill 1821 requested $2 million be appropriated for operating expenses associated with the dental 

school at ECU and its satellite service clinics.  The bills were referred to their appropriate 

committees on May 20, 2008 and May 21, 2008, respectively (H. 2201, 2007; S. 1821, 2007).  

House Bill 2608 detailed appropriations for the UNC Board of Governors including the 

appropriations for dentistry at both ECU and UNC-CH.  In this bill, referred to the House’s 

Committee on Appropriations on May 28, 2008, it requested $62 million for ECU and $69 

million for UNC-CH (H. 2608, 2007).  However, as detailed in the final state budget, ECU and 

UNC-CH were appropriated equivalent amounts of funding ($69 million each) for fiscal year 

2008-2009 capital expenses (S.L. 2008-107, 2007).     

Fiscal year 2009 presented House Bill 240, referred to Appropriations on February 23, 

2009, and Senate Bill 561, referred to Appropriations on March 12, 2009.  These pieces of 

legislation requested $6 million in appropriations for fiscal year 2009-2010 and $8 million for 

fiscal year 2010-2011 to be used for expenses incurred with opening the dental school at ECU 

and continuing to create is satellite service clinics.  These expenses were primarily operating 
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costs; however, the bills did allow for expenses associated with “establishing” the satellite 

service clinics, which was rather vague and allowed room for interpretation (H. 240, 2009; S. 

561, 2009).  The resulting appropriation in the state budget was $3 million during fiscal year 

2009-2010 and $3 million during fiscal year 2010-2011 was adopted into Session Law 2009-451 

on August 7, 2009  (Joint Conference Committee, 2009; S.L. 2009-451, 2009).  Informant G 

noted that this was one of the more difficult years in the fight for appropriations needed for the 

dental initiative at ECU and would continue into the next fiscal year (Informant G, personal 

communication, June/July 2013). 

The state budget for fiscal year 2010-2011 and its appropriations to the dental school at 

ECU were vital to gaining accreditation of the school, which was noted in bills referred to 

committees on appropriations in the House and Senate.  On May 24, 2010, House Bill 1925 and 

Senate Bill 1350 were referred to appropriations committees.  These bills requested $11 million 

in recurring funds for capital and operating expenses associated with the dental school at ECU 

(H. 1925, 2009; S. 1350, 2009).  At this time, the school was being referred to as the School of 

Dentistry at ECU but would later evolve to the School of Dental Medicine at ECU with the 

change in degree programs from DDS to DMD.  As in fiscal year 2009-2010, the request was not 

fully funded by the Joint Conference Committee who agreed to appropriate $6 million in 

recurring funds for the operating budget of the ECU dental school (UNC BOG Committee on 

Budget and Finance, August 13, 2010; Joint Conference Committee, 2010).  However, in 

addition to the Joint Conference Committee’s decision to appropriate $6 million, incorporated 

into Session Law 2010-31, a statement of intent to fund the remaining $5 million (which would 

bring appropriations to the $11 million requested initially) and support the dental school at ECU 

in achieving accreditation was included in Session Law 2010-31, Section 9.18.  Fiscal year 2011-
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2012 was to appropriate $3.5 million and fiscal year 2012-2013 was to appropriate $1.5 million 

for the purpose of securing accreditation (S.L. 2010-31, §9.18, 2009).  This statement of intent 

was not a statement of guarantee.  Session Law 2010-31 was signed into law on June 30, 2010 

(S.L. 2010-31, 2009). 

The fiscal year budgets that followed in 2011 and 2012 would prove much more difficult.  

The state budgets, which were passed into session laws, were vetoed by North Carolina 

Governor Beverly Perdue.  Governor Perdue had been a staunch supporter of the oral health 

initiative at ECU and included funds for the new dental school in her state budget proposals 

(informant responses, 2013; Schulken, 2011).  In keeping with her pledge of support, Governor 

Perdue vetoed House Bills 22, 200, and 950, which were proposed over the 2011 legislative 

session and did not include funding for the dental school at ECU (H. 22, 2011; H. 200, 2011; H. 

950, 2011).  However, in the NCGA, bills may be signed into session law without approval of 

the governor if it passes both the House and Senate, which applied to these bills.   

It was a priority of the UNC Board of Governors to fund the SoDM at ECU, and the 

NCGA responded favorably to the identified priorities of the UNC Board of Governors.  Over 

the span of fiscal years 2011-2013, the NCGA appropriated the recommendations of the UNC 

Board of Governors for the dental school at ECU.  During fiscal year 2011-2012, the school 

gained $3.5 million and $5 million during fiscal year 2012-2013 for operational expenses (UNC 

BOG Committee on Budget and Finance, August 11, 2011).  This final appropriation decision 

for the 2011 legislative session was a more positive result than the initial requests in House Bill 

370 and Senate Bill 403, proposing that the dental school at ECU be appropriated $3.5 million 

during fiscal year 2011-2012 and $1.5 million during fiscal year 2012-2013.  These suggested 
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appropriations were referred to House and Senate appropriations committees on March 16, 2011 

and March 24, 2011, respectively (H. 370, 2011; S. 403, 2011).  

Although the dental school at ECU had been constructed and was ready to welcome its 

first class in August 2011, operating funds necessary to pay expenses associated with keeping the 

school in working order, including salary lines for the school’s faculty and staff, were not 

guaranteed.  Informant A for this study, who served in the NCGA during the evolution of the 

oral health initiative, explained: 

They’re building the Dental School [now]....Wisdom that I have certainly questioned up 

here [North Carolina General Assembly] the last go round was here we just built a 65 

million dollar dental school and there’s a question as to whether or not we want to fund it 

for operation purposes, which was an issue last year…It’s being funded and moving 

on…I mean, why do you spend 65 million dollars if you’re not going to operate it?  Who 

are you gonna sell it to? (Informant A, personal communication, June/July 2013) 

When this informant referred to “last year,” the informant was recalling 2012, which brought a 

change in the governor and majority political power in the NCGA.  North Carolina had shifted 

from a Democratic governor and majority power to the other extreme of the political spectrum 

that included a Republican governor and majority power with the results of the 2012 election.   

The School of Dental Medicine at ECU survived and is now a reality.  It admitted its first 

class of 52 students in August 2011.  October 2012 officially marked the opening of Ledyard E. 

Ross Hall, the name resulting from a $4 million donation from its namesake, a Greenville, North 

Carolina orthodontist.  Ross Hall houses clinical, surgical, classroom, and training facilities for 

the School of Dental Medicine at ECU (“Dental School Opens,” Fall 2012).  With construction 

completed and the school in full operation, it will continue to work to receive necessary funding 



 

226 
 

and work within the realm of appropriated funding.  However, the idea of an innovative dental 

school that would address oral health disparities in rural and underserved areas of North Carolina 

is secure with bricks and mortar, evolving from an idea of how to respond to a public need and 

the community campaign that accompanied it to emerging as a reality that resulted from 

legislative appropriations and legislator support. 

The Study and Its Findings 

 This study was inspired by the curiosity of what changed after 2002 to warrant 

establishing a second dental school in the North Carolina public higher education system during 

what seemed to be difficult economic time given the state budget cuts to public higher education 

in North Carolina as described in Chapter One of this dissertation.  With a feasibility study 

advising against the creation of a second dental school in the UNC System with cost estimates 

hovering around $100 million plus recurring costs for salaries and operations in succeeding 

years, why was the idea pursued, let alone, established and appropriated for by the NCGA (Bailit 

et al., 2002).  Within a broader context, studying such a successful establishment of a new 

initiative in public higher education lends itself to better understand the central research question 

of this study.  In using the work of Kingdon (2003) and his Multiple Streams Model, inclusive of 

his Primeval Soup Concept, as the conceptual framework guiding the study and initial coding of 

informants’ interview responses, this study’s findings demonstrate how the SoDM at ECU 

evolved along Kingdon’s path.  Supporting questions, resulting from Kingdon’s model, that 

guided the semi-structured interviews included:  

1. How does the idea of an initiative emerge? 

2. How do initiatives arrive on the governmental agenda? What does this process entail? 

3. How do initiatives arrive on the decision agenda?  What does this process entail? 
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4. How are initiatives selected to be considered for adoption and implementation? 

5. Why are certain initiatives chosen by those with power in the government (elected 

officials) while other initiatives are ignored?    

6. Why do certain chosen initiatives survive and reach the implementation phase? 

Secondary coding of informants’ responses revealed covert events occurring outside of the 

public arena that influenced the journey to establish the SoDM at ECU.    

The remainder of this chapter will examine the success experienced in the second attempt 

to establish a new, free-standing dental school at ECU through the stages of policy development 

within the conceptual framework used to guide this study.  In addition to the progression of the 

SoDM at ECU through the stages of political decision making, this chapter will also explore 

which policy process streams most frequently occur in various stages of the policy decision 

making process as well as overall.  Furthermore, process streams will be explored within the 

context of how they tend to work in tandem throughout an initiative’s progression as 

demonstrated by the data collected.  Interwoven throughout the remaining account are details 

provided by informants that were undocumented prior to this study, which illustrate vital 

interactions influencing the progress of new initiatives of public higher education and thereby 

enhancing what is currently known about the stages in the political decision making process.  

Chapter Five will discuss implications of the findings detailed in this chapter and suggest future 

opportunities for research, prompted by this study’s findings, in order to continue to expand the 

knowledge-base related to the political decision making process in public higher education. 

Primary Coding 

Initial analysis of this case, the evolution of the SoDM at ECU (from an idea to address a 

problem to its implementation through establishment, state appropriations, and construction), 
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examined its evolution through the political decision-making process by coding interview 

responses for the process streams and stages of the political decision making process as defined 

by the conceptual framework of Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model that incorporates the 

Primeval Soup Concept (as described in Chapter Three of this dissertation).  In doing so, 

informant responses to semi-structured interview questions that were guided by this conceptual 

framework revealed which streams occurred most often throughout the process, which streams 

and stages contained encounters that propelled the case toward success (catalysts), and which 

streams joined together most frequently.    

In order to obtain an overall view of the influence of process streams (Problem, Policy, 

and Politics) throughout the political decision-making process, which carried this case from an 

idea that would address a problem to its implementation (being established, appropriated, and 

constructed), coded references (gleaned from interview responses) were examined to see which 

process stream occurred most often overall as well as to observe which process streams couple 

most frequently, working in tandem during the process. 

 Figure 10 is reflective of the overall influence of each process stream in the policy 

process of this case study.  According to the coding of responses as described earlier, the politics 

process stream occurs most often, being referenced in 60% of the responses collected in this 

study, which yields increased opportunities to influence the overall process.  The least often 

occurring process stream in the overall process was that of the policy stream.  This stream 

appeared in 17% of the responses collected.  The problem stream appeared in nearly one-fourth 

of the responses with 23% of them being indicative of this stream.  
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Figure 10.  Percentage of references coded for process streams.
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Policy 
17% 

Politics 
60% 

Process Streams 

This chart illustrates which process stream occurs more frequently, overall, in coded responses.  
The politics stream is attributed to nearly two-thirds of the responses related to the policy process 
while the policy stream accounted for the least amount of responses at just under one-fifth of them.   
The problem stream accounted for nearly one-fourth of the coded responses. 
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 In exploring Kingdon’s process streams of political decision-making, this study 

attempted to identify not only which process stream emerged most frequently throughout the 

process, offering the most opportunity to influence the overall process, but the study desired to 

expand knowledge of the political decision-making process by exploring which process streams 

were the sources of encounters contributing to the progress and success of this initiative.  This 

study refers to these encounters as catalysts in the process.  In exploring informants’ responses 

for examples of catalysts occurring throughout the decision-making process of this case, 

catalysts were most often identified in the political stream, followed by the policy stream and 

problem stream, respectively.  In coding for responses identifying an example of something 

moving the SoDM forward to approval and appropriations, 186 references were coded as such 

and were also coded for the political stream.  References coded as both catalysts and part of the 

policy stream appeared 54 times.  The least number of references to catalysts involved those in 

the problem stream, which equaled 42 times. 

 When one more closely examines which type of catalyst (problem, policy, political) 

occurred most frequently during each of Kingdon’s stages of the decision making process, 

catalysts identified in the political stream occurred most frequently in the softening up and 

timing aspects of the agenda setting stage, authoritative choice stage, and the implementation 

stage.  Responses coded for catalysts identified in the policy stream appeared most frequently in 

the idea formation aspect of agenda setting and the alternative selection stage according to the 

coding of informants’ responses.  Responses coded for catalysts in the political stream appeared 

31times in the softening up phase of the agenda setting stage, 18 times in the timing phase of the 

agenda setting stage, 77 times in the authoritative choice stage, and 45 times in the 

implementation stage.  In contrast, catalysts in the policy stream appeared in coded references 
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four times, eight times, four times, and seven times, respectively, in these stages.  There were 14 

references made to catalysts in the policy stream within the idea formation stage, and five 

references made to catalysts in the political stream during this stage.  References made to 

catalysts in the policy stream within the alternative selection stage appeared 17 times while ten 

references were made to catalysts in the political stream within this stage.  There were no 

responses coded as catalysts in the problem stream for any of the stages in the decision making 

process.  Figure 11 illustrates these trends. 

Figure 12 is indicative of coupling found in this study.  It illustrates which process 

streams, overall, resulted in occurring together throughout the study.  Most frequently occurring 

together in the coded responses were the politics and policy process streams.  There were 17 

instances where this occurred.  The politics and problem process streams appeared least 

frequently together in the coded responses collected.  There were 7 instances of this coupling 

pair.  The pairing of the problem and policy process streams was the second most frequent 

coupling with nine occurrences emerging in this study. 

Secondary Coding  

 With the results of primary coding addressing the conceptual framework of this study and 

establishing an overall understanding of the political decision-making process involved in 

successfully establishing new initiatives in public higher education, secondary coding of 

informants’ responses enabled other themes of events involved in the evolution of a new 

initiative in public higher education through the political decision-making process to be 

identified.  The themes that emerged during the secondary coding of informants’ responses, 

woven throughout the evolution of this case, offer additional insight into various influences on 

the events occurring throughout the process.  Particular attention was given to the themes that  
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Figure 11.  Frequency of catalysts appearing in process streams and stages of decision making. 
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This graph illustrates which process streams' catalysts occurred most frequently in each political 
decision making stage of the process.  While responses coded for catalysts in the problem stream 
did not produce any responses coded as such, responses coded as being in the political stream 
yielded the most often coded catalysts for the softening up and timing phases of the agenda setting 
stage, authoritative choice stage, and implementation stage.  Policy stream catalysts were identifed 
to have occurred most often in the idea formation phase of the agenda setting stage and the 
alternative selection stage. 
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Figure 12. Overall coupling of policy process streams.
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This graph illustrates which of the process streams tend to intersect and join together based on the 
coding of informants' responses.  The problem stream joins with the policy stream most frequently.  
The policy stream joins with the politics stream most often.  Likewise, the politics stream joins with 
the policy stream most often. 
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contributed to either propelling (catalysts) the initiative (SoDM at ECU) to success or impeding 

its progress.     

Propelling to success.  After re-visiting interview transcriptions for additional insight 

into the events of the case of the SoDM at ECU that led to the success of the initiative, the 

following themes, reveled in informants’ responses, referenced instances that led to the 

progression of the new initiative (SoDM) to being established and supported by state legislators 

through appropriations.  These included (in order of influence):  

• politics, 

• addressing a public need / problem, 

• economic development, 

• cooperation and compromise, 

• geography, 

• personal experience, 

• timing, 

• mission, 

• political party, and 

• priorities. 

Figure 13 illustrates what percentage of informants’ responses referenced each of these themes.   

The politics theme refers to individuals / interactions that involved members in the 

following categories:  community (core community group), institutions (ECU / UNC-CH), 

University System governance (UNC Board of Governors, UNC General Administration, and 

UNC System President), and legislators (members of the NCGA).  These interactions involved 

alliances, connections, and positions of influence that were at the foundation of instances that 
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Figure 13.  Influences propelling initiative to success.
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This chart illustrates which influences emerged in coded responses to propel the new initiative of the 
SoDM at ECU to success.  Political references are attributed to nearly one-half of the responses related to 
accounts of events that led to the success of the initiative being established and appropriated by the 
NCGA.  References that referred to addressing the public need (problem) accounted for nearly one-fourth 
of the coded responses. 
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propelled the SoDM forward.  This theme was responsible for nearly one-half (46%) of the 

references attributed with the success of the dental initiative.  Figure 14 offers a deeper 

understanding of the politics theme, offering data as to which of the categories of political 

influences were referenced more often by the informants for this study when they spoke of the 

dental initiative moving forward.  Members of the NCGA and the core community group yielded 

the most references, accounting for nearly one-half (48%) and just over one-third (31%) of the 

political references, respectively.  The legislators and community members combined to account 

for nearly four-fifths (79%) of the references to political influences gleaned from informants’ 

responses.  The remaining one-fifth (21%) of political references coded that contributed to the 

initiative’s success were attributed to members of the University System Governance (14%) and 

the institutions involved (7%).   

These findings were illustrated by Informant B’s explanation: 

So, you marry somebody in the community with somebody in the University on this idea, 

and what ends up becoming the engine to push it forward is that that community group 

goes to an elected official to get them to push for that idea in the General Assembly.  It 

just doesn’t happen to be somebody that works for the University, and I would argue, 

“What’s the difference?”  Why is it that the person who happens to work for the 

University makes a better decision about what’s needed in the state than the community 

that’s being served and the elected official that’s serving that community?... I mean, there 

will never be a time, I don’t believe, that you will see a major funding or bond initiative 

that will come as the result of some pointy head at the University developing his needs 

list.  And, so, I think that really is what, you know, a public university system is designed 

to do.  I think that’s what the Constitution calls on our public university system to do; it’s 
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Figure 14. Categories of political influences propelling initiative.
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This chart illustrates which categories of the political references, accounting for nearly one-half of all 
references to events assisting in the progress of the initiative, were active in the initiative's success.  
Connections to and alliances in the legislature (NCGA) composed nearly one-half of the political 
references found in coded responses.  Core community members being the source of the initiative's 
success was referenced in just over one-third of the coded responses.  Institutional-level leadership 
(ECU / UNC-CH) were the least referenced source of positive influence that led to the success of 
the SoDM initiative at ECU.  
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to respond to the needs of the community and that’s what this project was. (Informant B, 

personal communication, June/July 2013) 

The influence of political alliances and connections with legislators in the success of new 

initiatives in public higher education was further emphasized in the response of Informant A, 

who explained: 

You know the old story about politics and making sausage?  Neither one of them are very 

pretty…you don’t want to see how they’re made.  These kinds of things are settled…in 

the last 48 hours of the session late at night, and it’s a trade deal…..So, you get down to 

the last day and you start trading and so you start, you’ve got a pot here and everything’s 

got to fit in that pot.  It’s got to balance like any accounting balance sheet at the bottom.  

You’ve got to come out at zero and whatever term you want to use it’s like pushing the 

Pillsbury dough boy – you push him here, he’ll squirt out over here.  I mean you know 

it’s got to finally fit in the jar and that’s the way it worked. (Informant A, personal 

communication, June/July 2013)  

The theme of the dental initiative addressing a public need (improved access to and 

quality of oral health care) was the second most frequently cited reference obtained from 

informants’ responses mentioning reasons behind the success of the SoDM moving forward.  

Almost one-fourth (23%) of responses referencing the positive progress of the initiative credited 

the public need as the reason behind the success of the initiative.  When combined with political 

influences, the two themes (addressing a public need and political) account for more than two-

thirds (69%) of the references to instances that propelled the initiative to success.     
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The themes of economic development and cooperation and compromise contributed to 

7% and 6%, respectively, of the references to occurrences that projected the initiative forward in 

the political decision-making process.  Economic development emerged from responses referring 

to the SoDM and its establishment / construction as being an economic driver for the 

communities in which it and its service learning clinics would be established throughout North 

Carolina.  In addition to the initiative being an economic engine, cooperation and compromise 

demonstrated by the joint approach by ECU and UNC-CH to address the oral health crisis in 

North Carolina assisted in moving the initiative forward.   

About one-fifth (20%) of informants’ responses attributed the initiative’s success to the 

following themes: geography (5%), personal experience (5%), timing (3%), mission (3%), 

political party (1%), and priorities (1%).  Geography refers to areas of the state and includes east, 

piedmont, west, rural, and urban.  Personal experience references would have included 

influences based on what an individual had experienced in his or her life and how that might 

have influenced perspectives.  Timing refers to the period of time before and after the economic 

collapse experienced in North Carolina around the year 2008.  The mission theme refers to 

references to the influence of ECU’s intuitional mission on this initiative.  Any references to 

political party have influence on propelling the initiative to success includes informants 

mentioning that the success was the result of support from either Democratic Party or Republican 

Party support.  The final theme that emerged as being influential in the success of the SoDM was 

that of priorities.  This refers to references describing the influence of priorities set by the UNC 

Board of Governors.   

 Considering the influence of timing on the advancement of the initiative of the SoDM at 

ECU, there were two primary periods of time referenced by the informants’ responses as 
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mentioned above: before the economic collapse of 2008 and after the economic collapse of 2008.  

Upon further review of the responses referencing the influence of timing on either propelling the 

initiative to success or impeding its advancement, references to the period before the economic 

collapse of 2008 were associated with the advancement of the initiative (propelling), and 

references to the period after the economic collapse of 2008 were associated with obstacles to the 

initiative’s development (impeding).  Figure 15 illustrates these findings.  

Impediments to success.  In addition to timing, there were other themes that emerged 

from secondary coding of informants’ responses that not only advanced the initiative (SoDM at 

ECU) toward success but also impeded progress in some instances.  Themes that impeded the 

dental initiative’s progress included (in order of influence): 

• politics, 

• competition for resources, 

• pride and loyalty,  

• personal experience, 

• exclusion of expert stakeholders, 

• geography, 

• timing, 

• knowledge, and 

• political party. 

Figure 16 illustrates the proportion of these themes within the context of occurrences that 

impeded the progress of the initiative.   
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Figure 15.  Influence of timing on initiative's progress to success.
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This graph illustrates the influence of timing on the progression of the SoDM at ECU.  References to 
the effects of timing that advanced the initiative were all associated with the time period before the 
economic collapse of 2008 while those events that impeded progress of the SoDM at ECU were all 
associated with the period of time after the economic collapse of 2008. 
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Figure 16.  Influences impeding progress of the initiative.

Politics - 
Influence, 

Alliances, and 
Connections 

34% 

Competition for 
Resources 

30% 

Pride and loyalty 
- UNC-CH alums, 

faculty, staff, 
administration 

18% 

Personal 
Experience 

6% 

Exclusion of Expert 
Stakeholders 

4% 
Geography 

4% 
Timing 

2% 

Knowledge 
1% Political Party 

1% 

Figure 5.8.  This chart illustrates which influences emerged in coded responses to impede the 
progress of the new initiative of the SoDM at ECU.  Political references are attributed to slightly 
more than one-third of the responses related to accounts of events that challenged the 
establishment and funding of the initiative.  Competition for resources and pride and loyalty were 
the other primary themes that emerged as impediments in the evolution of the SoDM at ECU.   
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Themes repeated from those identified as themes that propelled the initiative to success 

are defined by the same descriptions as those listed above.  Themes varying from those included 

in the group that advanced the initiative included: competition for resources, pride and loyalty, 

exclusion of expert stakeholders, and knowledge.  The theme of competition for resources 

emerged from references to competition for funding, faculty, and qualified applicants that fueled 

fears of being disadvantaged in one or more of these categories of resources.  References to pride 

and loyalty included responses that detailed impeding behaviors of alumni, faculty, and staff of 

UNC-CH that led to instances attempting to prevent the evolution of the SoDM at ECU.  

References coded from informants’ responses that included obstacles as a result from not 

including the NCDS’s membership and leadership, which is the voice of the dental profession in 

North Carolina, emerged as the theme referred to as exclusion of expert stakeholders.  The 

knowledge theme refers to events attempting to impede progress as a result of a lack of 

knowledge of the initiative.  

Just as it did with the themes that propelled the initiative of this case to success, the 

politics theme was a source for the majority of references to instances that impeded the progress 

of the initiative.  However, politics did not support as great of a percentage of the references 

associated with obstacles to the establishment and funding of the SoDM at ECU.  Politics was 

the source for slightly more than one-third (34%) of the references to events that served as 

impediments (see Figure 17).   

Figure 18 details the composition of the politics theme within the context of events that 

attempted to impede progress.   
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Figure 17.  Categories of political influence impeding initiative. 
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This chart illustrates which categories of the political references, accounting for about one-third of 
all references to occurrences impeding the progress of the initiative, were active in the initiative's 
challenges.  Connections to and alliances in the legislature (NCGA) composed the largest category 
of political references involved in impeding occurrences in this case.  Institutional (ECU/UNC-CH) 
and University System Governance were also responsible for impeding activity.  Members of the 
core community group were not connected to any sources of restrictive activity and are not 
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Of the four categories (community, legislature, institution, University System governance) that 

composed the political theme, members of the NCGA (legislature) was most frequently 

associated with references to occurrences that challenged the evolution of the SoDM at ECU.  

Connected to 38% of the references from informants’ responses, this category accounted for 

slightly more than one-third of the impeding instances.  The composition of political influences 

that posed challenges to the initiative’s progress was more balanced than those contributing to 

advancing the progress of the initiative.  Institutional (ECU / UNC-CH) sources were the next 

most frequently cited references, accounting for 32% (about one-third) of the responses.  When 

comparing the references to impediments that were linked to the primary institutions involved 

(ECU / UNC-CH), ECU was associated with twice as many instances referenced by informants’ 

responses than was UNC-CH.  Figure 18 reflects this finding.  Informant B offered some insight 

as to why results such as these may have emerged in this study with the following explanation: 

I recall [those in opposition at ECU] being reluctant, and… my impression of the 

reluctance was not so much [those at ECU were] opposed to this project, but [were] 

caught up in the competition for resources, and making sure it [SoDM] had come through 

the University System and been properly vetted....It was more so on the side of hesitancy 

because here [those at ECU are] a new [leadership role], and [they’re] trying to make an 

impression, and what [they don’t] want to do is go out first thing and just rock the boat. 

That’s what I recall about it, but, yeah, very guarded and very hesitant because you know 

the initiative was a little ahead of [where they were]…I mean [they were] relatively new. 

(Informant B, personal communication, June/July 2013) 
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Figure 18.  References to institutions in the context of challenging progress of the initiative.
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This chart illustrates the percentage of references (obtained from coding of informants’ responses) 
describing instances identified as challenges to the progress of the SoDM at ECU that were 
associated with the primary public higher education institutions involved in the initiative to address 
oral health – East Carolina University (ECU) and UNC-Chapel Hill (UNC). 
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Sources of University System governance were associated with one-third of the responses as 

well (30%).  No references to impediments (obtained from informants’ responses) were 

associated with members of the core community group. 

Competition for resources was a theme occurring nearly as often as that of the political 

influences described above.  This theme was noted in about one-third (30%) of the references 

associated with instances of impediments to the development of the SoDM at ECU.  The two 

themes (politics and competition for resources) combined to account for slightly less than two-

thirds (64%) of the references reflecting occurrences that challenged the advancement of the 

initiative throughout its evolution to establishment and appropriations. 

 About one-fifth (18%) of references obtained from informants’ interviews that described 

impediments encountered during the evolution of the initiative to establish the SoDM at ECU 

were influenced by the theme of pride and loyalty, resulting from allegiances to UNC-CH.  

Individuals connected to these instances were alumni, faculty, staff, and administration of UNC-

CH / UNC-CH School of Dentistry.  Other influences mentioned above combined to explain the 

remaining one-fifth of informants’ responses and what themes of influence existed in this case 

that challenged progress of the initiative.  These influences included personal experience (6%), 

exclusion of expert stakeholders (4%), geography (4%), timing (2%), knowledge (1%), and 

political party (1%) (see Figure 16).    

Summary 

 After coding interview responses for indicators of the various policy decision making 

stages and process streams, results expressed relationships found between the process streams 

and decision making stages.  Findings indicated that the politics process stream occurred most 

frequently, allowing this stream to have the most influence on the overall process.  The problem 
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process stream and policy process stream occurred second and third most frequently with the 

problem process stream having slightly more references than those of the policy process stream.   

Catalysts in the politics process stream occurred most frequently for all stages in the 

political decision-making process, as identified by Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model, with the 

exception of the emergence of ideas phase in the agenda setting stage and the alternative 

selection stage.  Catalysts in the policy process stream occurred most frequently in the idea 

emergence phase of agenda setting and during the alternative selection stage.  In addition to 

catalysts (events that lead to the initiative’s advancement), coupling of process streams have also 

been found to be the juncture where change and evolutionary events occur.  In studying which 

process streams joined most frequently throughout the process (coupling), the streams of politics 

and policy most frequently coupled.  When the problem stream joined with a stream, it was most 

often that of the policy stream. 

Secondary coding of informant responses revealed characteristics about occurrences that 

either propelled the initiative (SoDM at ECU) to establishment and appropriations or impeded 

the initiative’s progress.  The characteristics, or themes, that accounted for the majority of the 

references to instances that advanced the progress of the initiative were politics, addressing a 

public need / problem, and economic development.  Themes accounting for the majority of the 

references to instances that challenged the progress of the initiative were politics, competition for 

resources, and pride and loyalty to UNC-CH.  Comparisons of the sub-categories of the politics 

theme revealed that legislators and core community members were primarily associated with the 

advancement of the initiative to being established and funded by the NCGA.  In contrast, 

references to instances that impeded the initiative’s progress were distributed in thirds among the 

sub-categories of the politics theme that included legislator, institution, and University System 
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governance.  Members of the core community group were not associated with references to 

impeding the progress of the initiative.  The timing of the initiative was not a significant 

influence on progress either way; however, informant responses did express that events 

occurring before the economic collapse of 2008 progressed while the time period after the 

economic collapse of 2008 hindered progress of the initiative.   

Discussion of these results, how they apply to the current body of literature and 

Kingdon’s theoretical framework of the Multiple Streams Model will continue in the following 

chapter.  Implications of these results for leaders in public higher education and suggestions for 

future research will be discussed as well.   

  



  

 

 

CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 

Findings from this study apply literature and Kingdon’s advances with his Multiple 

Streams Model, incorporating the Primeval Soup Concept, to the field of public higher 

education, which has not been sufficiently addressed in current bodies of literature addressing 

political decision-making.  Specifically, Kingdon’s studies have focused on the federal level of 

this process and has not addressed public higher education, especially, that of state legislators’ 

decisions to support new initiatives of public higher education at four-year institutions.  Study 

results detailed in Chapter Five revealed themes of events that led to the advancement of the 

success of the SoDM initiative at ECU as well as those that challenged the progress of the 

initiative.  Through analysis of this study’s findings, leaders in public higher education may be 

better equipped to lead new initiatives of public higher education to success, particularly 

initiatives requiring support of state legislators through appropriations.   

Streams, Themes, and Lessons for Leaders 

Politics 

In keeping with the literature and Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model, this study supports 

the idea that politics exudes the most influence on the political decision making process 

involving state legislators deciding to support new initiatives of public higher education.  

Primary coding of informants’ responses indicated that the politics stream is deemed to be the 

process stream with the most influence on the political decision-making process.  Informants’ 

responses revealed that the politics stream received the largest percentage of references overall.  

The politics process stream was also the stream throughout the evolution of the SoDM within 

which events that served as catalysts to advancing the initiative and overcoming challenges 

posed by impediments.  Secondary coding expanded the knowledge of the influence politics has 
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on the political decision-making process for supporting new initiatives at four-year, public higher 

education institutions.  Not only was politics the most frequently occurring process stream in this 

study, but it also emerged as the most frequently referenced theme extracted from informants’ 

responses associated with instances that advanced the new initiative (School of Dental Medicine 

[SoDM] at East Carolina University [ECU]) toward eventual establishment and state 

appropriations, which was the measure of success and implementation in this study.  The politics 

theme was further coded to reflect sub-categories of this theme.  Sources of politics, expressed in 

sub-categories, included community (members of the core community group), legislature 

(members of the North Carolina General Assembly [NCGA]), institution (East Carolina 

University [ECU] / University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill [UNC-CH]), and University of 

North Carolina (UNC) System governance (UNC Board of Governors, UNC General 

Administration, and UNC System President).  Informants’ responses revealed that the forces 

moving the initiative along were predominantly legislators and community members with 

leadership at the institutional level and governing the UNC System provided more of a 

supporting role in the success of this initiative.  

 This is an important aspect for leaders in public higher education to consider.  Not only is 

state funding, by itself, critical to new initiatives evolving from an idea to an established reality, 

but it would benefit leaders in public higher education to acknowledge the interpersonal 

dynamics and types of alliances that are vital to the success of a new initiative and proceed 

accordingly.  As this case demonstrates, leaders in public higher education at the institutional and 

system governance levels did not emerge as the dominant sources of advancement for this 

initiative.  Instead, the success of this initiative resulted from the grassroots efforts of the core 

community group and legislative alliances and interactions.  Therefore, leaders will benefit from 
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partnerships with and support from community leaders who will champion the initiative to their 

state legislators, especially state legislators who hold positions of influence within the state 

legislature (which was the NCGA in this case). 

    Additional complex interpersonal dynamics emerged in this study within the realm of 

politics and how it impeded progress during the evolution of the SoDM at ECU.  Secondary 

coding revealed that the politics theme was also the most frequently associated theme with 

references to instances that challenged the progress of the initiative.  Unlike the references 

associated with advancing the initiative where there was a large difference between the 

percentage of influence held by the various subgroups, references associated with impeding 

progress were relatively evenly distributed among the sub-groups of legislature, institution, and 

University System governance.  Challenges from legislators were expected, and those referenced 

at the system governance level were not surprising; however, given that both institutions would 

benefit from the dental initiative, the institutional level challenges were not expected.  As such, 

further coding was conducted on informants’ responses, which yielded twice as many references 

to challenges from individuals at ECU as those associated with individuals at UNC-CH.   

 Informants, who were privy to unique opportunities to observe various inner workings 

during the evolutionary process of the SoDM at ECU, recounted various situations of political 

influence impacting the evolution of the SoDM at ECU that occurred at the institutional level.  

Conclusions were drawn by some informants that those at ECU who may have behaved in 

opposition or been hesitant and assumed a conservative role in advancing the progress of the 

SoDM at ECU did so as a result of being new in their leadership roles at the institution.  The 

competition for resources was a driving force behind the challenges presented by UNC-CH as 

well.  However, those in leadership roles at UNC-CH, similar to the roles possessed by leaders at 
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ECU who appeared opposed to the SoDM due to hesitancy and reluctance to passionately pursue 

the new initiative, were not as new to their roles.  Some leaders at UNC-CH who initially voiced 

concern about the initiative realized the political alliances and connections pushing the initiative 

and joined the campaign.  The interventions by powerful legislators counteracted hesitancy and 

opposition of institutional leaders at both institutions. 

  Other examples of the negative politics taking place at ECU, according to informants’ 

responses, dealt with budgetary and personnel decisions there that impacted the new SoDM at 

ECU.  In much the same fashion that various departments and initiatives of state agencies 

compete for state appropriations, departments and initiatives within public higher education 

institutions compete for inclusion in the institution’s budgets.  Allocations of ECU’s budget to 

the new SoDM meant that other departments’ initiatives would not receive as much monetary 

support as it might have initially received or may be delayed and not funded until future budget 

cycles.  Some ramifications of the institutional politics at ECU led to dismissals and loss of 

leadership appointments connected to the SoDM at ECU.  The extended impact of the negative 

politics taking place at ECU was described by Informant L who explained, “You can’t separate 

out the big issues of the State – why the State supported it – ‘cause it was little issues like this 

going on, and that affected how ECU was seen by the State” (Informant L, personal 

communication, June/July 2013). 

Additional responses from informants indicated that leaders within the UNC System 

governance were initially reluctant as well but their hesitation and reluctance was also reversed 

by the influence of legislators possessing powerful positions in the NCGA.  Data extracted from 

secondary coding of informant responses supported this by attributing about one-third of the 

references to occurrences of impediments to the initiative’s progress to the politics sub-group of 
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UNC System governance.  Once powerful legislators began to intervene, leaders within the UNC 

System governance extended their influence to institutional level leaders who may have been 

hesitant and reluctant.   

   Leaders in public higher education who encounter new initiatives at their institutions may 

discover similar institutional and system level politics during the evolution of their initiatives.  

As such, this case offers lessons and perspectives that may assist leaders in circumnavigating / 

resolving similar situations.  At the very least, by calling attention to this aspect of politics 

involved in the establishment of new initiatives in public higher education, this case offers a 

data-driven reminder that the politics of gaining legislative support go beyond political alliances 

and connections attributed to state legislators and community members.  In some instances, 

successfully maneuvering the politics found within the home institution and public higher 

education system governance is as difficult as strategies necessary to succeed with elected 

officials and constituents.  

Competition for Resources 

Competition for resources, as a theme, was not isolated to institutional-level politics as an 

impediment to the success of the initiative.  This theme, extracted from informants’ responses 

through secondary coding, accounted for nearly one-third of informants’ references to 

occurrences that hindered the advancement of the SoDM at ECU to being established and 

funded.  References coded were motivated by fears of exclusion from state appropriations as 

well as personal biases.  Challenges founded in this theme were counteracted by initiative 

proponents building effective alliances and demonstrating the extent to which the initiative 

would address the public need.  Leaders in public higher education who are aware of the 

competitive arguments against a new initiative and understand the political balance that exists 
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will be more able to contribute to the advancement of new initiatives needing legislative support 

and appropriations.   

 Many of the individuals and groups who voiced opposition to the initiative and led 

campaigns against the creation of a second state-supported dental school were motivated by 

pride and loyalty for their alma mater, which was another weighty theme of impediments 

discovered with secondary coding.  This theme was attributed to about one-fifth of the references 

coded for challenging the initiative.  Feelings of pride and loyalty for a public higher education 

institution may be difficult for leaders of public higher education institutions to counteract when 

they are at institutions seen to be in competition with them; however, through building alliances, 

and institutional leaders demonstrating cooperation for the greater good (as illustrated in this 

case), leaders of public higher education may contribute to the advancement of their initiatives 

facing such challenges.  Another effective strategy for counteracting arguments posed by 

challengers motivated by pride and loyalty for their institution was to dispel myths and 

inaccurate information conveyed by these challengers to the public through forms of mass media 

and correspondences with state legislators.  Such a strategy hinges on educating the public and 

decision-makers about the initiative to a sufficient degree that dispels myths. 

Knowledge 

Expanding on the need for knowledge to dispel myths and educate all those involved with 

accurate information, lack of knowledge emerged from informants’ responses as an impeding 

theme.  Informants explained that many challengers did not understand the initiative of the 

SoDM was greater than ECU expanding it campus and programs.  Challengers, especially those 

living in areas of the state that were not local to ECU and who had not experienced or observed 

the great oral health needs, were not aware that ECU sought to serve all areas of the state in need 
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through satellite service learning clinics throughout the state.  This theme brings to light the 

importance of leaders in public higher education to fully educate the public and all individuals of 

influence such as legislators.  Decision-makers base their choices on the predominant message 

expressed to them, which may be accurate or inaccurate, depending on its source. 

Addressing a Need 

In addition to the political themes that emerged, described above, as dominant forces for 

propelling the initiative to establish the SoDM at ECU forward, the theme that this initiative 

would contribute to the public good by addressing a serious public need / problem (oral health 

disparities) emerged as being at the core of nearly one-fourth of references coded from 

informants’ responses that were associated with advancing the initiative forward.  Interestingly, 

the influence of this theme (23%) mirrors that of the problem process stream, which was found 

to be the second most often coded (influential) process stream throughout the study.  Although 

the problem stream did not emerge as an influential source of identified catalysts in this study 

(according to primary coding), the existence of a problem and its public recognition served as a 

constant current assisting to advance the initiative.  By presenting the initiative as a viable 

approach to addressing the public need, described as a public health crisis by experts, this theme 

provided justification for pursuing the establishment of the SoDM and was the initial motivating 

force for the core community group to embark on its mission to establish the SoDM at ECU.  

This was a perspective shared by Informant B in comments above that supported the influence of 

politics in the success of this initiative.  If institutions of public higher education are viewed by 

legislators, who have ultimate oversight of these state institutions, and the public taxpayers as a 

resource to address public needs, it is crucial for leaders in public higher education to be 
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cognizant of this fact and approach leadership of their institutions with this in mind; another 

perspective supported and emphasized by informants’ responses such as the one included above.    

Coupling 

The connection between the themes of politics and addressing a need (problem) 

demonstrate the interconnectedness of the process streams, which is also reflective of coupling, 

or joining together of two or more process streams.  Kingdon (2003) explains that these junctures 

at which streams join are where change and progress occur in the political decision-making 

process of his Multiple Streams Model.  Findings of this study supported the interconnectedness 

of process streams throughout this study.  Primary coding of informants’ responses revealed that 

each stream possessed the existence of the other two streams.  Results of primary coding 

reflected the following pairs: the problem stream and politics stream coupled during the policy 

stream, the problem stream and policy stream coupled during the politics stream, and the policy 

stream and politics stream coupled during the problem stream.  These findings demonstrate that a 

successful initiative involves all process streams weaving throughout the evolution of a new 

initiative being established and supported in public higher education.  The process streams 

appear to motivate each other, working in tandem when necessary, while existing independently 

of one another.  As such, leaders in public higher education should be aware of the three streams 

and how they may be incorporated in approaches taken to establish new initiatives in public 

higher education that will most likely also be seeking state appropriations in some fashion.   

There were several other themes that emerged during secondary coding but did not yield 

large percentages of references from informants’ responses to activities that advanced the 

progress of the initiative to successful establishment and funding but assisted in the advancement 

of the initiative.   
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Economic Development 

The idea of the initiative serving as an economic engine (economic development theme) 

was influential as an argument garnering support in the NCGA.  This also reiterates the state 

values of economic development described in the work of Gittell and Kleiman (2000), which 

was at the foundational core of the earlier developments of the Research Triangle Park and North 

Carolina Community College System in North Carolina.  The theme of economic development 

was also seen by some informants as a way to address a problem / public need as informants 

recalled the need in the early to mid-2000s to rebuild from the difficulties in the East caused by 

major floods that occurred in the late 1990s and early 2000s.  This initiative was viewed not only 

as a means to address the oral health disparities but also as a way to counteract the economic 

devastation that had resulted from previous hurricane flooding.  Leaders in public higher 

education may benefit from being knowledgeable of the values of the state and its government 

from which appropriations would be allocated for new initiatives.  New initiatives that are 

aligned with the state’s values, based on findings of this case, are likely to receive support from 

state legislators.  

Cooperation and Compromise 

Cooperation and compromise, mentioned earlier as a means to counteract challenges by 

those motivated by pride and loyalty for UNC-CH, was another theme that emerged but did not 

possess a large percentage of references made by informants to examples supporting the forward 

progress of the SoDM at ECU.  The “Joint Plan for Dentistry for North Carolina” (example of 

policy development) was an effort to appease both ECU and UNC-CH and avoid public discord 

between the two institutions that might be reminiscent of the establishment of the Brody School 

of Medicine (BSoM) at ECU in the 1970s.  As events detailed in Chapter Five of this study 
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revealed, institutional level leaders, under the direction of University System Leadership that 

resulted from directives given by powerful state legislators who were informed by members of 

the core community group, collaborated to create a plan that would include what each institution 

desired and allowed for collaboration of faculty resources when necessary.  In addition to the 

cooperative aspect of bringing the institutional level leaders together, the inclusion of the 

established UNC-CH School of Dentistry as one of the recipients of state appropriations would 

be more likely to garner support from those who were staunch supporters and alumni of UNC-

CH than would a plan that was only inclusive of ECU.  The appearance of solidarity and 

camaraderie to the public as both institutions proceeded jointly was a political strategy to appear 

favorably in the public sphere and demonstrate that rather than being in competition with each 

other, the two institutions and their dental schools would be partners.  Leaders in public higher 

education that might pursue initiatives that could be viewed in competition with established 

initiatives / programs at other institutions may benefit from this case and its findings in designing 

their approach in a similar fashion to that of the leaders in this case who proceeded together 

rather than against one another. 

Exclusion of Expert Stakeholders 

Although the institutional leadership at ECU and UNC-CH worked together to proceed in 

partnership with each other, as far as the public was concerned, a group of stakeholders who 

were not included in proceedings that designed the approach to address the oral health crisis was 

the membership of the North Carolina Dental Society (NCDS).  Informants’ responses revealed 

the theme of exclusion of expert stakeholders to be a small force (small percentage of the overall 

impeding themes in this study) but in need of discussion as they were a vocal group during the 

evolution of the initiative and emerged as one of the themes in secondary coding.  There were 
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characteristics other than exclusion that may have motivated the challenges posed by this group.  

Most of the membership of the NCDS were graduates of the UNC-CH School of Dentistry and 

expressed alliances with the established school.  Perhaps, the group was not involved in the 

discussions due to feared biases.  However, given the informants’ responses specifically stating 

that there were ill feelings due to exclusion of a group of stakeholders who were the practicing 

experts in the field of dentistry, there were feelings of animosity among the group as a result of 

the professional disregard demonstrated by institutional leadership and UNC System governance.  

When the leadership of the group was included, as Informant Q explained, it was clear to them 

that decisions had already made and rather than inspiring feelings of inclusion, representation of 

the NCDS left meetings with UNC System governance and institutional-level leadership feeling 

insulted and unappreciated.  This example reminds leaders in public higher education of the need 

to include all stakeholders in the process of establishing an initiative, particularly those who may 

offer expert advice and perspective (although it may differ from the desired opinion).  Leaders 

may benefit from including opposing perspectives in discussions as they reflect not only those of 

the participants but also others in the public that may emerge throughout the evolution of the 

initiative.  There will always be forces of opposition, some expected and others not so much, 

involved with a new initiative, especially one as expensive as that of this case, and by including 

these forces in the process, may not only bring to light arguments that will need to be addressed 

in order to achieve success, but it may also inspire feelings of appreciation and worth that could 

promote positive alliances when needed later in the initiative’s journey to success.      

Personal Experience and Geography 

Personal experience and geography were two themes that emerged, influencing 

perspectives of stakeholders.  These themes were revealed to be both sources for advancing the 
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progress of the initiative as well as impediments to the initiative’s progress.  Those who had 

personally experienced or knew of those who had experienced life in the areas affected by the 

oral health disparities supported the initiative.  Similarly, individuals from the areas that would 

be directly impacted by the addition of the SoDM and were from those regions of the state 

tended to support the initiative and advance its progress.  Leaders in public higher education and 

elsewhere, as illustrated in this case, benefit from understanding the personal experiences and 

heritage of those who are needed to support new initiatives in order to advance the initiatives to 

successful establishment.   

A significant aspect of the design of this initiative, detailed in Chapter Five, that assisted 

with gaining support from legislators and communities not located local to ECU, was the idea of 

addressing the need throughout the state, not just in eastern North Carolina and strategically 

locating (geography) the service learning clinics of the SoDM in needy areas that were in 

legislative districts of powerful legislators such as budget chairs.  Individuals who supported the 

initiative detailed in this case also did so based on personal experience, which shapes 

perspectives of individuals and influences their reactions.  In contrast, individuals who did not 

live within the immediate service areas of ECU and had not experienced or personally known of 

those who experienced the negative results of oral health disparities, challenged the progress of 

the initiative.  These individuals did not perceive the SoDM initiative as necessary or something 

that concerned them.  As such, leaders who are aware of perceptions and experiences of those 

from whom leaders need support for initiatives, may be able to present the initiative in such a 

way that it is most appealing and convincing to those individuals of influence.   
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Timing 

Timing is another theme similar to those above that are associated with a low percentage 

of the references connected to events propelling the initiative to success.  Timing had been 

expected to produce a larger percentage of influence but did not in this study.  However, 

considering the connection of the public recognition of a need to be addressed to the timing of 

the opportunity that allowed for the introduction of this case’s initiative (SoDM at ECU), timing 

is an important element to consider and when combined with the theme of addressing a public 

need, the combination of the two themes would account for nearly one-third of the references to 

advancing the initiative.  Data retrieved from informants’ responses demonstrated the impact of 

the two time periods – before the economic collapse of 2008 and after the economic collapse of 

2008 – on advancing or impeding progress of the SoDM at ECU.  Instances occurring after the 

economic collapse of 2008 impeded progress of the initiative.  Since the legislation and 

permissions from the University System governance occurred before the economic collapse of 

2008, the events that were critical for the continued advancement of the SoDM at ECU revolved 

around funding operating expenses and future service learning clinics.  As described by 

Informant A and Informant G, “It was a continual battle for dollars” (Informant A, personal 

communication, June/July 2013; Informant G, personal communication, June/July 2013).   

At the core of this theme of timing, though, is the idea that had certain events not taken 

place at certain times during the course of the evolution of the SoDM at ECU, the initiative (most 

likely) would not have survived to the final stage of implementation.  Events evolving during the 

period of time before the economic collapse of 2008 propelled the SoDM to success.  

Throughout the evolution of the SoDM at ECU, though, timing was central to progress made, 

even from the initial stages of the process.  In summarizing informants’ responses in this study, 
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and echoing current literature, the serendipity of the timing of events that led to the passage of 

the legislation and policy entrepreneurs taking advantage of these opportunities to move their 

agendas forward was continuously emphasized (Ness & Mistretta, 2009).  It is vital that leaders 

in public higher education and other publicly supported industries are aware of the most 

appropriate time to present an initiative and work to implement it.  The timing of this case’s 

initiative, including when it was resurrected from the first failed attempt in the early 2000s, 

passage by University System governance, introduction to the NCGA, breaking ground on the 

physical site, and other events throughout the course of this initiative’s evolution contributed to 

its continual advancement toward success and was at the core of the establishment and funding 

of the SoDM at ECU.  Leaders who are not aware of the intricacies of timing, possibly being too 

hesitant / reluctant (or appearing as such) or being too hasty in pursuing an initiative before the 

appropriate time, may miss critical opportunities necessary for the advancement and success of 

an initiative.   

Institutional Mission 

The theme of mission emerged from secondary coding with similar results to those of the 

timing of the initiative.  It was expected that the institutional mission of service would have 

yielded a larger percentage of references from informants’ responses that were associated with 

the success of the initiative.  However, if the idea of service is extended to the theme of 

addressing the public need, which was associated with about one-fourth of the references moving 

the initiative forward, the combination of the mission and addressing public need would increase 

to about one-third of the references.  This is a similar thought process to that described in the 

discussion of timing.  The idea of service was a noteworthy element as informants for this study 

commented on how well the initiative fit with the University (ECU).  Such references were 
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offered by informants multiple times.  An institution’s mission defines its purpose, and for over 

100 years, service to its region has been at the core of ECU, the home institution of this case’s 

initiative.  Leaders of public institutions of higher education (and extended to leading institutions 

in general) are in positions to advance their institutions in such a way to fulfill its mission.  The 

initiative in this case addressed a public need found in its region, as well as throughout its state, 

and as such, the establishment and public funding of the initiative (ensuring its success) was also 

fulfilling the mission of the institution, which contributed to the initiative’s success.  

Political Party and Higher Education Priorities 

Themes of political party and priorities of University governance barely emerged as 

themes with secondary coding of informants’ responses.  Traditionally, legislatures with a 

Democratic Party majority tended to appropriate more funding and support public higher 

education and education in general more so than those led by Republican Party majorities.  

Informants’ responses also identified political party as a source of impediment to progress for 

this initiative, especially as it concerned the Republican Party dynamics.  During most of the 

evolution of the SoDM at ECU, especially in its infancy, the NCGA was held by a Democratic 

Party majority with budget chairs and other key legislators holding positions of influence who 

could greatly influence the initiative’s success due to positional power.   

In much the same way that political party was important to the initiative’s success but 

was not the most frequently referenced with respect to percentage of the references from 

informants detailing activities of progress for the initiative, priorities of the UNC Board of 

Governors were yielded similar results.  Political party and priorities differed with respect to 

impeding progress.  The theme of priorities was only associated with references to propelling the 

initiative, not impeding it.  It is an important aspect to be considered because priorities set by the 
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UNC Board of Governors (the public higher education system’s governing body) were viewed, 

politically, as an extension of the NCGA.  If the NCGA and UNC Board of Governors are 

combined as a body of institutional oversight, findings related to the influence of these bodies of 

institutional oversight offer lessons to institutional leaders highlighting the need for aligning 

initiatives with the values and priorities of the bodies of institutional oversight to which they 

answer.  Leaders in public higher education might better ensure initiatives’ success by 

demonstrating to bodies of oversight how the initiatives will contribute to their goals and 

objectives which are defined by values and priorities.      

Historical Trends 

 As the case background and historical context demonstrated, history seemed to repeat 

itself in each expansion and evolution of the phases of East Carolina, from the East Carolina 

Teachers Training School initiative to the School of Dental Medicine at ECU initiative.  At the 

core of each initiative’s success was the community grassroots effort exerted in the proposal and 

progress of the new initiatives.  Another common thread throughout the stories of evolution and 

establishment were the political strategies utilized in aligning with influential political leaders.  

In situations where institutional leadership propelled the initiatives to success, leaders shared a 

theme of either being native to eastern North Carolina or somewhere else in North Carolina or 

having served over 10 years in an institutional leadership position prior to assuming the high 

ranking positions of influence within the institution.  The personal ties and vestment seemed to 

be beneficial to initiatives’ successes.  Those in institutional leadership positions who advocated 

for the new initiatives that were seen as benefitting not simply the institution but also the region 

and state were vocal and strategic in pursuing the initiative’s successful establishment and done 

with community / grassroots / legislative support. 
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 The political realities in local communities, at the legislature, institutionally, and at the 

system governance level often impeded progress, especially concerning the innate sense of 

constant competition between flagship or originally established initiatives of public higher 

education, especially concerning institutional initiatives of expansion.  While alignment with the 

institutional mission was a continuous thread woven throughout the evolution of each new 

initiative as it progressed to establishment, governing bodies at the system level argued against 

initiatives based on them going beyond their institution’s purpose for establishment and the new 

initiatives being unnecessary or a drain on resources.   Throughout the various initiatives, 

including the SoDM at ECU, political weight at the system governance level and legislatively 

supported and protected flagship established initiatives in opposition to the new, emerging 

initiatives that were evolving elsewhere, such as those at East Carolina in its many phases.  It 

was the community and legislative support (political alliances and connections) that worked to 

counteract the realities of the more formidable supporters of the established initiatives.   

 Supporters of the established initiatives also shared the argument that there wasn’t 

enough funding to support multiple similar initiatives and the flagship, established initiative 

could take care of the state’s needs.  The competition for resources existed throughout the 

evolution of initiatives at East Carolina from the inception of the first initiative that evolved into 

ECU to the new initiative of this case study.  Those proposing new initiatives shared arguments 

that they were solutions to a public need, and the need was not being addressed under current (at 

the time of the inception of each initiative) conditions by the flagship, established initiatives.  In 

addition to the new initiative being a solution to a problem, which motivated legislative and 

community support, the new initiatives described throughout this case study were also viewed as 

economic engines / sources of economic development and aligned with the traditional values of 



 

267 
 

the State of North Carolina.  Legislative support to counteract opposition from those aligned with 

the flagship, established initiatives was also the result of political geography and influence.  

While the new initiatives throughout East Carolina’s history, including the new SoDM at ECU, 

benefitted a larger geographic area than that which immediately surrounded ECU in Pitt County, 

legislators and community members connected to powerful legislators from the East identified 

with new initiatives that were local to their constituents and often supported them in order to 

benefit constituents and gain future votes.   

Theoretical Expansion 

The case studies utilized by Kingdon (2003) at the national level of governance to 

support his theory related to industries such as transportation and healthcare rather than public 

higher education and state level political decision making.  This study built on his findings and 

ventured into the realm of state level political decision making about initiatives of public higher 

education.  In doing so, this study unveiled the reality that Kingdon’s concept of multiple 

streams does not apply only to elected officials.  Informants’ responses conveyed that Kingdon’s 

theory was active not only at the primary level of state government where support was granted 

through appropriations, but also at sub-levels involved with the bodies of University System 

governance and oversight as well as at the institutional level, including the initiative’s home 

institution.  At each level of administration (institutional, system, state), where decisions were 

made to pursue the initiative and needed a champion of the initiative, Kingdon’s multiple 

streams were at work, and progress was not always supported by those who most might assume 

would be working most diligently to advance the initiative.   

Although this study supported most of Kingdon’s findings associated with multiple 

streams, especially with supporting the idea that politics is the most influential (frequently 
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occurring) stream in political decision-making, data for this study also illustrated that the 

problem stream was a supporting stream flowing throughout the evolution of the initiative, 

advancing its progress to success.  Without the initiative addressing a problem that was 

recognized to be a public need, the initiative may not have overcome certain impediments or 

inspired various political support.   

Additional expansion of Kingdon’s model included identifying which process streams 

emerged as coupling most frequently.  Kingdon’s research noted that coupling is where change 

occurs in the process, and as such, by knowing which streams join most often, it enables greater 

knowledge for directing strategies for initiatives in public higher education.   

Limitations 

 A primary limitation of this study was the unavailability of key individuals who 

influenced the evolution of the SoDM at ECU.  Due to death, illness, and refusal to participate, 

individuals who were at the core of the case were not included in this study.  However, these 

unavoidable obstacles to the study were counteracted with the participation of individuals who 

worked closely with the individuals and were involved in key events during the evolution of the 

initiative to the extent that they were able to provide an account of events that took place.  

 Individuals participating as informants for this study, although assured of confidentiality 

and steps were taken to maintain their anonymity as described in Chapter Three, may have still 

had reservations and not been at liberty to offer a full and accurate account that may have 

portrayed certain individuals in a negative light.  As such their responses may have been limited.  

However, this was counteracted by including informants who could provide accounts on both 

sides of the initiative (proponents and opponents) and were not in the employment or influence 

of institutions / organizations involved in the evolution of the initiative.  All informants had been 
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involved in the evolution of the initiative.  Also, with this study being a historical case study of 

an initiative that began over 10 years ago, informants’ memories may have possibly been limited 

in providing a detailed account.  Informants’ could also possess bias on either side of the 

initiative, communicating their preferences through their perspectives of the evolution of the case 

in this study.  Historical documents such as meeting minutes of the ECU Board of Trustees and 

UNC Board of Governors, state legislation and budgets, and accounts in printed media (from the 

time period of the initiative’s evolution) were paired with informants’ responses in order to avoid 

neglecting part of the account of the initiative’s evolution or supporting biases that may have 

shaped informants’ responses.      

Future Research 

 Opportunities for future research might include applying this study to new initiatives of 

public higher education in other states.  Given that the UNC Board of Governors is unique in that 

it is a governing board appointed by the state legislature, it would be valuable to study an 

initiative that has been successful where governing boards are not seen as an extension of the 

state legislature whose decisions are typically upheld based on that aspect.  It would also be 

valuable to apply this study to other initiatives within the same public higher education system 

(UNC System) that were not successful and gain an understanding of what the obstacles were 

that they were unable to overcome.     

Another arena of public higher education that would be interesting to apply Kingdon’s 

model to would be that of the two-year, community college system.  This study focused on a new 

initiative of a four-year public higher education institution, which is ultimately governed by the 

state legislature.  However, governance for the North Carolina Community College System 

comes, primarily, from the county-level governments served by the various community colleges.  
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As such, this would contribute to offering a more comprehensive application of this theory to 

public higher education and political decision making in general.   

 Additionally, this study unveiled the political intricacies and complex dynamics 

occurring at institutional and system levels of four-year institutions of public higher education.  

Future research might benefit from investigation of initiatives within these contexts prior to 

arriving at the state government level.  Findings from such a study would inform leaders in 

public higher education of a different dynamic of political decision making than that which 

occurs within governments.  Informant responses have shed light on the idea that there are 

politics at work at all levels, including those within Academia, which have the potential to be as 

detrimental to an idea / initiative as those within the formal legislative arenas.  This study is the 

start of a body of knowledge that will expand Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model and Primeval 

Soup Concept into other professional arenas in which political decision making and policy 

making are natural occurrences with unique cultures that participate in similar processes.  

     Summary 

The findings of this study not only support the limited current body of literature 

addressing political decision making and Kingdon’s (2003) Multiple Streams Model with the 

Primeval Soup Concept, but also expand the applicability of Kingdon’s model to include the 

professional and legislative arenas of public higher education and state government.  The limited 

applicability, with his focus on the national level of government, was a major criticism of his 

work.  By expanding the applicability of his model to public higher education and state 

government, it allows leaders within public higher education institutions that are governed at this 

level to have a resource of knowledge to utilize in attempting to gain support for new initiatives 

of public higher education.   
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Findings from this study emphasized the need to build relationships at all levels including 

the grassroots community level, institutional level, university system level, and throughout state 

government.  Just as Kingdon and other researchers had indicated, the politics process stream 

emerged as the most influential stream in this study and joined with the policy stream most often 

where instances that promoted change and development (catalysts) were cited in responses coded 

for such.  Leaders should consider this aspect to the political decision-making process when 

working to advance new initiatives at their institutions. The policy stream, in terms of public 

higher education, involves formulating policies and alternatives that guide the initiative and 

implementation of it.  In this case, the “Joint Plan for Dentistry for North Carolina” involved 

quite a bit of politics in its formulation and implementation.  While experts and administrators in 

Academia might design the policy / initiative, the political aspects of positional influence and 

relationships contributed greatly to the creation and advancement of the new initiative of public 

higher education.  The problem stream may not have emerged as occurring most often; however, 

it served as a constant source of motivation to support the initiative and advance its progress. 

Themes that emerged to advance the initiative’s progress were politics (alliances and 

connections), addressing the problem, economic development, cooperation and compromise, 

geography, personal experiences, timing, mission, political party, and priorities.  Depending on 

the context of the event during the evolution of the initiative’s progress, some of these themes 

also served as impediments, which included politics, personal experiences, geography, timing 

and political party.  Themes emerging as only impediments included competition for resources, 

pride and loyalty for UNC-CH, exclusion of expert stakeholders, and knowledge.  Economic 

development, as a theme, was viewed as a strategy to increase economic impact as well as 

address a public health crisis, which illustrates the state political culture of valuing economic 
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impact, education, and healthcare.  Historically, taking into account the events of the case 

background and historical context of the SoDM at ECU, these trends were supported throughout 

various attempts to establish new initiatives of public higher education at East Carolina that led 

to its expansion. 

These themes and their impact on the evolution of the initiative in this case enlighten 

leaders as to how they might proceed when in the course or working to advance a new initiative 

of public higher education.  This study confirmed the importance of building alliances and 

connections beyond the public higher education institution and public higher education in 

general.  When seeking support from state legislators, relationships with the community are 

essential in advancing a new initiative of public higher education.  These individuals drove the 

success of this initiative from its infant stage of an idea to its establishment as the SoDM at ECU 

and recipient of state appropriations.  Community members and legislators championed the 

initiative throughout its evolution.  Institutional and system level leaders of public higher 

education did not emerge as the strongest champions of this initiative, and appeared to work 

against the progress of the initiative at times, which further emphasizes the importance of leaders 

in public higher education to collaborate with supporters and influential individuals, who are 

influential through positions of influence and personal connections, in the community and 

legislature.  Leaders seeking to advance initiatives would also benefit from alliance building at 

the institutional and public higher education system / governing bodies as well.  These leaders 

seeking approval for and advancement of their initiatives may likely discover similar institutional 

and system level politics to those encountered at the state government level.  By calling attention 

to behaviors of opposition to the initiative found in institutional and system level interactions, 

leaders are reminded of the politics at all levels encountered in advancing a new initiative of 
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public higher education.  In some instances, successfully maneuvering the politics found within 

the home institution and public higher education system governance is as difficult as strategies 

necessary to succeed with elected officials and constituents.  

In responding to other themes that emerged in this study, leaders in public higher 

education who are aware of the competitive arguments against a new initiative and understand 

the political balance that exists will be more able to contribute to the advancement of new 

initiatives needing legislative support and appropriations.  Feelings of pride and loyalty for a 

public higher education institution may be difficult for leaders of public higher education 

institutions to counteract when they are at institutions seen to be in competition with them; 

however, through building alliances, and institutional leaders demonstrating cooperation for the 

greater good (as illustrated in this case), leaders of public higher education may contribute to the 

advancement of their initiatives facing such challenges.  Such a strategy hinges on educating the 

public and decision-makers about the initiative to a sufficient degree that dispels myths, bringing 

to light the importance of leaders in public higher education to fully educate the public and all 

individuals of influence such as legislators.  Decision-makers base their choices on the 

predominant messages expressed to them, which may be accurate or inaccurate, depending on its 

source. This would include leaders exploring the initiative with stakeholders who might seem to 

be in opposition to the initiative or assumed to be such based on alliances and allegiances.  

Another strategy utilized by public higher education leaders in this case was to partner with the 

institution that was viewed as its competition.  Leaders working to advance new initiatives would 

benefit from partnering with other institutions as was done in this study; however, the key to 

such a strategy is, as a leader, to persuade individuals reporting to the leader (such as faculty, 
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staff, and administrators) to join in the partnership and actively work in cooperation rather than 

competition. 

If institutions of public higher education are viewed by legislators, who have ultimate 

oversight of these state institutions, and the public taxpayers as a resource to address public 

needs, it is crucial for leaders in public higher education to be cognizant of this aspect and 

approach leadership of their institutions with this in mind.  Addressing the public need through 

service is at the core of the institutional mission in this case.  Leaders of public institutions of 

higher education (and extended to leading institutions in general) are in positions to advance 

their institutions in such a way as to fulfill its mission.  In addition to addressing public needs 

and fulfilling institutional mission, leaders should express to decision makers, especially 

legislators, how initiatives will align with the state’s values.  Leaders might also benefit from 

expressing the initiative and its projected impact within a context that aligns with personal 

experiences of decision makers and allows them to identify with the initiative and its impact.  

This would also apply to gaining support from members of University system governance and 

institutional level leadership by framing the initiative within the context of priorities (goals / 

objectives) and values of these decision makers. 

Additionally, leaders in public higher education most likely will not successfully advance 

new initiatives of public higher education to establishment and receive necessary appropriations 

without acknowledgement of the importance of timing.  In doing so, leaders should be able to 

identify the most appropriate opportunities to present initiatives and time period during which to 

implement initiatives.  Those who are not aware of the complex dynamics involved in 

successfully responding to the timing of an initiative may not experience necessary opportunities 

for advancing initiatives forward. 
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While strategies and applications of the findings of this case were individually detailed 

within discussions of process streams and individual themes that emerged in this study, the 

interconnectedness of themes and streams is illustrated throughout this case.  As such, leaders of 

public higher education institutions who desire to advance new initiatives at their institutions 

should be prepared to implement a mixture of appropriate strategies that might address multiple 

themes and process streams at once.   

Future research might expand this study with its application to other new initiatives 

proposed within the same university system that did not reach implementation, types of 

university system governance that are not directly linked to legislators’ appointments, and 

county-level governance in the state where the study occurred.  Additionally, one might look to 

expanding the study of political decision making to one that addresses the dynamics existing at 

the institutional and system levels of public higher education. 
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