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ABSTRACT 

 This historical case study investigated policy issues and other factors which affected 

public, higher education capital funding and overall growth at two mid-sized, regional, state 

universities located in a Southeastern state in the U.S. during the period 1975 to 2005.  The 

construct, policy issues, and two subsidiary constructs, capital appropriations and overall 

institutional growth, were examined to assist in drawing conclusions about the methods used to 

appropriate capital funds and their impact on public institutions of higher education.   

 The study examined, described, and analyzed decisions which have influenced capital 

investment in the state’s public higher education system.  A history of the state’s higher 

education governing system and the two case institutions, a description of the factors behind 

policy-making decisions, and descriptions of the elements of the capital appropriations process in 

the state are included with examples of how capital appropriations have contributed to the overall 

institutional growth.  Qualitative data relative to capital appropriations came from interviews 

with key individuals and from document analysis of system and institutional records related to 

capital appropriations.   

 The results concluded that the capital request policies at the onset of the study were more 

subjective in nature and appropriations were made to the institutions in an inequitable manner; 

decisions were easily affected by the internal and external politics of the state university system 

and state government.  The capital allocation process evolved and was architecturally shifted to 

become more data-driven so that decision making is more objective and in line with the system 

and institution master plans.  The growth of the case institutions was not solely caused by capital 

appropriations; but in many cases, capital outlay allowed the institutions to sustain enrollment 

growth.  Additional factors, besides capital appropriations such as institutional leadership, school 

choice variables, and state policy issues which influenced and contributed to the differences in 

overall growth at the two case institutions were included in the results. 

 In practice, policies are strengthened to emphasize the planning process and adherence to 

a master plan and capital improvement plan.  The study revealed inequitable and sometimes 

haphazard methods by which capital outlay decisions have been made in the state; this study 

supported the recently adopted, data-driven strategic capital model.  Realizing that the state 

cannot provide all funding, it was recommended higher education institutions pursue and expand 

public/private partnerships to secure capital funding, and increase institutional collaboration 
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during this process.  Facilities and capital investment constituted just one component which 

allowed an institution to flourish; but in many cases, institutions had the capacity which could be 

readily seen by the establishment of an efficiency model of its current space before constructing 

new facilities.   

 

 



 

 1 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

While there was early support by the founding fathers of the United States to provide 

basic levels of education, the funding of American public schools has been largely relegated to 

state and local governments.  Jefferson, in his Notes on the State of Virginia (Urban & Wagoner, 

2004), suggested that three years of education was sufficient for most.  Postsecondary education, 

on the other hand, was considered a luxury to be financed by private benefactors.  Nonetheless, 

over time, state and federal governments emerged as revenue sources for postsecondary 

education, especially after the introduction of the Morrill Act in 1860.  Today, higher education 

is heavily dependent upon federal and state funds. 

The limited supply of federal and state fiscal resources and the virtually unlimited 

demands of higher education is an issue for everyone who has a strong interest in higher 

education’s future.  The public may expect legislators to make fiscal decisions in a planned and 

equitable manner; yet influential individuals, institutions, organizations, and corporations have a 

big impact on the funding provided by legislatures.  The methods by which elected officials 

prioritize and allocate resources to public higher education institutions is a complicated process 

involving a mixture of policy and politics (Manns, 2001; Manns & Katsinas, 2006).  

Traditionally, appropriations have been allocated in an irregular pattern, fluctuating from year to 

year (Manns & Katsinas, 2006).  Obtaining funds to meet enrollment predictions is a challenging 

activity for public higher education institutions and their leaders. 

The issue of capital appropriations to public postsecondary institutions is a macro 

problem in all states.  Capital investments at the institutional level are difficult because of the 

large, initial cost and the fact that most institutions do not have a revenue stream to repay the 

debt.  The capital appropriations provided by state legislatures are designed to be based upon the 

recommendation of the state’s higher education governing board.  Legislators have the ability to 

provide funding for special capital projects which ideally support the master plans of the state 

system or institutions (Manns & Katsinas, 2006; Texas Council, 2006). 

Capital appropriations to public institutions are necessary for a state to meet the higher 

education needs of its citizens and to remain globally competitive.  In an age of increasing 

accountability, the capital investment process is lengthy, yielding expensive outcomes which 

invite increased scrutiny from citizens and legislators, thereby causing decision-making to be 
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more complex for all parties involved.  There is a need to identify the methods employed and the 

extent to which policy issues and other factors have influenced state capital investment in higher 

education. 

This study addressed influences on state capital appropriations at two public higher 

education institutions.  It investigated policy issues and other factors that affected these higher 

education institutions’ capital funding and the impact of that funding on overall growth of the 

institutions.  Case studies of two mid-sized, regional state universities located in a Southeastern 

state in the U.S. were the focal point of the study.  The institutions’ names and system name 

presented in the study were changed to promote anonymity of the institution, its administrators, 

and interviewees and to afford a greater range of generalizabilty for the study’s conclusions.  It 

was hoped that this study leads to a deeper understanding of the influences on and impact of 

capital appropriations, with direct implications for the two institutions and far reaching 

implications for other institutions, higher education systems, and states. 

Background of the Problem 

The State University System (SUS) Board of Regents1 is the consolidated higher 

education governing body responsible for 35 postsecondary institutions (Board of Regents of the 

University System, 2006b).  The system is a constitutional body, not a state agency, and 

therefore not legally or directly responsible to the governor of the state nor to the legislature.  

However, because it is funded approximately 75% by appropriations from public funds, the 

System in recent years has chosen to become more responsive to the governor’s and state 

General Assembly’s requests to fulfill outstanding and projected occupational needs of the state. 

The SUS attempts to meet these needs by holding as its goals teaching, research, and 

public service and by following a system wide master plan.  The system master plan is designed 

to support the increase in SUS enrollment, including delineation of additional square feet of 

teaching space and facilities required to accommodate the anticipated new students.  

Development of the system wide plan is based on master plans that all SUS institutions are 

required to create, submit, and regularly update.  Each institutional master plan is reviewed by 

University System personnel, presented by the institution’s president to members of the Board of 

Regents, and formally accepted by the Board as the guiding document for that particular 

institution.  The members of the Board of Regents, the Chancellor of the University System, and 

                                                 
1 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the state and case institutions. 
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their staffs expect that all capital facilities construction or improvements support educational 

programming and be based upon the accepted master plan.  

SUS capital appropriations requests to the legislature are based on specifications within 

the master plans.  Although the System has guiding policies in place, like most states, public 

higher education in the selected state historically has received capital funding at the will of the 

state legislature during its annual budgeting process (Manns & Katsinas, 2006; Texas Council, 

2006).  After a cursory review, it appeared that capital appropriations were not always allocated 

through methods congruent with the master plans nor were funds distributed in an equitable 

manner.  Case studies of two SUS institutions may help determine influences on capital 

investment decisions and the impact those decisions had on an institution’s overall growth.   

Coastal State University2 (see Chapter 2) and Southern State University3 (see Chapter 2), 

two regional universities in the SUS, are comparable institutions in terms of age and regional 

status.  In the 1970s and 1980s, both institutions were expanding their enrollments and their 

institutional missions.  Working with the Board of Regents and the State Legislature, by 1993, 

both institutions had become regional state universities (Board of Regents of the University 

System, 2006c, 2006g).  Although similarities exist, the institutions have adopted different 

visions and developed at different rates.  One substantially outpaced the other in fiscal, physical, 

and enrollment growth.  Unequal capital appropriations have resulted in differences in their 

overall growth. 

Conceptual Framework 

 The conceptual framework of this project consisted of those elements which influenced 

the establishment and execution of policy.  Synthesis of these elements, consciously or not, led 

state legislators and members of the state’s higher education governing board to allocate capital 

investment.  The proposed research examined, described, and analyzed decisions which 

influenced capital investment in the State’s public higher education.  The below strategies were 

derived from research which was presented in the literature review; these areas are more closely 

examined in Chapter 2.   

 The first strategy was to understand the history of the state’s higher education governing 

system and the case institutions.  Information was gathered from published and unpublished 

                                                 
2 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
3 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
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sources to compile a brief history of the state’s higher education governing system (presented in 

Chapter 2) and a historical exploration of the origins of both case institutions (presented in 

Chapter 2).  These histories helped a reader discover if occurrences prior to the examined time 

period were influential in ascertaining attitudes towards these two institutions and capital 

investment.   

 The second strategy was to understand the factors behind policy-making decisions.  

Higher education tied closely to state government and decisions made by governors and 

legislators may or may not be based upon actual policies.  Internal factors, such as an 

institution’s planning policy or its executive leadership style, drove policy decisions.  External 

factors, such as the economy or state priorities, drove policy decisions as well.  A clearer 

background of policy issues can be useful to the researcher who is seeking to ascertain why past 

decisions were made.  General attitudes in the state toward higher education were reflected in 

decisions of the state legislature.  The complexity and subtlety of legislative actions led the 

researcher to talk to individuals who have first-hand knowledge and experience of this process.  

Responses of former and current members of the state General Assembly and the Board of 

Regents offered the researcher insight into the philosophy guiding higher education decisions 

during the study’s time period.   

 The third strategy was to understand the nature and elements of the capital appropriations 

process in the state and to delineate examples of how capital appropriations have contributed to 

the overall institutional growth (e.g., physical and enrollment growth).  A brief explanation of the 

capital building process from concept to appropriation to construction is presented in Chapter 2.  

Factors, in addition to physical and enrollment growth, gained from interviews were explored 

and justifiably included as significant in explaining the differences between the institutions.  

During this process, an explanation of how the capital appropriations process has been 

influenced and changed was presented. 

Purpose of the Study 

This study examined the methods employed to generate capital appropriations, the extent 

to which policy issues and other factors influenced capital appropriations, and ultimately overall 

growth of institutions of higher education.  A case study was selected as an effective method to 

achieve a more indepth and thorough examination of the issue.  The two case study institutions 

had similar historical background, size, political support, and enrollment until approximately 
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1975.  State policies governing these institutions were the same.  Over time, a dramatic increase 

in appropriation and enrollment evolved at one of the institutions; the purpose of this study was 

to determine why this occurred and elucidate factors which explained this difference.  By 

examining two universities’ capital investment processes over a 30-year period, this researcher 

was able to determine the impact of capital appropriations on their physical and enrollment 

growths and was able to establish capital appropriation trends.  With an understanding of the 

historical development of capital investment and its influence on overall growth, higher 

education administrators may be better able to predict capital appropriations and to enact more 

effective institutional planning. 

Research Questions 

 One principal research question guided the exploration of this study.  Four subsidiary 

questions were developed to assist the researcher in obtaining data, performing analysis, and 

presenting results in support of the principal question.  Information gathered led to additional 

questions. 

The principal research question:  

1.  What policy issues were the dominant influencers of capital appropriations to Coastal 

State University and Southern State University during the period 1975 to 2005? 

Subsidiary research questions include: 

2.  What evidence exists to suggest that the Board of Regents, the State Legislature, 

and/or Governor appropriated funds to its higher education institutions in a planned and 

equitable manner? 

3.  To what extent did institutional leadership contribute to an institution’s receipt of 

capital appropriations? 

4.  How did capital appropriations influence enrollment growth? 

5.  What other factors, besides capital appropriation, substantially influenced and 

contributed to the differences in the overall growth of these two institutions? 

Expected Research Outcomes 

Over a 30-year period, two public higher education institutions in a Southeastern state 

were allocated differing levels of capital appropriations.  It was hypothesized that, although 

individual institutions and the System had developed master plans and policies related to capital 

requests existed, the political process was the larger and more dominant influencer over policy 
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issues when determining the amount and designation of capital appropriations.  It was further 

predicted that actual capital appropriations were the single, largest factor in explaining the long-

term, overall growth at Coastal State University and Southern State University during the years 

1975 to 2005.  

Significance of the Study 

This research project will be of value to researchers and policy makers because it 

specifically addressed state capital appropriations and associated policies.  This study increased 

understanding of how policy issues influenced capital investment at public, higher education 

institutions and examined factors which directly or indirectly affected policies and political 

situations which led to capital investment.  Research was widely available on operating 

appropriations; however, capital appropriations were examined less often perhaps because their 

influence might not be fully understood.   

The Grapevine Survey is a longitudinal survey of higher education facilities administered 

by Illinois State University since 1958 which calculates state tax appropriations towards higher 

education in each state (Grapevine, 2006; Manns & Katsinas, 2006).  The Higher Education 

Facilities Act of 1963 required that each state designate a person responsible for collecting and 

submitting higher education data (Manns & Katsinas, 2006).  This survey reports data relative to 

state operating appropriations which makes it useful to compare facilities operating budgets and 

expenses.  The Grapevine Survey does not, however, report a state’s capital outlay expenditures 

for higher education.   

Although actual capital appropriations in the state used in the study were reported in 

public records, this study was educationally significant because it was be the first to historically 

examine the underlying policy and its influencers which contributed to the capital appropriations 

process.  Also, the case studies provided historical information about the State University System 

and the sample institutions, allowing a better understanding of the two entities.  Knowledge of 

historical funding patterns and underlying causes may assist administrators in meeting 

institutional requirements for master planning and in fulfilling the mission of the State University 

System and, thereby, ultimately better serving the needs of the citizens of the state. 

Results of this research contributed to the knowledge base regarding capital financing 

policies and activities of public higher education in the state.  The study could assist the SUS 

Board of Regents, Central Office Staff, and officials at both universities in better understanding 
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the effect of capital investment.  Study results may afford an opportunity for staff of the 

Chancellor’s Office and legislators to reevaluate their capital investment policies and practices. 

Researcher Bias 

This study examined two regional state universities by investigating the influences on and 

impact of capital appropriations at those institutions.  Although the researcher is employed by 

one of the institutions in the study, the researcher has had no past or current influence over the 

capital appropriations process in the state or at the two institutions during the study’s time period.  

Because the study was ex post facto, evidence of trends or themes in capital appropriations was 

reported without changing the ultimate outcome (e.g., development and current status of both 

institutions).   

Assumptions 

 The researcher makes the following assumptions: 

1. It can be assumed that the staff members of the central office of the State University 

System provided accurate data. 

2. It can be assumed that the staff members of Coastal State University and Southern 

State University provided accurate data.   

3. It can be assumed that the institutions adhered to state and federal policies during the 

time period of the study.   

4. It can be assumed that those individuals participating in interviews were forthright and 

honest in their responses. 

5. It can be assumed that factors other than those contained in this study influenced 

capital appropriations over time.4   

Limitations 

 Although the case study examined only two institutions, it was accepted that some key 

individuals with knowledge on this subject area were omitted from the investigation.  Because 

this was a historical perspective, individuals who could serve as a source of knowledge may have 

retired, moved out of the state, or passed away.  The study was limited to those people the 

researcher could access and who were willing to participate. 

                                                 
4 Although numerous factors and influencers on the capital appropriation process were revealed in the study, some 
factors were unintentionally omitted.  
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 The process of legislative appropriations and capital budgeting is a political process.  

This researcher did not have access to or full knowledge of all the political mechanizations 

regarding funding in the State General Assembly.  He attempted to gain insight into the process 

and policies by interviewing current and/or former members of the State General Assembly.  The 

study was limited by the researcher’s personal knowledge gained from work experience with the 

legislative process and knowledge gained during interviews. 

 The Board of Regents is responsible, through its capital allocations process, to address 

the stated needs of its institutions.  The Board may have postponed or diverted capital funds 

originally intended for Coastal State University or Southern State University to address 

unforeseen pressing needs at other institutions.  The study was limited by the researcher’s lack of 

knowledge of political pressures or details which caused unforeseen changes in the originally 

intended appropriation of capital funding to institutions.   

The research conducted for this study used official documentation from the State 

covering the time period 1975 to 2005.  While interpretations of these documents was conducted 

as accurately as possible, time has passed since the documents were first produced.  It was 

possible that the state’s intent as first expressed in such documents may have changed over time.  

The study was limited by the researcher’s access to these materials and personal interpretations 

and conclusions drawn from these documents.  Additionally, reported dollars were nominal and 

not adjusted for inflation unless otherwise stated.  

The principal limitation to using qualitative data analysis was that of objectivity.  

Objectivity was addressed by thoroughly articulating the procedures so that the study could be 

repeated with a similar population of institutions and sample of interviewees. 

Delimitations 

 Because of the author’s work in and educational affiliations with the State University 

System (SUS), it was possible that some bias towards institutions where he had attended school 

and worked were impossible to eliminate.  Every effort was made to limit such bias by seeking 

third party review and by making a conscious effort to avoid preferential treatment of data.   

 Choosing to examine public, higher education institutions in the state precluded that the 

researcher have some knowledge of the 35 public higher education institutions governed by the 

SUS system.  The ability to thoroughly investigate all 35 institutions was impractical for this 

study; therefore, the study examined only two regional universities which were public, four-year 
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institutions with principal service areas in the rural eastern section of the state and the rural 

southern section of the state.  Such a study was more likely to provide a thorough investigation 

through access to key individuals involved during the time period. 

 The most comprehensive investigation of the research project would cover the period 

from 1906 to 2008; however, to restrict the scope of the study, the investigation time period was 

narrowed to the years 1975 to 2005.  This time period was selected because of an expectation of 

more accurate data and of the more probable access to individuals who worked during these 

years.  Additionally, the primary growth surges for both institutions occurred during this time 

period. 

Constructs 

This research study investigated the construct, policy issues, and examined two 

subsidiary constructs, capital appropriations and overall institutional growth, to assist the 

researcher in drawing conclusions about the methods used to appropriate capital funds, the 

impact of appropriated capital funds on institutions of higher education, and other impactors of 

institutional growth.   

Terminology, used throughout this study and in the field, was clarified for both the 

researcher and reader.  Concept terms for the study were presented prior to alphabetized, specific 

terms. 

1. A policy issue is a course of action adopted by an organization or government agency for the 

purpose of expediency, efficiency, and effectiveness.  Current national policy issues for 

higher education include finance, information technology, accountability, the emerging 

majority, and international higher education (Institute for Higher Education Policy, 2007).  

Because of the high cost of capital projects, the dominant policy issue for this study will be 

that of state finance; however, the study will also determine higher education policies of the 

state during the designated time period and determine if policy implementation mirrored 

policy intent.   

2. Political factors are those tangible and intangible aspects such as leadership, political 

activities, clout, or other real but nebulous factors, which contribute to the political decision 

making process.  Political factors can be impacted by social, cultural, environmental, and 

economic issues.  
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3. For this study, overall institutional growth consisted of physical growth and enrollment 

growth as defined below.   

4. For this project, physical growth was the amount of measurable increased square footage as a 

result of a facilities capital investment project.  Facilities were those capital assets owned 

and/or operated by or on the institution’s behalf which are, at minimum, reported according 

to Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) standards (Kaiser & Klein, 

2000).   

5. For this project, enrollment growth consisted of the reported full-time equivalent (FTE) 

student and headcount because the amounts were discrete and readily available.  Enrollment 

was “the total number of students registered in a given school unit at a given time, generally 

in the fall of the year” (US Department of Education, 2007, p. 277).   

6. A campus master plan identifies the current usages of facilities and institutional space and 

proposes improvements for campus spaces; typically graphically depicted and forecasting at 

least 10 years (Kaiser & Klein, 2000).   

7. Capital is financial (e.g., endowment) or physical (e.g., buildings and equipment) and 

appears on the institution’s balance sheet (Curry, 2000). 

8. Capital appropriations funding is the process by which the state legislature appropriates tax 

revenue or approves the issuance of general obligation bonds for the purpose of capital 

projects.  Drivers of capital investment include renewal, technology, and growth (Klein & 

Augustine, 2000).  Numerous financing mechanisms allow an institution to raise funds for a 

capital project including institutionally-generated funds, but the largest is the issuance of 

long-term debt repaid over the predetermined life of the asset (such as 20 to 30 years).  These 

financing mechanisms include municipal tax-exempt debt, long-term tax-exempt debt, short-

term and variable-rate tax-exempt debt, and taxable debt (Klein & Augustine, 2000).  In the 

State, methods by which the State University System and its institutions finances capital debt 

are by way of the General Fund through the State Finance and Investment Commission 

(SFIC), debt service, institutional debt, private partnerships such as an institution’s 

foundation, or through the recently created State Higher Education Facilities Authority 

(SHEFA).  Though slight technical differences may exist, for this project, the terms capital 

appropriations, capital funding, capital outlay funding, capital investment, and capital 

financing will be used interchangeably.   
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9. The capital budget funds capital projects which are “too large and too episodic to be readily 

incorporated into annual operating budgets” (Curry, 2000, p. 4-37).   

10. A capital lease is long-term lease in which the “lessee makes a series of lease payments, at 

the end of which the lessee owns the asset” (Klein & Augustine, 2000, p. 10-44).  For the 

purpose of this retrospective case study, leases and rentals of capital property are excluded.  

Some buildings are gifted to an institution; because the state made no direct appropriation for 

their purchase, gifted property is excluded from this study.   

11. A capital plan (or capital improvement plan or capital development plan) is “a summary of 

all capital projects” which “provides details for implementing institutional physical 

development policies” (Kaiser & Klein, 2000, p. 13-19).  A capital improvement plan is 

designed to tie the strategic planning process to the capital budgeting process (Klein & 

Augustine, 2000).   

12. Capital projects (or capital outlay) are those projects that “require long planning lead times 

and are implemented over multiple operating budget cycles” (Curry, 2000, p. 4-37).  The 

type of project may be new construction, infrastructure improvements, renovations, and 

repairs.  The state governing board establishes policies which categorize projects as capital; 

some states include only construction as a capital project while other states also include 

equipment (Curry, 2000; Texas Council, 2006).   

13. Major capital project, in the state of this study, is a project costing $5 million and above.  In 

recent years, the leading term major is being used less within the System to avoid making 

distinctions between capital projects. 

14. Minor capital project, in the state of this study, is a project costing between $1 million and 

$5 million.  In recent years, the leading term minor is being used less within the System to 

avoid making distinctions between capital projects. 

15. Major repair and renovation (MRR) funding is a form of capital funding based on a formula 

to assist institutions with “major repair, replacement, or renovation of critical building 

systems and components or site components and infrastructure” (Board of Regents of the 

University System, 2005b, p. 6). 

16. Maintenance and operations (M&O) funding is used for the routine, preventative 

maintenance of facilities (e.g., cleaning, painting, air conditioning maintenance).  This type 

of funding is not considered a form of capital funding because annual operating 
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appropriations are used to fund M&O activities (Board of Regents of the University System, 

2005b). 

17. Operating appropriations are tax revenue funds appropriated annually by the state legislature 

during their budgeting process to state agencies and entities.  In the study’s sample state, 

these funds are appropriated to the State University System to support public higher 

education for the purposes of paying annual operating costs (e.g., salaries, benefits, utilities, 

and supplies).  

18. An operating budget is an institution’s balanced estimation of its annual revenues and 

expenditures.  Revenues are derived from state appropriations, tuition and fees, gifts, 

endowments, and investments, research and development, and auxiliary enterprises.  

Expenditures are derived from direct expenditures for personnel salaries and benefits, 

materials and supplies, maintenance, and capitalizable equipment (Curry, 2000). 

19. A strategic facilities plan evaluates the current usage of capital assets and determines future 

capital asset requirements needed to perpetuate the institution’s mission (Kaiser & Klein, 

2000).  

Summary 

State and federal governments have had a long-standing commitment to higher education.  

Enrollment growth at institutions of higher education has increased the demand for physical 

facilities which has presented the need for more capital appropriations to accommodate this 

growth.  Through its annual budget process, state legislators and the Governor authorize capital 

appropriations for state institutions.  Although one would expect that funding policies and 

allocations have been applied proportionately among state institutions, influential individuals, 

institutions, organizations, and corporations have impacted funding provided by legislatures.   

This study investigated the policy issues which contributed to capital appropriations of 

two sister institutions, with attention to policy decisions and implementations made at the state 

level.  Understanding capital-investment policies and processes and their impacts on 

postsecondary institutions during the past 30 years has far reaching implications for the 

governance of the institutions, the System, and the State.   

Chapter two, the literature review, includes a review of factors influencing policies or 

political actions which may directly or indirectly impact capital appropriations.  The chapter 

concludes with a brief history of the state’s higher education governing system and a historical 
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exploration of the origins of both case institutions.  Chapter three includes methodology of the 

study.  Chapter four includes study results.  The concluding section, chapter five, connects 

findings to the literature review, discussed the study’s implications to policy and practice, and 

includes recommendations for future research.  
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 Both federal and state governments have a long history of providing capital 

appropriations to higher education.  The first instance of federal involvement in education 

occurred when the U.S. Congress passed the Northwest Ordinance in 1787.  This act provided a 

portion of land to be dedicated for primary education in each township (Manns, 2001; Urban & 

Wagoner, 2004).  Prior to that, King George III chartered colonial higher education institutions 

(Fincher, 2002; Manns, 2001).  Other early federal laws affecting capital funding in 

postsecondary education were the Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890 (Cook, 1998; Manns, 2001; 

Urban & Wagoner, 2004).  Since then, both federal and state governments have increased their 

engagement in capital investments in higher education; however, the majority of funding has 

come from states.  

Federal Capital Financing 

The Land-Grant Colleges Act of 1862 (the Morrill Act of 1862) established 68 land-grant 

colleges throughout the U.S.  The second Morrill Act of 1890 created what was to be “separate 

but equal facilities” for Black students.  This second Act established several land-grant colleges 

for Black students throughout the country.  Through the Hatch Experimentation Station Act of 

1887 and the Morrill Act of 1890, the federal government provided research and facilities 

funding to these land-grant institutions and agriculture experiment stations (Manns, 2001; 

Rudolph, 1962).  

Prior to World War II, the federal government continued its commitment to colleges 

through several appropriation acts, such as the Smith-Lever Act of 1914 which supported 

extension services at the land-grant institutions, the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917, which 

concentrated on agricultural and industrial training, and the George-Deen Act of 1937, for 

teacher training (Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Rudolph, 1962).  After World War II, the federal 

government passed the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, which provided financial 

assistance for returning veterans to attend college, and the College Housing Act of 1950, which 

provided educational loans to higher education institutions for housing and other educational 

facilities (Lucas, 1994; Manns, 2001).  After the launch of the Russian satellite Sputnik in 1957, 

the U.S. Congress passed the National Defense Act of 1958 to provide financial assistance to 

institutions training students in fields deemed critical to national security.  With the maturation 
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of the Baby Boom generation and increasing enrollments in America’s colleges and universities, 

the federal government passed the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963.  This act provided 

matching capital funds for higher education facilities to accommodate states’ growing 

enrollments (Manns, 2001).  

The Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA) has been a critical financing mechanism for 

students pursuing higher education.  From this act evolved three principal programs, which have 

assisted financially needy students in paying for their postsecondary educations:  college work 

study program, federal loan program, and Pell Grant.  Because of the federal government’s 

commitment to providing access, enrollment increases in higher education consistently required 

more and more facilities and capital construction projects to accommodate the growing demand.  

Beginning in the 1970s, the federal government and most state governments experienced 

financial strains which led to a slow down in construction of new higher education facilities.   

The federal government has provided for land acquisition or funding for higher education 

facilities since soon after the founding of this country, and Congress continues to fund higher 

education research and development.  Although the federal government has played a significant 

role in the development of higher education and its policies, its involvement in higher education 

policy has “always been piecemeal, and the role of the national government is ambiguous” 

(Cook, 1998, p. 5).  Budgetary reasons and other pressing societal needs (such as healthcare, 

social security, and national security) have prompted Congress to modify its policy support for 

facilities construction and land acquisition.   

State Capital Financing 

Public higher education has been assumed to be the responsibility of state governments; 

and revenues produced by state growth and allocated by legislatures have shouldered the greater 

burden of funding capital facilities (Manns, 2001).  Using state tax revenue, a state legislature 

appropriates operating and capital funds to public higher education.  Operating appropriations 

are tax revenue funds provided annually by the state legislature during their budgeting process.  

In the study’s sample state, these funds have been appropriated to the State University System to 

support public higher education operating expenses (e.g., salaries, benefits, utilities, supplies).  

Capital appropriations are tax revenue or general obligation bonds appropriated by the state 

legislature to be used for the construction or remodeling of state higher education facilities.  The 

bonds usually are repaid over a period of 20 to 30 years.  Capital funds assist a college with its 
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physical growth so that it can continue pursuit of its mission and better serve its service area and 

state. 

The capital appropriations provided by state legislatures may or may not be based upon 

the recommendation of the state’s higher education governing board.  Legislators have the ability 

to provide funding for special capital projects which may or may not support the master plan of 

the institution, and capital funding has traditionally been made in an irregular pattern (Manns & 

Katsinas, 2006).  Manns, Katsinas, and Medlin (2004) reported that politics interfered with 

capital appropriations because the distinction of opening a new facility became more important 

than the actual needs of the state (Texas Council, 2006).   

To determine the basis for funding capital projects and to identify capital budgeting 

practices at public state colleges and universities, Manns and Katsinas (2006) conducted a survey 

of higher education governing boards in all 50 states and concluded that, in most states, the 

process by which states fund capital projects was not rational.  Survey results showed that 

formula funding was largely used for operating budgets but not used for capital budgets.  For 

political reasons, governors and state legislators were hesitant to award full responsibility for the 

capital funding process to the state’s governing board (Manns & Katsinas, 2006).   

These findings were supported by another study conducted in 2006.  The Texas Council 

of Public University Presidents and Chancellors examined capital funding in 37 states.  This 

investigation found that, although the process of capital funding requests began with the higher 

education coordinating board, the governor and legislature determined capital projects in 30 

states.  Only 15 states were found to employ formulas for calculating future space needs (Texas 

Council, 2006).   

Capital funding process models vary in each state, but common elements were found in 

the process and most states fell into one of three capital funding appropriation models (Texas 

Council, 2006).  The models include (1) state appropriation for total construction costs, (2) state 

appropriation for debt service for state-issued debt, and (3) state appropriation for debt service 

for university-issued debt.  States were also categorized into one of three implementation models 

for capital projects.  First, the state legislature determined which capital projects would be 

implemented.  Second, the state higher education governing board determined which capital 

projects would be implemented; and third, the individual university determined implementation.  
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Yet in most all states, the decision for implementation was made from input by the legislature 

and governor, state higher education authority, and the institution (Texas Council, 2006). 

The overwhelming majority of capital funding for public higher education’s construction 

projects come from the state legislature (Texas Council, 2006).  The literature on capital 

appropriations reveals the vagueness and haphazardness by which some states award funds.  It 

has been found that, in many states, the legislature allowed the state higher education board to 

create a unified system budget, but decisions to fund capital projects were made largely by the 

legislature.  Even state budgets with strong operational support for higher education do not 

always follow with capital support.  The literature shows that the process by which state capital 

appropriation funding is allocated is influenced largely by policy issues and political factors, 

noting that “politics contribute to the problem, with funding provided for symbolic value instead 

of need” (Texas Council, 2006, p. 12). 

Master Planning 

Caruthers and Layzell (1999) wrote, “It should come as no surprise that there is a very 

close relationship between an institution’s master plan and its capital budget” (p. 74).  Both are 

extremely important components in an institution’s development.  A five- or ten-year capital plan 

is an effective tool when integrated successfully with the institution’s planning model (Caruthers 

& Layzell, 1999; Kaiser, 2001).  Classifying capital projects by funding source allows a state or 

institution’s board of regents/governors/trustees to prioritize projects (Kaiser, 2001). 

There are several theories which support and guide the capital planning process.  Among 

them, Kaiser’s (2001) capital planning process model follows five stages:  (1) inputs, (2) process 

tools, (3) plan, (4) outputs, and (5) communications strategy.  The inputs consist of the strategic 

plan and other external factors such as policies which may impact the capital plan.  The process 

tools consist of a thorough assessment of facilities needs and institutional policies related to 

facilities.  The plan stage consists of development of the actual capital plan.  The output stage 

consists of the items which implement the plan:  the campus master plan and the capital 

financing plan.  The communications strategy is an ongoing communication activity which 

occurs during the other four stages (Kaiser, 2001). 

Within each of the five stages, the following elements are noted as a factor and driver of 

the campus master planning process. 

1.  Projected enrollment and support staff.   
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2.  Current and future needs of the institution’s academic programs and other 

support programs.   

3.  Current amount, condition, and designated use of available space. 

4.  Availability of land for physical growth. 

5.  Community concerns of nearby neighborhoods. 

6.  Health and safety (e.g., ADA and OSHA). 

7.  Architectural and infrastructure.   

8.  Available financial resources.   

Most policy analysts prefer that capital budgeting follow a system master plan and/or 

campus master plan; however, Manns and Katsinas (2006) found that most states did not have a 

central master facilities plan for public, postsecondary institutions.  The Texas Council of Public 

University Presidents and Chancellors also reported that few states have such plans.  In their 

2006 study, only 11 of 37 responding states indicated they had a master plan for higher education 

(Texas Council, 2006).  Even when capital plans exist, governing boards face challenges 

evaluating them for decision making.  Some plans are incomplete; some are not justified by 

programmatic or enrollment needs; and some are unrealistic (Kaiser, 2001).  Although a state 

may possess a solid planning model, Filipic (in Texas Council, 2006, p. 2) indicated that “capital 

support is unrelated to demographic projections.”  

Capital budgeting is a key component of master plan implementation.  The plan will 

contain the type of capital project (new construction, equipment, infrastructure, or land), the 

funding source to pay for the project (operating surplus or long-term debt), the projected revenue 

or expenses (student fees, interest, or inflation), and the impact of the project on the operating 

budget (utilities and maintenance) (Caruthers & Layzell, 1999).  Capital planning for facilities by 

top leadership is a key element in an institution’s growth and its accommodation of enrollment 

(Kaiser, 2001).   

Influencing the Political Process 

 Higher education is an industry of over $100 billion, representing 3.1% of the gross 

domestic product (Cook, 1998), and is heavily dependent upon federal and state funding.  The 

large amount of funds involved generates strong interest from legislators, higher education 

associations, individual institutions, and corporate America in the future directions of higher 

education, making it practical and necessary for higher education to appoint or hire 
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representatives to be present during the political process at both the federal and state levels.  A 

strong political relationship with Congress is often worth the initial lobbying investment for 

larger institutions.  Some institutions spend from $10,000 to $50,000 per month for lobbying 

(Cook, 1998).  

The majority of all higher education institutions in the U.S. are members of one or more 

of six associations, called the Big Six, whose representatives are involved in the legislative and 

lobbying process.  The overarching association is the American Council on Education (ACE), 

which serves as a “national coordinating body for American higher education” (Cook, 1998, p. 

10).  The other five organizations are the Association of American Universities (AAU), the 

National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities (NAICU), the National 

Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC), the American 

Association of Community Colleges (AACC), and the American Association of State Colleges 

and Universities (AASCU) (Cook, 1998).  As early as 1887, these organizations began lobbying 

and participating in the political process for higher education, but the successes of their efforts 

have fluctuated (Cook, 1998).   

Cook submitted a survey to all 2,524 college and university presidents listed in the 

Higher Education Directory regarding their membership in the Big Six associations and the 

effectiveness of these organizations when influencing federal policy issues.  The response rate 

was 62% (1,554).  All but 84 of the 1,554 respondents were members of one or more of the Big 

Six associations (Cook, 1998).  Results showed that individual institutions unify and coordinate 

their legislative priorities through their member organizations.  The Big Six are influential in the 

federal policy setting and in gaining political support; however, their input at the state level is 

limited and their involvement in state capital financing is inconsequential.  

Originally, higher education was opposed to the GI Bill and delayed support for the 

Higher Education Act of 1965, both of which passed without the full support of the Big Six.  The 

reauthorization of the Higher Education Act in 1972 also demonstrated the failure of the 

associations to unite in order to win over strong politicians.  Though the associations experienced 

failures, they have grown in size and become more visible in Washington (Cook, 1998). 

Learning from their failures in the 1960s, political relationships between the associations 

and Congress improved during the 1970s and 1980s.  Especially during the 1980s and 1990s, 

higher education institutions and associations lobbied Congress for special projects; funds 
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earmarked for new buildings or special projects increased from $11 million to $700 million 

between 1982 and 1992 (Cook, 1998).  The Education Department administered a grant 

competition for special projects called the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education.  

It cancelled the program in 2005 because Congress had traditionally usurped the program by 

earmarking 419 special projects which were not subject to the grant competition (Field, 2005).  

This may lead policy makers to conclude that lobbying is still the most effective method to gain 

federal funding.  Federal support for research and development funding to higher education 

remains consistent; however, support for capital projects at the institutional level is intermittent 

and highly dependent on political connections. 

Parsons summarized the reasons for decreasing political and financial support of higher 

education and attributed the reduction to “the public’s declining trust in government, growing 

demands for accountability in higher education, and a general shift toward viewing college as a 

private benefit instead of a common good” (Parsons, 2005, p. B20).  Politically, federal support 

for higher education has declined partially due to the retirement of several key legislators, such 

as Claiborne Pell, Robert T. Stafford, Albert Quie, and John Brademas, all strong supporters of 

higher education (Cook, 1998; Parsons, 2005). 

Physical Growth:  Land and Facilities 

 The impact of capital appropriations can be measured by examining an institution’s 

physical growth.  Physical growth can be ascertained by measuring the amount and utilization of 

land and facilities over time.  The capital request process takes into account land availability 

constraints and the types of facilities being constructed.  The availability of land and the location 

of the institution are two of many factors which determine an institution’s size and growth 

potential (Muller & Maehr, 2000). 

Land 

The physical size of public institutions throughout the U.S. can be dramatic between 

campuses.  However, institutions with both large and small amounts of land face challenges in 

making good policy decisions about the management and efficient use of their land, especially its 

use for capital requests. 

Institutions with Large Amounts of Land 

The Land-Grant College Act of 1862 (known as the Morrill Act) provided land to public 

institutions for the purpose of developing agricultural and mechanical arts colleges (Rudolph, 
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1962).  The underlying intent of this act was to provide enough acreage so that the activities of 

the schools would create a revenue stream for each of the institutions.  Despite the intent of this 

policy, institutions were unable to generate enough revenue from their agricultural activities to 

pay all their operating costs, so state legislatures, through state appropriations, began providing 

the operating budgets for nearly all public institutions and have continued annually or biannually 

ever since (Muller & Maehr, 2000).  The expansion of the physical size of campuses becomes a 

political concern when legislators are forced to maintain them. 

Several universities, especially land-grant and research, have acquired large amounts of 

land from private donors.  Donors typically deeded forest lands with stipulations such as the land 

must be preserved, used for income, or used for research.  Land is an asset, but endowment 

officers usually prefer to acquire gifted land which can be easily transferred to a liquid asset.  

Often, once universities have acquired thousands and thousands of acres, conflicting objectives 

and uses for the land arise among state leaders, administrators, and faculty members (Muller & 

Maehr, 2000). 

Land is not acquired solely for ecological reasons but more for financial purposes.  

Several universities have been deeded huge forests.  In Arizona, for example, the state legislature 

mandates timber harvesting of public higher education lands to support its capital investment 

budget.  By harvesting 4,500 acres of timber, a profit of between $30 and $50 million can be 

generated for capital purposes (Muller & Maehr, 2000). 

Universities have broad policies regarding the usage of their lands, and these policies, 

when they exist, vary according to the state’s political and economic climates (Muller & Maehr, 

2000).  Institutions with an abundance of land face internal and external pressures to develop this 

land.  Such institutions are at great advantage when the time does come to construct new 

facilities in that they have a variety of placement locations from which to choose.   

Institutions with Limited Land 

Because of the limited availability of land, urban institutions generally find that their 

growth is more restricted than that of rural institutions which possess greater acreage.  In either 

circumstance, adequate and up-to-date service infrastructures, such as utilities and roads, are 

common elements of constant concern and expense.  For institutions located in cities, physical 

growth can affect surrounding neighborhoods.  It is recommended that members of the 

community are involved in the master planning of any campus (Caruthers & Layzell, 1999).   
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For institutions constricted by their surroundings, the placement of new capital 

construction is more challenging and can involve lengthy processes.  For example, schools often 

find that representatives of neighborhood organizations and historical societies are very vocal 

and influential.  The process of obtaining the neighboring property may be more tedious than 

actually finding the funding for new construction.  Once the land is purchased, if it has unusable 

facilities on it, the institution often is required to go through a time consuming process to 

recommend and eventually receive permission to demolish.  Because the property belongs to the 

State, the process culminates with an executive order by the governor authorizing the razing of 

the structures. 

Owning a large amount of property is not a sole solution for capital growth in higher 

education; however, it becomes a policy issue when deciding how to best use or preserve the 

land for educational purposes.  Large land-size institutions face pressures to develop and sell 

land while small land-size institutions spend time with due diligence proceedings to acquire and 

use the limited amount of land actually at their disposal. 

Facilities 

A thorough facilities policy can be useful in recruiting students and justifying capital 

appropriation requests.  The Association of Higher Education Facilities Officers (APPA)5 

regularly conducts the Facilities Core Data Survey.  The 2004-05 survey results were released in 

2006.  In addition to postsecondary institutions, this facilities survey includes K-12 educational 

institutions in the US and Canada if they participated (APPA, 2006).  The APPA’s Center for 

Facilities Research (CFaR) measured the impact of facilities in recruiting students.  Their survey 

of 16,153 students at 1,013 institutions concluded that facilities related to the student’s major 

were the single most important aspect of facilities for students.  Library facilities, residential 

facilities, open space, classrooms, and recreation facilities were also rated important or very 

important by the respondents, however, none as highly as facilities in the academic major (Cain 

& Reynolds, 2006a). 

The data and results of the report are important to higher education because they can help 

officials understand the impact of facilities on enrollment, either serving to attract or deter a 

student from choosing an institution.  When considering colleges, men find computer facilities, 

                                                 
5 The organization was formerly known as the Association of Physical Plant Administrators and retained APPA as 
its abbreviation. 
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research facilities, and varsity athletic facilities to be the most important factors.  When 

considering colleges, women find on campus residential facilities, facilities in the student’s 

major, classrooms, student center, and the amount of open space to be the most important factors.  

Women also were more critical of facilities and made enrollment decisions based on first 

impressions.  Males, however, were less critical of facilities when making enrollment decisions.  

Based on their initial facilities decisions which led to their enrollment, females reported they 

were more pleased by an institution after they enrolled, and males reported they were less 

pleased with by an institution after they enrolled.  The report confirmed that facilities do play a 

role in enrollment decisions, but facilities are neither the principal reason nor the sole deciding 

factor (Cain & Reynolds, 2006b).   

Enrollment Management 

Enrollment management and recruitment is a significant policy issue at all institutions.  It 

is important because university budgets are dependent on tuition revenue.  DesJardins (2002) 

studied enrollment managers’ and recruiters’ enrollment calculations and found that an effective 

enrollment management strategy is important to the financial operations of an institution, 

especially when considering the price of student tuition (DesJardins, 2002).  Lapovsky (1999) 

suggested establishing an enrollment management council or task force to better monitor and 

plan for enrollment at the institutional level. 

There is an abundance of literature on college choice and most agree enrollment behavior 

is based on “students’ individual characteristics” and “their preferences about the institution” 

(DesJardins, 2002, p. 533).  DesJardins based his study of enrollment on the human capital 

theory model.  Human capital theory involves the process by which students consider the 

benefits and costs of postsecondary education versus not attending school at all.  DesJardins used 

a logistic regression model to predict actual enrollment of already admitted students.  He 

compared currently admitted students to students from prior cohorts.  He used data from an 

incoming cohort to predict the accuracy of his logistic regression model.  He also cross validated 

the data.  His model correctly predicted the enrollment decision in 65.7% of 2,777 cases 

(DesJardins, 2002).  Some enrollment managers use stepwise regression; however, DesJardins 

discouraged using this process for enrollment predictions.   

After students have been admitted to an institution and prior to their actual enrollment, 

most students are finalizing their college selection.  DesJardins conducted research to determine 
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which fields played the largest determinants in a student’s actual enrollment decision (DesJardins, 

2002).  Colleges market to students in high school, but DesJardins concluded that, to increase 

actual matriculation, colleges can concentrate on those students during the admitted to enrolled 

stage.  Personal contact during this stage is effective in helping students make their final decision 

to enroll (DesJardins, 2002). 

Enrollment has a large impact on future facility needs.  If enrollment growth is forecasted, 

the capital budget plan may include instructional facilities; however, if enrollment is expected to 

remain constant, the capital plan can address other areas within the institution (Caruthers & 

Layzell, 1999).  A strong enrollment management policy, which provides growth models with 

accurate predictions, can be useful in creating a campus master plan and capital appropriation 

requests.  However, even states with a solid planning model found legislatures made capital 

decisions without fully considering demographic projections (Texas Council, 2006).   

Changing Political Attitudes in Higher Education 

The process of requesting capital funding is a complex, continuously changing process.  

Government plays a large role in the change process but the magnitude of any state level change, 

including higher education, is “enormously complex” (Fullan, 2001, p. 219).  The change theory 

and research concerning change can be applied to capital appropriations.  Administrators wishing 

to influence appropriation policies and attract capital funding must understand the stages of 

change and be willing to implement a planned change process.   

 Institutional leadership influences growth.  Two principal leadership types are 

transformational and transactional.  Transactional leadership is based on the concept that the 

leader holds power over employees and can provide incentives/disincentives or rewards to get 

what he or she wants.  This type of leadership focuses more on management, and leaders who 

exhibit these characteristics are less likely to change.  Transformational leaders are those 

individuals with a vision and passion who are able to inspire others to follow them.  They are 

“distinguished by their ability to bring about meaningful innovation, successful change and 

transformation, and broad-based effectiveness” (Lick, 2007).  Transformational leaders possess 

the characteristic of resilience (Conner, 1992). 

In order for future capital appropriations policies to better reflect the needs of society, the 

political leadership and policy makers must be willing to accept change as a part of higher 

education instead of resisting it.  Creating change in higher education, while combating issues 



 

 25 

such as personal, institutional preferences and anti-intellectualism, is a difficult process but has 

become necessary to secure capital funding. 

Summary of Literature Review 

 Research on higher education policy, politics, and capital appropriation is available; 

however, there are numerous influencers on each factor.  An institution’s growth, for example, is 

dependent upon a variety of factors, many of which are explored in the literature review.  An 

institution can establish controls through its policies and planning procedures for certain factors 

but not others.  Background knowledge regarding influencers of policy making and politics in 

relation to higher education capital appropriations is narrowed in this study to examine the 

circumstances and current situation of two institutions whose history tells of their growth. 

Historical Development of the State’s Public Higher Education 

 A brief history of the development of the State University System (SUS) is provided so 

the reader can understand the progress of public higher education in the State and its correlation 

to Coastal State University and Southern State University.  Historical narratives about Coastal 

State University and Southern State Southern University are included in this chapter so the 

reader can better understand the specific population of the study. 

Board of Regents of the State University System 

The State University System consists of 35 institutions of higher education, one 

independent research unit, and the state public library system.  The SUS is the largest property 

owner among all state agencies, currently holding approximately 70,000 acres (A. Maxwell, 

personal communication, November 14, 2007).  Of that amount, Coastal State University has 

675 acres and Southern State University has 169 acres (Board of Regents of the University 

System, 2006b, 2006c). 

Pre-Board of Regents (1785-1931) 

Prior to 1931, public postsecondary institutions in the State were branches of the state’s 

flagship university under the supervision of the Chancellor of the University (Fincher, 2002) or 

supported by local municipalities.  Although the federal government had passed several acts to 

fund the construction of new higher education facilities, it soon became apparent that individual 

institutions did not have the resources to operate and maintain these facilities.  In 1877, the 

citizens adopted a new State Constitution; this constitution allowed, however did not require, the 

state General Assembly to donate funds to the colleges and universities in the state.  At that time, 
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the majority of the institutions were branches of the state’s flagship university, although many 

were supported locally by their municipality.  Later in the early 1900s, amendments to the 1877 

State Constitution allowed state taxes to be levied and appropriated for educational purposes 

(Fincher, 2002).  

Establishment of the Board of Regents (1931) 

Several committees recommended a centralized board of regents for the state’s 

postsecondary institutions in 1919, in 1925, and again in 1929.  It was not until the 

Reorganization Act of 19316 when the governor restructured state government and enacted these 

recommendations for higher education.  This move amended the charter of the State University 

and created the Board of Regents of the State University System (Board of Regents of the 

University System, 2002; Fincher, 2002).  As a consequence, individual institutional boards of 

trustees were eliminated and most all public institutions were consolidated under the leadership 

of the Board of Regents.   

A description of the members of the Board of Regents, the men and women who make 

the decisions is helpful.  There are presently 18 members of the Board of Regents; one each 

appointed from the 13 congressional districts in the state and five members from the state-at-

large.  This design, in 1931, was to ensure representation for all citizens of the state (Fincher, 

2002).   

Political Struggles Leading to a Constitutional Amendment (1932-1948) 

With the Reorganization Act, the Board of Regents acquired 26 institutions and over $1 

million in debt (Fincher, 2002).  The Regents commissioned an independent study which 

recommended consolidating institutions and eliminating duplication of programs and services.  

The Regents were dependent upon the State General Assembly for operation funding for its 

institutions.  After the Depression, the General Assembly reduced its appropriations to the Board 

of Regents from $1.9 million to $1.5 million.  It also refused to fund capital expenses that year.  

Although appropriations had decreased, system enrollment had increased by 70% following the 

years after the Depression (Fincher, 2002).  The Board of Regents was committed to serving 

postsecondary students in the state and, to save money, the Regents began closing or 

restructuring its district arts and mechanical (A&M) schools and industrial high schools.   

                                                 
6 The governor signed the act on August 28, 1931 and the Board of Regents of the State University System was 
established on January 1, 1932. 
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After a decade of political struggle between members of the Board of Regents, the 

governor, and legislators, the newly elected Governor helped secure passage of a constitutional 

amendment which made the Board of Regents of the State University System a constitutional 

body (Board of Regents of the University System, 2002; Henderson, 1988).  Because of this 

constitutional amendment in 1943,7 the 11-member (now 18-member) Board of Regents has 

been able to operate with less political interference for the past 64 years.  This status, among 

other benefits, has given the University System the authority to operate under its own policies.  

SUS maintains its dependency upon annual state appropriation and has the authority to 

appropriate its funding to the individual institutions.  Because the University System is not a 

state agency, the Governor does not have line-item veto authority over the System’s budget.  

Currently, the Board of Regents oversees the public library system and all public higher 

education institutions in the State, except technical schools/colleges which are overseen by the 

Department of Adult and Technical Education. 

Growth and Expansion (1949-1972) 

In 1949, the Regents hired independent consultants to evaluate the mission of each 

institution in the system.  A Report of a Survey of the University System, or “Troupe Report,”8 

was a basis for institutional changes in 1950, including a major change for the College at 

Palmyra.9  The appropriations to the University System nearly doubled after the 

recommendations of the Troupe report and capital appropriations increased from $12 to $20 

million. 

Following World War II, enrollment in the system had grown at nearly all of the 

institutions for a total of 29,011 students in the system.  Because of the GI Bill, veterans were 

able to study at the state’s institutions.  In the early 1950s, enrollment in the system decreased 

because the veteran population attending college had declined and the state had implemented a 

12th grade in its public schools (Fincher, 2002).  To combat the enrollment slump, the Regents 

added and expanded programs.   

The State Legislature had a talent for aiding the University System.  In 1949, the 

Legislature established the University System Building Authority with the power to issue bonds 

to erect buildings and facilities for University System institutions (Hambrick, 1961).  This served 

                                                 
7 August 3, 1943 
8 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
9 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
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as a funding mechanism to assist the individual institutions.  Ten years later, in 1959, the State 

Legislature passed an age limit law which placed age limitations on newly enrolling students, 

prohibiting students above age 25 from attending school fulltime (Fincher, 2002).  Although this 

law was distasteful to the academic leadership at the Board of Regents and at the individual 

institutions, enrollment in the University System continued to increase. 

All institutions in the System experienced rapid and tremendous enrollment growth 

during the period 1960 to 1972 due to the increased post-war birthrate (Fincher, 2002).  With the 

growing number of high school graduates, Governor Johnson H. Jones10 (1963-1967) made a 

commitment to provide higher education to the citizens of the state.  He increased appropriations 

to the Board of Regents (the largest amount ever in the state’s history), established new 

scholarships and loan programs, opened six new junior colleges, and converted four junior 

colleges to four-year colleges.  This time period of prosperity under the Sanders administration is 

commonly referred to as the “golden era” for the University System (Cook, 1993, p. 295).  The 

construction accomplished during the Sanders administration was the largest amount in the 

System’s history and was greater than all the combined construction during the entire 31-year 

existence of the Board of Regents.  Under Jones, the University System’s share of the state 

budget increased from 7.3% to 10.0% (Cook, 1993).   

In 1966, Institute for Higher Education staff at a state research university completed a 

role and scope study for all institutions.  Although the Regents had authority over all institutions, 

the study revealed that certain institutions had taken it upon themselves to project their future 

academic directions and the “institutional aspirations of many units were inordinate” (Fincher, 

2002, p. 65).   

Consolidation, Growth, Coordination, Progress and Maturity (1972-2005) 

A second massive enrollment wave came to the nation’s colleges and universities.  Those 

students who were part of Generation X (born between 1963 and 1981) represented an even 

larger college population than the Baby Boom generation.  Generation X placed additional strain 

on the facilities of postsecondary institutions.   

In 1981,11 the Regents accepted proposals from its senior state colleges to become 

regional universities.  Coastal State College, Southern State College, and Western State 

                                                 
10 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
11 July 19, 1981 
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College12 all submitted proposals.  After an assessment, the Regents decided to make no changes 

and did not enact the proposals (Presley, 2006).  Later, Coastal State College was made a 

regional state university in 1990, and Southern State University was made a regional state 

university in 1993 (Davis, 2001; Presley, 2006).  Interestingly, at subsequent Board meetings in 

1996, the Regents voted to change the nomenclature for its colleges and universities and eleven 

state colleges were elevated to state universities (Board of Regents, 1996).  For many of those 

individuals who had worked tirelessly to acquire regional university status for Coastal State and 

Southern State, this action created a feeling of ill will towards the Regents.    

For many decades, the State has had an unspoken understanding that politically two 

States exist:  the northern part of the state and the southern part of the state.  The northern areas 

(i.e. capital, metro-area) almost automatically received funding for their schools and proposals.  

Below the belt line (i.e. mid-state and below), the southern areas were largely ignored (Halley & 

McClellan, 1987).  The State also had a reputation for being a state which “talked about football 

more than learning” (Hyatt, 1997, p. 312).  Governor Carter Thomas13 served to change this 

thinking by his attention and funding for the State’s public colleges and universities in order to 

increase academic standards in the System’s institutions. 

The Regents mandated that a system wide conversion of its academic calendar, from the 

academic quarter system to the academic semester system, would become effective fall semester 

1998.  In 1999, the total space occupied by system facilities covered 1,206 acres, representing 

2,852 buildings valued at $5 billion (Fincher, 2002).   

Traditionally, state governments have funded the construction of capital facilities for 

public higher education.  The State General Assembly and the Board of Regents of the State 

University System have been the principal bodies to allocate funding for capital projects for 

public higher education.  Currently, the State University System staffs its Office of Real Estate 

and Facilities with 16 individuals led by a Vice Chancellor for Facilities (Board of Regents of the 

University System, 2006a).  Among many responsibilities, these staff members serve to facilitate 

planning and development of new facilities construction and purchases for the University System 

institutions.   

                                                 
12 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
13 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the individual.   
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Staff members must adhere to federal and state laws regarding these real estate ventures, 

and does so through an extensive set of guidelines for major repair and renovation for institutions 

and a Building Project Procedures Manual (Board of Regents of the University System, 2005a, 

2005b).  These individuals also work closely with the Vice Chancellor for Fiscal Affairs.  When 

capital projects come online, maintenance and staffing for the new facility must be added to the 

operating budget (Caruthers & Layzell, 1999). 

The Capital Building Process from Concept to Appropriation to Construction 

 In the State, the capital appropriations process and how a capital project becomes a 

reality is a lengthy and complicated procedure requiring diligence on the part of the institution 

and the Central Office.  In this section, an abbreviated flow of capital funds for public higher 

education in the State is given for the reader’s background knowledge.   

1. Master Planning.  At the institutional level, administrators and planning officers, often with 

the aid of professional consultants, complete campus master plans which are submitted to the 

SUS Office of Real Estate and Facilities of the Board of Regents for review.  Once at the 

Facilities Office, they are evaluated to make sure they correspond to the System’s master 

plan and are formally presented to the Board of Regents for a vote of acceptance or rejection.  

Once a master plan is accepted by the Board of Regents, each institution is required in its 

capital construction to adhere to the elements of the master plan.  Deviation from the 

accepted master plan requires formal amendment.   

2. Preplanning.  When considering a capital request, the Facilities Office requires the 

institutions to examine 10 principles during preplanning stages.  Principles one through three 

concern enrollment planning, workforce planning, and academic program planning.  

Principle four requires the institution to “balance between the need for new facilities and the 

need to maintain, rehabilitate or modernize existing facilities” (Board of Regents, 1999, p. 1).  

Principle five states that the project must be in line with state priorities (1st instruction, 2nd 

academic support, 3rd student support, 4th administrative).  Principles six through eight 

require new facilities to be modern, efficient, and of high quality.  Principle nine requires an 

analysis of external factors which will affect the project (i.e., infrastructure, quality of life, 

impact on local community).  Principle 10 states the expectation that project design and 

planning be completed in a timely manner (Board of Regents, 1999).  
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3. Project Manager.  Each of the 35 SUS institutions is assigned a project manager who is a 

staff member in the SUS Office of Facilities.  The project manager is a licensed architect 

responsible for working with the institution during the preplanning stages of any capital 

construction to ensure institutions adhered to its accepted master plan and that all of the 

requirements of the Office of Real Estate and Facilities and the Board of Regents.  This 

oversight includes ensuring that all capital proposals consider environment, site development, 

infrastructure, space organization, interior design, instructional technology needs, efficiencies, 

roof design, maintenance requirements, and historical fit with the campus’s current 

architecture (Board of Regents, 1999). 

4. Concept Submission.  Once the institution has successfully completed preplanning, 

administrators, usually including the institution’s president, formally present the concept to 

the entire staff of the Office of Facilities in the state capital.  This meeting is attended by 

representatives from fiscal affairs, legal affairs, and external affairs in addition to the staff 

members of the Facilities Office.  Detailed questions are asked about all aspects of the 

proposal and recommendations may be made calling for additional research or changes in 

design.  Following a successful presentation, the concept may be presented as an information 

item to the full Board of Regents. 

5. Design Authorization.  Once the Vice Chancellor for Facilities has approved the initial 

concept for the capital project and it has been presented as an information item to the Board 

of Regents, funds are authorized for the initial design.  The institution issues a request for 

proposals (RFP) to architectural firms which specialize in higher education construction.  

This process is overseen by officials from the Facilities Office and follows state purchasing 

guidelines.   

6. Acceptance of Project and Placement on Capital Priorities List.  Once a preliminary design 

has been produced, the Vice Chancellor for Facilities and staff will prioritize projects based 

upon their understanding of the needs of the State and the System and submit these 

recommendations first to the chancellor and then to the members of the Board of Regents.  

All SUS capital needs are considered during this annual process and the Regents conduct a 

real-time vote to prioritize.  Once accepted, the project is placed on the Capital Priorities List 

and will be funded according to its numerical priority.  Members of the Board of Regents and 

Governor have the authority to reprioritize projects.  The estimated cost for funding is made 
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on current year dollars, but the System Office allots a one-time amount of an additional 6% 

to each project for inflation and other cost increases which may occur while a project is on 

the five-year cycle.   

7. Five-Year Readiness Project.
14  Once the Regents have accepted the institution’s proposal, it 

becomes part of the five-year readiness project.  During this time, year one is project 

initiation; year two is project update; year three is project refinement; year four is final 

development; and year five is project funding.  The length ensures “adequate time for the 

development of well-conceived and appropriately documented capital project proposals” 

(Board of Regents, 1999, p. 35).   

8. Governor’s Budget.  The Board of Regents presents its capital project list to the Governor.  

The Governor makes changes based upon numerous, sometimes unknown, factors (such as 

general economic outlook and needs of the population). 

9. State Legislative Budget.  During the General Assembly’s budgeting process, capital projects 

are added or deleted while in various committees, such as the Higher Education Finance 

Committee.  The legislature makes changes based upon numerous factors (such as general 

economic outlook and needs of the population). 

10. Bond Authorization and Issuance.  During the budgeting process, the General Assembly 

considers all proposed capital projects, higher education as well other state agencies (e.g., 

Departments of Transportation, Education, and Family and Children’s Services).  Once the 

capital projects are approved, current year tax revenues may be used as design funding.  The 

largest portion of capital investment, however, comes from the sale of general obligation 

bonds.  Once the General Assembly has approved the capital projects, the State is authorized 

to issue bonds.  Multiple state projects are bundled to secure a better interest rate and to save 

associated fee costs.  Bundled bond sales are done periodically throughout the fiscal year.   

11. Selection of Project Manager.  Because of the level of expertise needed and the time required 

in oversight, most institutions hire an independent project management company which 

specializes in higher education construction to oversee the project.  The cost for this service 

is calculated in the estimated cost of the project. 

                                                 
14 This process was in place for 15 years of the study’s 30-year time period.  The five-year readiness project was 
replaced with a new model in 2006; however, for the purposes of this historical study, it is included as a stage in the 
capital appropriation process. 
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12. Selection of Developer. The project manager assists the institution in selecting a project 

developer who will select construction firms.   

13. Funding and Construction.  Once bonds have been issued and funds secured, institutions can 

begin drawing funds and construction can begin for the facility. 

Historical Development of Coastal State University 

 A brief description of the origins of the institutions is included to provide the reader with 

a background of the growth at both case institutions.   

District A&M School (FDAS) (1906-1924) 

Coastal State University was chartered in 1906 and opened in Harrodsburg15 in 190816 as 

the District Arts and Mechanical School (Fincher, 2002; Shurbutt, 1982).  The District A&M 

School found itself comparatively well funded.  It started with $125,500 worth of capital from 

state and local resources; $40,000 of which was represented in its initial 300 acres of land set 

aside for the campus (Shurbutt, 1982).  The trustees built the institutions as a part of an effort to 

create an A&M school in each of the state’s 11 congressional districts.  It was coeducational with 

a purpose to serve as a high school for the rural areas of the state and offer advanced training in 

agriculture and home economics (Fincher, 2002).  The curriculum would also prepare students 

who chose to pursue their education further at the State College of Agriculture in Springfield.17   

Although it had its own board of trustees, all district A&M schools were branches of and 

worked at the direction of the Trustees of the University (Shurbutt, 1982).  The town of 

Harrodsburg welcomed the institution and recognized the financial benefits of postsecondary 

education to the town.  At its opening in the winter of 1908, 15 students enrolled.  During its first 

recruitment campaign in the summer of 1908, the fall term enrollment was increased to 51 

students (Shurbutt, 1982).  By winter of the next year [1909], the enrollment was up to 90 

students.  Enrollment increased to 213 in 1913; but crop failures and heavy rains contributed to 

the decline in enrollment to 117 in 1915.  From 1915 to 1920, the enrollment remained consistent 

at about 150 students.   

As an A&M school, the institution attracted students from the rural areas to complete 

their high school coursework.  Students who received a diploma could immediately begin work 

                                                 
15 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
16 The school opened February 5, 1908. 
17 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
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or enroll in college level courses at the state agricultural college in Springfield.18  There was a 

decline in the popularity of district A&M schools; by 1921, students had chosen to enroll in high 

school programs in their local communities and enrollment decreased to 78 students.  By Fall 

1922, the enrollment had increased to 117.  The school consisted of three buildings, an 

administration and academic building, East Hall (the girls dormitory) and West Hall (the boys 

dormitory)19 (Shurbutt, 1982). 

The General Assembly provided financial support for the school in “direct correlation to 

the percent of male students enrolled” (Shurbutt, 1982, p. 28).  An informative letter written by a 

student about her experiences at the District A&M School was reprinted and distributed in 1923 

to over 10,000 rural households in the area (Shurbutt, 1982).  This was one of the school’s 

earliest marketing programs.   

A shift in the mission of the school occurred after World War I.  More young ladies 

enrolled in teacher training courses to prepare them to directly enter the teaching profession after 

graduation by earning their state teaching license (Shurbutt, 1982).  The president at the time, 

Ernest S. Fitzpatrick,20 began “politicking” with local leaders in 1922 to convert the District 

A&M School to a teachers college (Shurbutt, 1982, p. 30).  By the middle 1920s, this idea had 

spread throughout the state and most all District A&M Schools were converted to state colleges 

(Fincher, 2002).   

Coastal Normal School (CNS) (1924-1929) 

The District A&M School was changed to Coastal Normal School with the passage of a 

bill by the General Assembly in 1924.21  The school’s curriculum was modeled after the other 

Normal Schools in the state and because of the influx of female students participating in teacher 

training programs, the first women were appointed to the school’s Board of Trustees (Shurbutt, 

1982).  With the transition, Coastal Normal School became the second state-supported institution 

south of the state’s geographical midline (second to Southern Womans College in Palmyra22).   

Because of the recently approved teaching curriculum, the summer quarter of 1925 

brought a large enrollment of teachers, almost 350.  During later summers [1927], the school 

                                                 
18 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
19 The layout of a men’s hall, administration building, and women’s hall was the standard model for all District 
A&M schools in the state. 
20 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
21 August 13, 1924 
22 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
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designed a special curriculum for rural area teachers and enrollment increased an additional 100 

students to be over 450 (Shurbutt, 1982).  

Coastal State Teachers College (CSTC) (1929-1939) 

The school made great progress with its teacher education courses and enrollment 

bolstered.  With the interest of becoming a four-year, degree granting institution, the trustees 

worked with the legislature to secure passage of an act to convert Coastal Normal School to 

Coastal State Teachers College in 192923 (Shurbutt, 1982).  With this conversion, the school 

became a senior college and only admitted high school graduates.  The school was financially 

supported by an annual state appropriation of $47,500, student revenue of $49,760.44, and from 

a successful farm (Shurbutt, 1982). 

When the Board of Regents was created in 1931 by the sitting governor at the time,24 the 

Board of Trustees at CSTC was abolished.  With the consolidation of all state schools under the 

Board of Regents, the Regents were authorized to rename any of the schools to clarify confusion 

among the state institutions.   

Lamartine H. Perry25 joined the faculty in 1929 and is credited with beginning the 

intramural sports programs.  The program brought recognition to the school during his tenure at 

the school, 1929 to 1943.  Due to the depression, state revenue had decreased and the Regents 

decreased the appropriation to CSTC from $127,092.04 in 1931 to $108,000 in 1932.  However, 

the school pressed on and its fall 1932 enrollment was 448 (Shurbutt, 1982). 

Coastal Teachers College (GTC) (1939-1959) 

 Coastal State Teachers College established a reputation for preparing the rural teachers of 

the state.  Recognizing that it was no longer an institution that served only the southern portion 

of the state, the president petitioned the Board of Regents to have the name changed.  In 1939,26 

the Regents dropped the word state and created Coastal Teachers College (CTC) to reflect the 

institution’s service to the entire state (Shurbutt, 1982). 

 Like all institutions in the state, enrollment at CTC declined during World War II.  The 

institution also suffered during the years 1941 to 1943 because of a conflict between the current 

                                                 
23 August 14, 1929 
24 The governor’s brother was a professor at Coastal State Teachers College. 
25 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
26 September 1, 1939 
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governor and CTC’s current president Joseph E. Turner.27  This conflict resulted in its loss of 

accreditation and termination of President Turner, leading to a loss in enrollment (Shurbutt, 

1982).   

In 1949, outside consultants hired by the Board of Regents reevaluated the purposes of all 

state institutions.  A Report of a Survey of the University System, or the “Troupe Report,”28 

recommended that Coastal Teachers College be made a senior college and that it concentrate its 

efforts on teacher preparation (Fincher, 2002).  The report recognized the quality of the faculty 

and the needs for teachers in that area which CTC could provide.  The institution began to 

decrease its focus on areas such as agriculture; the college continued to generate revenue from its 

farm until 1955 when the farm was closed and its implements sold.   

In April 1954, Coastal Teachers College held its first high school day to recruit high 

school seniors to the college.  During the mid-fifties, CTC established four new majors and a 

foreign languages department (Shurbutt, 1982).  In 1957, its first graduate degree program, a 

master’s in elementary and secondary education was approved by the Regents.  This was the 

beginning of its move to become a comprehensive senior college.  

Coastal State College (GSC) (1959-1990) 

Recognizing the growth of Coastal Teachers College’s programs and role in the state’s 

higher education, the Regents approved the name change of the school to Coastal State College 

in 1959.29  The 1950s and 1960s were a period of great physical growth for the institution, 

constructing 26 new facilities between 1954 and 1969 (Shurbutt, 1982).  In 1962,30 the college 

established the Coastal State Foundation, Inc. to support the institution.  During the 1960s, 1970s, 

and 1980s, new programs in education, technology, business, nursing and health were added to 

the curriculum.   

Elizabeth L. Jones,31 wife of Governor Johnson H. Jones,32 appreciated art and 

encouraged her husband to share the arts with the state’s citizens.  During his tenure as governor 

(1963-1967), Governor Jones provided for the University System to build seven fine arts 

buildings, one of which was at Coastal State (Cook, 1993).  Because Mrs. Jones was from 

                                                 
27 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
28 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
29 December 9, 1959 
30 August 10, 1962 
31 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
32 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
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Harrodsburg and had attended Coastal Teachers College before transferring to the state’s 

research university, Governor Jones remained a strong supporter of the institution (Cook, 1993).   

Individuals knowledgeable and present at Coastal State during the late 1970s and early 

1980s are quick to credit the works of then president, Thomas R. Perry,33 who served from 1978 

until 1986 (Presley, 2006).  He hired a strategic planning office to assist him in researching and 

implementing his vision for Coastal.  Among the accomplishments made during his tenure 

include the growth of the Coastal State College Foundation through activities such as Day for 

Coastal.  He established an office for affirmative action, the ROTC program, the Honors 

Program, and a nursing program designed to prepare professionals to serve rural areas of the 

state (Presley, 2006).  

 In 1960, the school announced the Viking34 as its mascot, and the fall 1960 enrollment 

climbed to over 1200 students.  The college was successful in basketball competitions making it 

to semi-final and final rounds in the 1950s and 1960s.  Coastal Teachers College was the first 

higher education institution in the state to integrate its sports teams (1967) (Shurbutt, 1982).  

Coastal State had not had a football team since 1941.35  In 1980, President Thomas R. Perry36 

assembled a committee to investigate the possibility of reviving a football program for Coastal 

State.  This became a reality in 198137 when Coastal State hired Royce Oliver38 as its athletic 

director.  Shortly thereafter, Southern hired Hodgen “Hodge” Carlisle39 who would lead the 

Vikings40 to two consecutive national football championships (1985 and 1986).  Practice the first 

year began on September 28, 1981, with the first scrimmage game on October 31.  The team 

played for the first several years as an independent, unclassified club sport; and in 1984, it played 

its first season in NCAA’s Division I-AA (Halley & McClellan, 1987).   

 The program was created from the ground up and fundraising was particularly important.  

Nathaniel Ely,41 a local businessman, donated $1 million of the $4.2 million overall cost for the 

                                                 
33 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
34 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
35 The football program became dormant after the Pearl Harbor attacks and while other sports such as basketball 
revived after WWII, football did not. 
36 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
37 Mr. Oliver was hired in January 1981.  President Perry made an official announcement regarding the football 
program on April 8, 1981. 
38 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
39 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
40 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
41 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 



 

 38 

construction of a stadium42 for the Coastal State Vikings (Halley & McClellan, 1987).  The town 

and college supported this team.  Subsequently, enrollment increased after the re-initiation of the 

football program.  The team has won two national football championships.   

Coastal State University (CSU) (1990-present) 

 Perry knew of the potential for Coastal State and proceeded to make connections which 

could advance the college.  The Board of Regents during his tenure (1978-1986) became 

infuriated of his “aggressive leadership and wanted to fire him” (Presley, 2006, p. 227).  Perry 

“led the university into a new era that, like dawn, brightened the horizon” (Presley, 2006, p. 231). 

 Although President Perry departed Coastal State in 1986 prior to university status, he had 

left “a regional university in all but name and budget” (Presley, 2006, p. 231).  The Regents 

supported a 1989 plan by the Planning and Oversight Committee to create a regional university 

using Coastal State College as the anchor.  Looking to ease issues related to program transfer and 

foster inter-institutional cooperation, Coastal State College became Coastal State University on 

July 1, 1990 (Fincher, 2002; Presley, 2006).  According to a System historian, “the proposed 

university would expand educational opportunities for the region and give the region a more 

prestigious institution” (Fincher, 2002, p. 104).  By becoming a regional institution, Coastal State 

could better concentrate on serving the needs of the region and work more closely with the four 

state colleges in the eastern portion of the state.  Programs at the undergraduate level were 

expanded, and doctoral programs at the graduate level were added.  Enrollment increased over 

1,000 students the year after Coastal State gained university status (Presley, 2006). 

For the fiscal year 2007, Coastal State reported 2,532,018 square feet and Southern State 

reported 1,359,092 square feet (Office of Real Estate and Facilities, 2006).  From square footage 

alone, Coastal State has almost twice the amount of square feet as Southern (exactly 1,172,926 

more). 

Coastal State University has continued to grow and build a strong reputation in the state 

and throughout the country.  Through its academic programs in the Colleges of Public Health, 

Liberal Arts and Social Sciences, Health and Human Sciences, Science and Technology, 

Information Technology, Education, and Business Administration and continuing education 

programs, Coastal State continues to meet the academic needs of its state service area and has 

created academic distinction for this regional university.   

                                                 
42 The first game was played in the new stadium on September 19, 1984. 
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Historical Development of Southern State University 

Southern State Normal College (SSNC) (1906-1922) 

 Southern State University was chartered43 as an Agricultural, Industrial, and Normal 

College in the southern portion of the state (to be a branch of the State University) on August 18, 

1906; however, funding for the college was not appropriated by the state until 1911.44  At that 

time $25,000 was awarded.  The startup funding provided by the state was a much smaller 

amount than the $100,000 originally discussed during the drafting of the bill (Hambrick, 1961).  

The Governor appointed the trustees who selected the college’s first president, Rowan H. 

Blanton,45 and the college opened in 191346 as the Southern State Normal College (SSNC).   

The City of Palmyra47 promised $50,000 of tax revenue over a ten year period and a 

trustee donated the land which in accordance with the charter (Davis, 2001; Hambrick, 1961).  

Four citizens offered tracts of land ranging from 45 to 50 acres for the establishment of the 

college, and the trustees accepted a 50-acre tract north of the downtown Palmyra area (Hambrick, 

1961).  The City of Palmyra was unable to advance its full $50,000 for building construction, 

and a local citizen loaned $15,000 to the school to build its first building, an administration and 

dormitory.   

The institution began as a normal school offering a two-year course of study to prepare 

teachers for service in the rural areas of the state.  Although chartered to be an agricultural and 

industrial school as well, the institution opened only as a normal school because the thinking at 

the time was that it cost less to educate women than both men and women concurrently48 (Davis, 

2001; Hambrick, 1961).  

The school opened in 1913 with three college freshman and 15 sub-freshman.  The 

institution was a college and only students who graduated from Class A high schools could 

directly enter the college curriculum.  Because the school prepared teachers, it immediately 

opened a training school for elementary children of Palmyra (Davis, 2001).  The majority of 

                                                 
43 A local Palmyra citizen was president of the State Senate when the school was created in 1906.   
44 The governor appointed the trustees of the Southern State Normal School, and they met for the first time on 
October 30, 1911 at a local hotel in Palmyra. 
45 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
46 January 2, 1913 
47 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
48 The first president wrote in 1913 that “good educational facilities for women can be provided at relatively low 
rates.” 
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students, over 95%, who attended the school were the first in their families to attend college 

(Hambrick, 1961).  

Because the school was intended to be agricultural also, there were two acres adjacent the 

college used for the farm.  Income and food from the farm was used by the college and in the 

dining hall.  However, the farm was a failure and all the livestock and farm implements were 

sold in 1927 (Hambrick, 1961).  As a womans college, the trustees were cognizant of a woman’s 

role in society.  The curriculum at the school emphasized sewing and cooking, in addition to 

teaching (Schmier, 1988).  One intention of the college’s administration was to train each student 

for her role as a woman which included making “her home attractive, comfortable and pleasant 

for her husband and children” (Schmier, 1982, p. 58).   

Enrollment grew each year and even more so immediately following the end of World 

War I.  Inflation, brought on by the war, meant the state appropriations no longer met the 

school’s expenses.  Locally, boll weevil infestation devastated the crops in the area; and 

subsequently, students were unable to pay their tuition, room and board bills (Hambrick, 1961).  

The first ten years of the school were difficult financially, but there was never discussion of 

closing the school due to lack of funding.  The administration and faculty persevered and 

affirmed not to lower any standards of the college.   

Southern State Womans College (SSWC) (1922-1950) 

In the Fall 1922, the institution became a senior college and was authorized to expand its 

academic programs and grant bachelor’s degrees (Hambrick, 1961).  It did keep the normal and 

junior college courses which had been its foundation for so many years.  The enrollment that fall 

[1922] was 402 college students (and 108 in the training school).  The training school was by far 

one of the more popular outreaches of Southern State Womans College.   

During the same year the institution gained this increased status as a four-year, senior 

college, the Palmyra City Council, which had been appropriating $5,000 to the college for 

operating costs, ended its support to the college.  In fact, City budget constraints caused the 

college to refund $2,500 to the City at their request in 1923.  This decrease in assistance along 

with inflation had caused the school’s debt to increase well over $65,000.  In 1923 and 1924, the 

state appropriated additional funding to the school to assist in its debt repayment (Hambrick, 

1961).   
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The president and faculty, with approval of the trustees, sought accreditation by the 

Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, which it received in 1929.  In 1931, 

the teacher education program was fully accredited, and the school was admitted to the American 

Association of Teachers Colleges (Hambrick, 1961).  Because of the substantial debt incurred by 

the college, President Rowan H. Blanton49 spent a large amount of time in the State’s Capitol “to 

look after legislative interests of the college” (Hambrick, 1961, p. 24).  Three SSWC Board of 

Trustees were members of the State General Assembly (two senators, one representatives); but 

they were not able to fully protect the college from the effects of the depression.  In 1931, the 

state reduced its appropriation to SSWC from $90,000 to $72,000 (Hambrick, 1961).  After the 

depression, the school experienced financial hardship and was forced to close its training school 

in 1933 (Davis, 2001).  The training school had provided practical experience for SSWC teachers, 

and after the closure of the training school, enrollment declined at SSWC and teacher training 

was deemphasized as part of the curriculum.  The Board of Regents designated SSWC to become 

a liberal arts college that same year [1933]50 (Hambrick, 1961). 

The school was at enrollment and physical capacity during the 1920s.  A new president, 

Francis S. Robertson,51 worked with the Board of Regents to attract funds from the New Deal 

and Works Progress Administration (WPA) to assist the school in building an additional four 

buildings, bringing the total to seven (Davis, 2001).  The Federal Emergency Relief 

Administration (FERA) and National Youth Administration (NYA) provided aid directly to 

students which helped to pay the expenses of 100 girls to attend SSWC (Hambrick, 1961).   

During World War II, the students created the War Bond Scholarship, which was a 

student loan program, to assist students with the costs of attending college at SSWC.  

Coeducational institutions in the state experienced enrollment declines during WWII; but SSWC 

increased in its student number because of the federal aid available and the fact that “inflated 

wartime salaries enabled more families to send their daughters to college (Hambrick, 1961, p. 

38).   

In 1949, outside consultants hired by the Board of Regents reevaluated the purposes for 

all state institutions.  A Report of a Survey of the University System, or the “Troupe Report,”52 

                                                 
49 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
50 April 15, 1933 
51 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
52 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
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recommended Southern State Womans College to be “developed as a co-educational college of 

arts and sciences, with a program for preparing elementary school teachers” (Fincher, 2002, p. 

38). 

Southern State College (SSC) (1950-1993) 

 When the Regents approved the name and mission change for Southern State, the 

institution needed to change many of its traditions in order to accommodate males.  When the 

institution became coeducational, President J. Parkman Burns53 encouraged male students to take 

leadership roles, in an effort to attract more men students (Hambrick, 1961).    

In 1953,54 General University55 officially transferred its branch in Palmyra, General 

Junior College, 56 to the Board of Regents.  With it came a men’s dormitory and property which 

increased Southern State College’s land size to 107 acres.57  Southern State was desperately in 

need of physical space to accommodate its growing enrollment and new academic programs.  

After the addition of male students, the curriculum changed to offer many professional programs 

such as pre-medical, pre-dental, and pre-pharmacy (Hambrick, 1961).   

An influx of veterans entered after the close of the Korean War in 1953.  In just six years 

since becoming coeducational, men had outnumbered women at Southern State (Hambrick, 

1961).  The school continued moderate enrollment gains and had reached 626 students by the fall 

quarter of 1957.58  The following year, Fall 1958, enrollment had increased to 684.59     

 The campus has consistently maintained a Spanish Mission architectural style in its 

construction.  The first president adopted this campus look after traveling out west.  Later in 

1969, the Board of Regents adopted the provision that all buildings at Southern State will 

continue in this Spanish Mission style (Davis, 2001).  While it has given Southern State beauty 

and consistency in its facilities, there have been additional costs to construct and maintain this 

type of architectural style.   

In 1966, the former Vice Chancellor and interim Chancellor of the Board of Regents 

Walter P. Bates60 was assigned as President to Southern State.  Because of his intimate 

                                                 
53 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
54 The transfer occurred July 1, 1953. College Gets $570,000 Grant At [Palmyra].  State Constitution, Aug. 2, 1953 
55 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
56 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
57 College Gets $570,000 Grant At [Palmyra].  State Constitution, Aug. 2, 1953 
58 Enrollment Jumps to 626; 20 Percent Increase Over 1956.  The Campus Canopy, October 29, 1957, p. 1 
59 [S] S C Total Enrollment Shows Increase of 58 New Students.  The Campus Canopy, October 17, 1958, p. 1 
60 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
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knowledge of the workings of the central office, he was able to secure capital funding for several 

housing and academic buildings.  The largest number of building projects occurred during his 

tenure.  Also during this time, a nursing school and additional graduate programs were 

established.  All programs reflected and promoted Southern State’s service to more rural areas.   

As at Coastal State, Southern State had rumors and talk of starting a football program for 

nearly two decades before it did.  In 1965, students publicly responded both favorably and 

unfavorably about starting a program.61  SSC had a strong, winning basketball program which 

was the principal athletic sport receiving attention on campus.     

 Having had a NCAA Division II national championship baseball team in 1979, SSC 

ventured to begin a football program.  The Dukes62 football team began in Fall 1982, with 

Garland Leachman63 as the first Duke football coach.  On June 3, 1982, the SSC student body 

voted by an overwhelming 80% to raise its student activity fee to fund the football program.  

Shortly after the team was created, the marching band, the Duke Brigade, began in Fall 1983 

(Davis, 2001) and later a cheerleading squad was added.  In January 2005, the Dukes won their 

first ever national championship (Division II) in football. 

Southern State University (VSU) (1993-present) 

After years of negotiations with the Board of Regents and legislators, Southern State 

College became the State’s second regional state university on July 1, 1993 (Davis, 2001).  The 

State General Assembly had passed resolution in 1982 for the Board of Regents to create two 

additional universities.  Coastal State College was the first in 1990 and Southern State College 

was the second.  SSC was originally slated for 1992, but due to poor economic conditions, the 

state delayed the transition until 1993.  Southern State’s regional service area is considered to be 

41 counties in the southern portion of the state spanning state line to state line (Davis, 2001).   

The state merit scholarship has had a tremendous impact on the entire University System, 

and Southern State University is just one beneficiary.  Because Fall quarter 1993 was the first 

awarding of the state-merit scholarship and the universities first quarter as a regional university, 

these two items combined to produce a net increase of 815 students from the prior Fall [1992]. 

In 1996, the Board of Regents mandated its institutions to increase admissions standards.  

Southern State implemented these standards in 1998, one year earlier than required and 

                                                 
61 Football at [S]SC? The Campus Canopy, January 29, 1965, p. 3 
62 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
63 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
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simultaneously abolished its developmental studies program.  The result was a net loss of 641 

students between Fall, 1998, and Fall, 1999.  During that same time period, Coastal State had a 

net gain of 572 students (although its freshman enrollment declined 18%) (Presley, 2006).  It 

took several years for Southern State to build its enrollment to the pre-1998 level; but it reached 

the 10,000 enrollment point in Fall, 2003.   

Through its Colleges of Arts and Sciences, Arts, Nursing, Social Work, Education, 

Business Administration, and Graduate School, Southern State University has maintained its 

commitment to its mission of serving students from the southern region of the state.   

Summary 

The Board of Regents of the State University System is the fourth largest higher 

education system in the country.  In the beginning, all state institutions were branches of the 

state’s flagship, research university before the State University System was created.  External 

evaluations of the system initially encouraged the Regents to consolidate and establish programs 

throughout the state for the benefit of the citizens; the Regents have made this commitment.  

Enrollment at the state’s public postsecondary institutions has surpassed the national rates.  

Because of the extreme growth, the State has not been able to keep pace with the necessary 

levels of capital and operating funding for the institutions.  With over 200,000 students enrolled 

in the University System, a central office staff is dedicated to assisting the Regents with 

operating decisions for the System.   

 Established in 1931, the strong, consolidated governance system for colleges and 

universities (Board of Regents of the State University System) has been a large asset in the 

growth of public higher education in the state.  The System has operated largely free of direct 

political control.  With its commitment to higher education, the Regents have worked the past 75 

years to appropriate operating and capital funding to its 35 institutions to meet the state’s needs.  

The State has a history of governors and legislators who have been strong supporters of higher 

education and funding levels have remained strong.   

 Coastal State University and Southern State University are sister institutions, and their 

missions as regional universities are to serve the students in their immediate service areas and 

then incidentally serve the remainder of the state.  The institutions have grown over the past 100 

years from district A&M school/normal college to teachers colleges to senior state colleges to 

regional state universities.   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Capital financing, a real-world issue affecting all states and higher education institutions, 

has peculiarities that vary by state and institution.  Case-study research is useful in providing 

specific information about the unique qualities of a particular case and in providing broader 

information for a more generalized audience (Berg, 2001; Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006).  This 

research project included study of two cases (Coastal State University and Southern State 

University) using qualitative and quantitative approaches to increase the overall range of the 

inquiry and allow the cases to be examined in more depth.   

Because the designated institutions have displayed different responses and because the 

research questions are historical in nature, this study was a retrospective design.  Study of the 

cases consisted principally of ex post facto research.  Ex post facto research attempted to 

determine causes/predictors for the behavior/outcomes, but there was no actual experimentation 

(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006).  This method was selected because it was impossible for the 

researcher to directly manipulate policy or political variables.  

Description and Selection of the Population 

Of the State University System’s 35 higher education institutions, the population 

institutions for this case study were Coastal State University (CSU) and Southern State 

University (SSU).  Both institutions were chartered by the State Legislature in 1906--CSU as a 

District Arts and Mechanical School (became a Normal School in 1924) and SSU as an 

Agricultural, Industrial, and Normal College (Davis, 2001; Presley, 2006).  These two were 

selected because they are mid-sized, have similar characteristics, and were the only two regional 

universities in the State.  The state legislature annually appropriates funding to both institutions 

through the Board of Regents. 

Coastal State University (see Chapter 2) is a public, four-year, regional university 

situated on a 675-acre campus in Harrodsburg,64 a semi-rural city of 22,69865 located in the 

eastern portion of the state (Board of Regents of the University System, 2006c).  CSU offers 113 

undergraduate and graduate degree majors.  Enrollment at CSU during Fall, 2007, was 16,841 

students (FTE 15,396) (Board of Regents of the University System, 2007a).  

                                                 
64 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
65 US Census Bureau, population, 2000 census 
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Southern State University (see Chapter 2) is a public, four-year, regional university 

situated on a 169-acre campus in Palmyra,66 a semi-urban city of 43,72467 located in the southern 

portion of the state (Board of Regents of the University System, 2006g).  SSU offers 97 

undergraduate and graduate degree majors.  The Fall, 2007, enrollment of SSU was 11,280 

students (FTE 10,287) (Board of Regents of the University System, 2007a).  The two regional 

institutions were also selected because of the researcher’s knowledge about the institutions 

gained as a student and employee at one of the institutions. 

Designated as research universities, the state’s flagship university, medical college, and 

two other research universities were excluded because of their extensive research focus and 

locations in urban areas.  The system also included 13 state universities.  Each of these 

institutions was excluded because of its status as a state university (not regional university).  In 

addition, seven state universities were excluded because of their location in urban areas.  Three 

state universities were excluded because of their status as historically Black colleges and 

universities (HBCU).  All seven state colleges were excluded because none held university status.  

Of those, one state college was excluded also because it was not chartered until 2005.  Although 

some are located in rural areas, nine colleges were excluded because they are two-year 

institutions.   

Data Collection Procedures 

 Data for this research project was collected from qualitative and quantitative sources.  

Quantitative data came from official documents of the sample institutions and the State 

University System.  One source of qualitative data was interviews of key individuals who are 

currently or have been associated with or are knowledgeable about capital financing and 

construction policies in the State University System (SUS) and at one or both institutions in the 

study.  Additional qualitative data came from document analyses of the system and institutional 

records related to capital appropriations.  Data collection was not time sensitive for this study.  

Because the study was ex post facto, a concurrent or sequential order to the data collection did 

not interfere with the ultimate conclusions.  It was forecasted that this research project would 

obtain the best results by providing guiding, yet open-ended questions to the interviewees during 

the course of the interviews.  The researcher located documents to support and provide specific 

                                                 
66 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
67 US Census Bureau, population, 2000 census 
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data relating to certain interviewee responses.  However, it was anticipated that the researcher 

would find it necessary to refer to and alternate between printed source data and interview data.   

Sampling Procedure 

The study’s proposition required ex post facto identification of data and issues.  Based 

upon research of capital appropriations to public higher education entities, the two selected 

regional state universities represented typical cases, in that the phenomenon of capital 

appropriations appeared at initial research to be similar to institutions of similar characteristics in 

other states.  If this study were looking at all regional state universities in the entire country, 

sampling, the process of selecting a suitable quantity of a population which contained 

characteristics of the entire population, would have been necessary.  A sample allowed the 

researcher to make inferences, drawn from the sample, which were applied to the population as a 

whole; however, in this case, the case institutions consisted of the entire population of regional 

state universities (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). 

To answer the principal research questions, the researcher would normally sample 

institutions from the entire system’s 35 institution population.  Because there were only two 

regional state universities in the entire system, data from the entire population of regional state 

universities, Coastal State University and Southern State University, were obtained; so there was 

no need to conduct sampling (e.g., purposive or random).  Additionally, random sampling of 

institutions was not required because there was no experimentation or treatment in this research 

study (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). 

Data Sources 

Quantitative data relative to capital appropriations came from records generated and 

maintained by the Central Office of the Board of Regents of the SUS and by the individual case 

universities.  The SUS Central Office budgeting unit appropriated each institution’s annual 

operating funding partially based upon a square footage formula; therefore, both the SUS Central 

Office and each institution provided accurate information regarding their facilities.  Consolidated 

data from the Central Office was easier for collection and ensured greater accuracy of the data;  

quantitative data was retrieved primarily from spreadsheets, databases, reports, and the SUS 

website and addressed where, when, how often, and who.  The requested/collected data was 

considered non-confidential and, therefore, readily accessible. 
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State University System Records.  The Office of the Vice Chancellor for Facilities 

collects all information related to capital appropriation funding.  Moreover, this office and the 

official System Planning Officer are the repositories for all information related to capital 

investments.  The chief planning officer and facilities officers for the State University System 

have information available on all facilities owned and leased by the University System and any 

past, current, and proposed capital projects.  Because these informants are believed to be 

reputable, their reported data was considered valid and reliable.  Budget information for capital 

construction projects was retrieved from a SUS budget officer, facilities officer, and directly 

from prior SUS budgets and legislative appropriation acts.  Thirteen years of data to track growth, 

such as enrollment trends, were available on the internet using the SUS’s website.  A special 

information request was made to obtain enrollment reports not available on the website. 

 Institutional Records.  The researcher collected historical documentation from the Coastal 

State University Library archives and the Southern State University Library archives.  Primary 

sources included President’s Annual Reports, meeting minutes, fact books, memoranda, and 

other documentation which concerned capital construction projects and institutional policies.  

Additional supporting documents such as campus newspapers were included because the 

information appeared reputable and pertinent to the study. 

Other Sources.  Information, such as institutional comparisons, from the United States 

Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and the Association 

of Higher Education Facilities Officers (APPA) were used to inform or support data from system 

and institutional documents. 

Qualitative data relative to capital appropriations came from interviews with key 

individuals and from document analysis of the system and institutional records related to capital 

appropriations.  The interviews enhanced the research project by allowing inclusion of situations 

and circumstances otherwise not apparent in data and written records of the time period.  

Interviewees offered a perspective about the real effects of the capital appropriations at the state 

and institutional levels, about prevailing political climates, policy decisions, and personal biases 

relative to either of these two institutions.  For example, interviewees described processes for 

development of football programs and their NCAA level and national championships at CSU and 

SSU that indicated whether football programs were or were not a significant factor in capital 

outlay and enrollment growth during that time.  The analysis of written records during the 
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designated time period allowed triangulation of data to verify dates and subject matter and 

tabulation of records.  Given that possible alternative determiners of capital investment were 

styles or aggressiveness of leadership, political activities, or other real but nebulous factors, 

interviews and document analyses were appropriate data sources (Berg, 2001).  Some of these 

additional factors included athletic programs, academic programs and offerings, private 

fundraising, grants funded, distance learning, presence of minority students, effectiveness of 

institutional public relations (marketing), intramural programs, honors programs, regional service 

programs, institutional vision, and community relations.  These factors did impact institutional 

growth.   

Interviews.  Using a semi-structured format, the qualitative data collection consisted of 

face-to-face interviews with 17 key individuals who were currently or have been associated with 

or were knowledgeable about capital financing and construction policies in the State University 

System and at one or both case institutions during the specified time.  Because the number of 

interviewees was relatively small, the researcher personally visited, conducted, and recorded 

each of the interviews.  An interview schedule was established so that the researcher had several 

opportunities to interview, if necessary.  These interviews provided an opportunity to ask 

prepared and complex, open-ended questions.  The ability to probe answers further for additional 

detail was an added benefit of face-to-face interviews.  After the interviews were conducted, the 

interviewer transcribed the narratives and identified and tallied emerging themes or trends. 

Additional qualitative data came from document analysis of the system and institutional 

records related to capital appropriations.  Primary sources included President’s Annual Reports, 

meeting minutes, fact books, memoranda, and other documentation which concerned capital 

construction projects and institutional policies.  Presidential papers were also used.  In 2006, the 

Southern State University library staff concluded cataloging the papers of the institution’s sixth 

president who served from 1978 to 2001.  Additional supporting documents such as campus 

newspapers were included because the information appeared reputable and pertinent to the study.  

It was also beneficial to talk to alumni.   

Description of the Interview Instrument 

 Interviews were semi-structured with all interviewees being asked the same prepared 

questions but allowed to offer other responses or comments as they desired.  The complex, open-

ended questions, addressing the principal and each of the four subsidiary constructs, are found in 
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Appendix D.  The interviewees were provided with the questions prior to the actual interview so 

they could formulate responses ahead of time if they chose. 

Selection of the Interviewees 

 Hundreds of individuals have been involved in the development of the State University 

System from 1975 to 2005.  Many individuals at various levels of government and 

administration have worked towards the advancement of Coastal State University and Southern 

State University so that these institutions are equipped to educate citizens to meet the needs of 

the state.  A purposive sample of 17 people was conducted; the sample consisted of key 

individuals during the study’s time period.  Each was interviewed during this research project.  

The themes and trends extracted from these interviews added perspectives and information to 

assist the researcher in determining the allocation methods and impact of capital appropriations 

at two of the state’s higher education institutions.  A sample cover letter mailed to interviewees 

is located in Appendix B.  The actual names of interviewees were withheld to promote 

anonymity and to encourage openness and honesty of responses.  A description of each 

interviewee is located in Appendix F. 

 To achieve a diverse sample of key individuals, three to five individuals were selected 

who are institutional administrators, central office administrators, legislators, or other 

administrators outside the system.  The researcher was able to gain an understanding of the big 

picture and the overall capital appropriations process by interviewing individuals at these levels.  

Table 1 provides a summary classification of 17 interviewees to ensure the reader that an 

adequate number of interviewees was included in each category.  Because the decisions for 

capital appropriations were predominantly controlled at the state level, more individuals who 

worked or had knowledge of system wide policies and practices were interviewed.   



 

 51 

Table 1 
Summary of Interviewees by Classification 

 
Classification 

Institutional 
Administrators 

Central Office 
Administrators 

 
Legislators 

Other Administrators  
Outside the System 

President (current) 1    
President (former) 2    
Vice President for Business & 
Finance (current) 

2    

Regent (current)  1   
Governor (former)   1  
System Historian (former)    1 
Vice Chancellor (current)  2   
Vice Chancellor (former)    2 
Facilities Staff (current)  2   
Facilities Staff (former)    1 
Senator (current)   1  
Senator (former)   1  

Source: classification of interviewees was completed by the author based upon current or former titles or positions 

 
 
 
 

Data Analysis Procedures 

The analysis approach was practical, meaning that both qualitative and quantitative data 

were examined and those data types complemented each other.  Although investigation of two 

data sources presented some additional work for the researcher, it was the most practical method 

for the researcher to ensure accuracy of the findings.  For example, trends abstracted from 

quantitative sources, such as the capital appropriations data, complemented the interviews.  Both 

the quantitative and interviews data contributed to the document analysis.  The rich detail gained 

from interviews was supported or unsupported by numbers.  Data triangulation helped to 

eliminate any researcher or interviewee biases because “the researcher simultaneously collected 

both quantitative and qualitative data, compared results, and then used those findings to see 

whether they validated each other” (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006, p. 443).  Triangulation helped to 

provide stronger evidence for the study’s conclusions; the researcher made qualitative analyses 

more credible by allowing the comparison of time, amount, and person through written records 

of the time (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). 

The collected quantitative data compared the two cases’ appropriations and growth to 

each other and to the state as a whole.  Actual capital funding dollars were compared to actual 

enrollment growth to reveal and establish influences.  Results were presented in a narrative 

format supplemented by tables.   



 

 52 

Quantitative findings were enriched by qualitative data gleaned from the interviews and 

document analyses.  Interviews were electronically recorded and then transcribed.  

Transcriptions of the interview themes were manually tabulated in grid format.  The grid 

displayed categories and common elements, and the frequency of these responses helped to 

determine what was considered meaningful to the interviewees.  A formal structure of analysis 

aided the researcher in the conceptualization of the study and a better understanding of those 

thematic elements and influencers which were collected from interviews.  Once completed, an 

explanation of each individual element or influencer was included in the results and analysis.  

Elements were anticipated to be categorized into state issues, system issues, and institutional 

issues. 

Issues and factors identified in the results and interviews molded the document analysis 

process.  As a part of the analysis, the researcher compared statements by the interviewees to 

actual applicable historical data.  The work was based upon the collection and analysis of 

preexisting data and the analysis of informed opinion gained through interviews.  Both the 

quantitative and qualitative findings were interpreted by the researcher to make comparisons 

between the two institutions, to determine causes of particular institutional events or growth 

phenomena, and to draw conclusions.   

Quality Considerations 

 To ensure that internal validity of the research study remains credible, possible conflicts 

were noted.  There are 35 public, postsecondary higher education institutions in the SUS system, 

but only two institutions were examined.  Interviewees did not appear to exhibit a bias in their 

responses because of personal feelings towards their home institution or political situations 

which may have occurred during the study’s time period.  Also, because this was ex post facto 

research, these participants have matured.  In some respondents, reflection upon activities from 

twenty-to-thirty years prior provided a changed attitude or feeling about events of the time.  For 

example, now looking back, a course of action or executive decision may or may not be seen to 

have been the most appropriate one.  To mitigate credibility doubts associated with these 

interviewees, the researcher used other data to clarify and discuss any discrepancies. 

 To ensure that external validity of the research study remains transferable, limitations to 

the generalizability of the study were stated.  The results were directly applicable only to Coastal 
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State University and Southern State University; however, any trends discovered may be 

generalized to other Southern, mid-size, public, four-year state universities.   

Data Presentation Strategy 

 The data was presented in the format of a descriptive report supplemented by tables 

containing institutional and system data.  Quotations from interviews and document analysis 

which clarify or elucidate themes and results were used to supplement the data.  Each institution 

was reported individually and compared to the other and the System as a whole.  Issues and 

factors which were concluded to have had the largest influence on capital appropriations and 

overall growth at each institution were stated along with the evidence supporting conclusions.  

The trends at each institution were depicted in tables.  

The data presented helped accumulate knowledge of the policies and practices of capital 

financing and enrollment in the state.  Researchers working in higher education finance would 

find this study practical to their daily work because the study compared two regional universities, 

Coastal State University to Southern State University, and compared their capital allocations to 

the state as a whole.   

Summary 

 This case-study research project examined two regional public, state universities in the 

Southeast over a 30-year period to ascertain the extent that policy issues and political factors 

impacted capital appropriations and, ultimately, overall growth, at the sample institutions.  

Additionally, factors directly or indirectly affecting financing policies or politics are discussed.  

The collected quantitative data retrieved from the official university system records was used to 

compare appropriation and growth.  Qualitative data from interviews and document analysis 

enriched quantitative findings.  The data and results were presented in a narrative format 

supplemented by tables. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

During the study’s time period, 1975 to 2005, Coastal State University and Southern 

State University experienced both evolutionary and architecturally-designed institutional growth.  

Data from interviews and documents are presented in this chapter contains.  The report of results 

of the research study is presented in order of the research questions.  Several tables have been 

added to more effectively present findings which include elements of policy, politics, and other 

institutionally-specific variables.  Table 2 tallies the interview results which are discussed 

throughout the chapter.  

 
 

 
 

Table 2 
Interview Responses to Themes Influencing Capital Appropriations and Growth of the Case Institutions 

Influencer 
Institutional 

Administrators 
Central Office 
Administrators 
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Policy X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 17 

   Federal X     X  X       X   4 

   State X X    X X X  X X  X X X   10 

   Board of Regents X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 17 

Politics X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 17 

   Alma mater of legislator X   X  X X X  X  X      7 

   Governor X X X X X X X X X X X X X X    14 

   Speaker of the House  X X        X X  X    5 

   Political party in the 
majority (House/Senate) 

   X  X X X  X        5 

   Power base in General 
Assembly 

X  X   X X X X X   X     8 

   Committees (appropriations, 
higher education, hearings) 

  X  X  X X  X X X  X   X 9 

   Seniority of legislator X       X   X X      4 

   Local delegation support X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 17 

   Municipal support  X                1 

Enrollment X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X  X 16 

   State enrollment trends X X  X  X X X X X X  X    X 11 

   Institutional enrollment 
trends 

X X X X X X X X X X X X  X X  X 15 

   National enrollment trends      X    X        2 
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Table 2—continued.                   
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Administrators 
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Institutional Policy/Issue X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 17 

   Athletics/football X X X X X X X X X X    X   X 12 

   Institutional lobbyist X  X X             X 4 

   Geography/location in 
state/service area 

X X X X X X X  X X X X X  X X X 15 

   Mission/vision X  X X  X X X X      X  X 9 

   Land availability on or 
surrounding campus 

 X  X X X    X  X     X 8 

   Transportation 
corridor/commuting distance 

  X X  X   X X X       6 

   Need X X X X X X X X X X X X  X X  X 15 

   Master plan/strategic plan X X X X X X X X X     X X  X 12 

   Presidential leadership X X X X X X X X X X X X  X X X X 16 

   Historical beginnings X X  X  X  X          5 

   Culture change X X  X X X            5 

   Reputation X X X   X X X  X      X X 9 

   Campus look and feel  X X  X  X X  X X      X 8 

   Academic programs X X  X  X X X X X X X     X 11 

   Technology   X      X X        3 

   Regional university status X X X X   X  X X  X X  X   10 

   Backup institution     X X          X  3 

   Availability of financial 
aid/low tuition 

X X  X      X        4 

   Marketing/publicizing/ 
recruitment 

X X X X  X           X 6 

   Diversity of students X     X    X     X X  5 

   Student portability X   X  X    X        4 

   Federal or state grants X X X            X   4 

   Relationship/partnership/ 
focus on community or 
service area 

X X  X X X  X    X X  X   9 

   Other factors X X X X  X X X X X  X  X   X 12 

State Policy/Issue X X  X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 16 

   Mission/vision      X X X X        X 5 

   Need/priorities X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 17 

   Overall size of state      X    X        2 

   Two-State Issue 
(north/south) 

X X  X  X X X X X  X    X X 11 

   Anti-intellectualism/ 
education in the south 

X   X  X    X  X    X  6 

   Mindset/perception of those 
in positions of power or 
decision-making 

X X  X X X X X X X X X X  X X X 16 
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Table 2—continued.                   

Influencer 
Institutional 

Administrators 
Central Office 
Administrators 

Legislative 
Outside 

Administrators  

 

 

P
erry

 

N
o

rris 

L
an

e 

T
ay

lo
r 

D
ead

w
y

ler 

C
u

lb
ertso

n
 

O
v

erto
n

 

W
in

ch
ell 

H
en

d
erso

n
 

N
all 

F
in

n
ell 

S
tep

h
en

so
n

 

P
eak

e 

M
ax

w
ell 

Y
ellan

d
 

P
o

n
sfo

rd
 

T
h

o
m

as 

T
o

tal 

   Rural/agricultural base X X  X   X X    X      6 

   Competition with other 
agencies/organization of state 
government 

  X  X X  X X X    X   X 8 

   Racial issues X     X         X X  4 

   Demographics/population 
density 

X X X X X X X X X X X X  X X  X 15 

   State economy/economic 
reasons 

   X X X  X X X X      X 8 

   State merit scholarship X   X         X X    4 

Central Office 

Issues/Relations 

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 17 

   Regents X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X  X 16 

   Facilities Staff X X X X X X X X X X X   X X  X 14 

   Chancellors X X X X X X X X X X X    X X X 15 

   Vice Chancellors X X X X X X X X X X X   X    12 

   Presidents X X X X X X X X X X X X  X X X X 16 

   Central office staff member 
who was a former institutional 
employee 

X X X  X             4 

Capital Request Process X X X X X X X X X X X X X X  X X 16 

   Need X X X X X X X X X X X X  X   X 14 

   Length since last project   X   X  X X X X  X     7 

   Current facilities and age  X X X  X X X X X X   X   X 11 

   Matching funds/private 
funds 

    X  X X X         4 

   Construction costs   X   X X   X    X   X 6 

   Building lifespan      X    X        2 

   Trades/unanticipated 
projects 

X X X X   X  X X X X      9 

   Minor capital projects    X X X X X X  X  X X    9 

   Projected growth X X  X X X X X X X X X X    X 13 

   Capital project list X X X X X X X X X X X X X X  X X 16 

   Facilities Office Staff 
vetting 

 X X X X X X X X X X   X   X 12 

   Regents presentation and 
voting 

  X X X X X X X X X X  X   X 12 

   Strengths/weaknesses of the 
process(es) 

 X  X X X  X X X    X   X 8 

   Pubic/private ventures 
program 

 X   X X X X X     X   X 8 

   Technology          X        1 
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Table 2—continued.                   

Influencer 
Institutional 

Administrators 
Central Office 
Administrators 

Legislative 
Outside 

Administrators  
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   Other issues  X X  X  X X X  X X   X   X 10 

Total 5
5 

5
2 

4
5 

5
5 

4
2 

6
4 

5
1 

5
5 

4
8 

5
8 

4
1 

3
6 

2
4 

3
7 

2
8 

2
1 

4
6 

 

* An X represents the theme or influencer mentioned or described during the interview process.  
Source:  coding and content analysis of interview transcriptions by author 

 
 
 
 

Research Question 1 

What policy issues were the dominant influencers of capital appropriations to Coastal 

State University and Southern State University during the period 1975 to 2005? 

 Three dominant policy elements were derived from this study.  The first is the applicable 

policy of the Board of Regents.  This principally consists of those policies guiding the capital 

request process within the System; general state policies are discussed because they apply to all 

institutions including Coastal State University and Southern State University.  The second is 

policy encircling the political influence in the state and in public higher education.  The third 

element consists of policy issues which are institutionally specific, implying that these decisions 

were made locally by institution administrators.  Table 3 contains a ranking, by percentage, of 

the reported influencers gathered during the interview process. 
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Table 3 
Reported Influencers of Capital Appropriations 

Influencers Percent 

Local delegation support 100.00% (17/17) 
Board of Regents and state policy 94.11% (16/17) 
Governor 82.35% (14/17) 
Master plan, strategic plan, and facilities plan 70.58% (12/17) 
Funding partners 58.82% (10/17) 
Regional university status 58.82% (10/17) 
Legislative committees 52.94% (9/17) 
Mission and vision 52.94% (9/17) 
Relationship or partnership with community 52.94% (9/17) 
Power base in General Assembly 47.05% (8/17) 
Strength of Chancellor and strength of system 47.05% (8/17) 
Alma mater of legislator 41.17% (7/17) 
Marketing/ publicizing/ recruiting 35.29% (6/17) 
Diversity of students 29.41% (5/17) 
Political party in the majority 29.41% (5/17) 
Speaker of the House 29.41% (5/17) 
Federal policy 23.52% (4/17) 
Institutional lobbyist 23.52% (4/17) 
Low tuition and availability of financial aid 23.52% (4/17) 
Seniority of legislator 23.52% (4/17) 
State merit scholarship 23.52% (4/17) 
Institutional nomenclature 11.76% (2/17) 
Municipal support 5.88% (1/17) 

source: interview responses 

 
 
 
 
Board of Regents and State Policy 

 Because the Board of Regents is an independent body, it is allowed to adopt its own 

policies and procedures separate from those of other state agencies.  In many areas, the Regents 

policies mirror or refer to the corresponding state policy, such as those for construction, finance, 

travel, or purchasing.  In this study, 16 of 17 interviewees mentioned existing policies of the 

state or the Board of Regents which directly or indirectly impact capital appropriations and the 

process.  Of the 17, ten interviewees responded that state policies guided the capital 

appropriations process, but 16 of those individuals responded that members of the Board of 

Regents produced the guiding framework more than state policies.   

 Generally, the policies of the Board of Regents have been respected throughout the state 

by various levels of leadership.  Former vice chancellor Ponsford stated, “During the time period 

you are talking about, interestingly enough, administrators had a great deal of respect for the 

Board of Regents and its policies.”  During his tenure as a member of the Board of Regents, 
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Regent Henderson granted there have been “ups and downs” with state policies, especially with 

the capital request process because of the subjectivity of the decision makers involved 

(Henderson, interview, 2007). 

Regional State University Status 

 Ten of 17 interviewed said that prestige of becoming a regional state university 

influenced capital investment and enrollment growth.  In the 1980s, three institutions were vying 

for regional status.  To them, it meant credibility, prestige, and additional state resources 

(Overton, interview, 2007).  The process by which both Coastal State College and Southern State 

College became regional universities is one of much discussion and political intervention.  The 

Board of Regents had full authority to establish new colleges and universities; however, an 

amendment to the state’s constitution in 1982 reserved this approval to a majority vote in the 

General Assembly.  The authority to rename or elevate the status of already existing colleges or 

universities remained with the Board of Regents (Fincher, 2002) with confirmation by the 

General Assembly.  The decision to elevate both Coastal State College and Southern State 

College to regional state universities took a decade of planning and policy formulation.  

The fact that both regional state universities are located in the southern portion of the 

state demonstrates the “Board of Regents has kept the focus on the entire state and emphasized 

that part of the mission of the University System is to create access particularly in the rural 

areas” (Thomas, interview, 2007).  A staff member in the central office concurred saying, “The 

politics at the time was going to dictate that this new institution had to be in the southern part of 

the state” (Overton, interview, 2007).  Although both institutions eventually became universities, 

the mindset existing in the state leadership was that the institutions were “just not in the league” 

to be classified as a university, and this perception of the institutions contributed to the delay in 

their reclassification as regional universities (Perry, interview, 2007). 

 Coastal State College was elevated to a regional university before Southern State College.  

Based upon the early criteria developed for this change in the early 1980s, Coastal State met four 

of the five criteria (Perry, interview, 2007).  A regent serving at the time stated, “In many ways, 

the original guidelines were drawn to favor [Coastal State] rather than the others” (Henderson, 

interview, 2007).  The decision to upgrade Coastal State to a regional university was “basically a 

political decision more than anything else” (Henderson, interview, 2007).  Regent Henderson 

stated, “If one looked at it just for educational reasons, it could have been [Southern or another 
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institution]” (Henderson, interview, 2007).  Although he was not president of Southern State 

College at the time, President Taylor commented that the reclassification of Southern State 

College to a regional university “seemed to be the right thing to do because we did not have one 

in this section.”  One interviewee concurred and offered the viewpoint that the service needs of 

Coastal State internally motivated it to become a regional institution, while Southern State was 

externally motivated to become a regional university (Yelland, interview, 2008).  Coastal State 

had already been elevated to a regional university because it self-initiated the process whereas 

Southern State College wanted regional status because Coastal State had it.    

 Former state Senator Stephenson shared that people at the state’s flagship institution and 

the chair of the appropriations committee did not want Coastal State elevated to a regional 

institution; however, there was enough support to allow the measure to pass in the General 

Assembly.  Because of the new status as a regional institution, a funding differential between 

Coastal State University and the other state colleges ensued.  He granted, “I always thought 

[Coastal State] was getting a bigger piece of the pie.  I was told they had the larger geographical 

campus and had the ability to grow faster” (Stephenson, interview, 2007).   

After becoming a regional university July 1, 1990, Coastal State College’s enrollment 

increased from 10,453 (Fall 1989) to 11,436 (Fall 1990) to 12,439 (Fall 1991).  After becoming a 

regional university July 1, 1993, Southern State College’s enrollment increased from 6,756 (Fall 

1992) to 7,481 (Fall 1993) to 7,954 (Fall 1994).  Coastal State University grew by almost 2,000 

students in three years while Southern State grew by almost 1,200 students in three years.   

Strength of the Chancellor and Strength of the System 

 Eight of 17 interviewees reported that the strength of the system’s chancellor was 

important to how policy decisions were made during the study’s time period, especially 

regarding capital outlay to institutions.  There was an observable change in the personal 

influence of the chancellor from 1975 to 2005.  In 1965, the University System brought in a new 

chancellor.  He was “influential in higher education in North Carolina and Washington and was 

brought in to run a university system as a strong chancellor” (Ponsford, interview, 2007).  At the 

time, public higher education in the state was “at least a generation or a generation and a half 

behind some of the other southern states,” and he was hired to manage the booming period of 

enrollment growth in the 1960s (Nall, interview, 2007).  A former lieutenant governor who 
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worked with this chancellor stated, “He dominated and dictated where the funds were going” 

(Finnell, interview, 2007). 

He was succeeded by another strong chancellor who served from 1979 to 1985.  Ponsford 

stated, “The chancellor of the University System’s influence prior to 1985 was much more 

dramatic and influential in terms of capital projects than after that time.  The political 

environment became more influential after that time.”  That represented an era of unusually 

strong chancellors for the University System.  For many employees in the System, there has been 

an observable weakening of the influence of the chancellors since 1985 and a demonstrated 

swing away from being politically strong.  Ponsford continued, “The chancellors were always 

across the street in the legislature.  Now the Board of Regents is more bureaucratic, and 

subsequent chancellors are more bureaucratic than previous chancellors.”   

A nationwide shift in public higher education has transitioned public, higher education 

from a strong-chancellor model to a more figurehead-chancellor model.  “The best model of 

impartiality during the time period is North Carolina.  It has had the strength of a single 

individual for many, many years.  I know of no state any more that has an unusually strong 

higher education leader.  Legislators now determine higher education’s future, not educators,” 

Ponsford concluded (Ponsford, interview, 2007).   

Only one interviewee offered a conflicting perspective that the system had a strong 

president model which has shifted to a more centralized-bureaucratic model (Norris, interview, 

2007).  Mr. Norris commented that the Central Office and Chancellor’s staff is conducting “more 

decision-making and a broader review of everything.”  The strength of the system chancellor was 

a key element which dictated how capital outlay was distributed to the institutions during the 

first ten years of the study. 

Low Tuition and Availability of Financial Aid 

Four of 17 interviewed stated that the availability of financial aid to students and low 

tuition is what has allowed the institutions to grow.  The Governor, General Assembly, and 

Board of Regents have traditionally kept tuition low to foster accessibility.  They have 

maintained a policy to provide approximately 75% of the cost to operate higher education, a 

larger than normal figure when compared to other states (Nall, interview, 2007).  Although 

tuition has been kept low, many students still require an influx of federal or state financial aid in 

order for higher education to be affordable.   
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Four of 17 specifically mentioned the impact of the state’s merit scholarship program on 

institutional growth for enrollment and capital expenditures.  The existence of the scholarship 

program has increased the capital needs of the system at a dramatically faster rate.  The program 

helped students afford college; and it kept students who would have attended an out-of-state 

institution at an instate institution (Maxwell, Peake, interview, 2007).  Since the program was 

established in 1993, the enrollment for the system has increased 33.55%.  The program may be 

credited for some of this enrollment increase, but the actual portion of growth due to the 

scholarship program could not be calculated accurately for this study. 

Institutional Nomenclature 

 Two of the 17 interviewees stated that the nomenclature of the institutions in the system 

has impacted the awarding of capital funds.  For decades, the Board maintained a policy that 

there would only be four universities in the state.  This became an issue because the state “used 

its classifications and titles of institutions for a longer period of time than other states” (Nall, 

interview, 2007).  Because there were only four universities, the General Assembly preferred 

giving a larger portion of operating and capital appropriations to universities.  It was not until 

1990 that the Board established its fifth university when it elevated Coastal State College to a 

regional state university.  Professor Yelland commented, “You could almost say that the 

development of institutions within the University System is a matter quite often of being in the 

right place at the right time.”  In 1996, the board reclassified all state colleges to state 

universities in an attempt to attract more students to the state universities and to bring the system 

wide institutional nomenclature in-line with other states.   

Federal Policy 

 The state government has had a direct role in and far greater impact on capital finance to 

public higher education than the federal government; however, some federal policies have 

marginally influenced state policy.  In this study, only four of 17 interviewees mentioned or 

referred to federal policy as directly or indirectly impacting state capital appropriations and the 

request process. 

The most salient example of federal policy influencing state capital appropriations 

occurred throughout the 1970s and early 1980s, the earliest years of the study’s time period.  

Although the federal government mandated integration through desegregation laws such as the 

Civil Rights Act of 1964, some southern states were slow and acted in a resentful manner 
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regarding the implementation of this act.  Because of the slowness and inequitable nature with 

which the state implemented its desegregation policies, the federal government identified this 

state, and others, and ordered it to make dramatic progress to promote integration in 1963.  This 

federal mandate led the members of the Board of Regents to authorize additional funding, both 

operational and capital, to the historically Black colleges (HBCU) in the state.  Appropriations to 

these institutions historically had been far below that of the other institutions.  To assure that 

progress was recognized and could be measured, the additional funding was made to the 

institutions.  Recalling this funding differential, former president of Coastal State College Perry 

stated, “To show the state…was doing their part, they funded those [HBCUs] very well in 

comparison.  When I looked at the funding of those institutions one year, their funding was twice 

as much per student as our funding.”  This federal policy is only one example which directly 

affected the distribution of resources to public, higher education institutions in the state.   

Political Policy 

 As anticipated, politics is heavily intertwined in public higher education, especially the 

capital appropriations process.  The policies of the state and Board of Regents are formed and 

changed by political influence; “it is our nature as human beings,” said former President Lane.  

All interviewees responded with a discussion or example of how politics has shaped the capital 

appropriations process in the state.  The 10 reported political influencers, in order of frequency, 

include: 1) local delegation support, 2) Governor, 3) funding partners, 4) legislative committees, 

5) power base in General Assembly, 6) alma mater of legislator, 7) political party in the majority, 

8) Speaker of the House, 9) seniority of legislator, and 10) municipal support.   

Local Delegation Support 

 Seventeen of 17 interviewed credit the support of the local legislative delegation in the 

awarding of capital projects to institutions.  Senators and representatives representing Coastal 

State University and Southern State University have been key to the success of attracting capital 

funding.  This has not always been the case.  Former president of Coastal State College recalled, 

“For a long time, the representatives did not represent their part of the state well” (Perry, 

interview, 2007).   

When Thomas R. Perry began at Coastal State, there was an immediate need for a 

nursing program in the area.  Submitting a solid request, the Board of Regents accepted the 

proposal, but the state Board of Nursing denied the request for a new program.  Three legislators 
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who represented Harrodsburg and Coastal State College’s service area appeared at a subsequent 

meeting of the state Board of Nursing.  The proposal passed unanimously.  This is one example 

where Coastal State worked with its local delegation to satisfy the needs of the community.  

Working with his local delegation, Perry was able to secure passage for a new nursing program.  

However, he commented, “The problem was you could not do that on every issue or you would 

get yourself in trouble” (Perry, interview, 2007). 

 Although rare, local legislators can influence the passage of a particular major capital 

project.  At Coastal State College, a local legislator spearheaded the passing of a continuing 

education center,68 and it was funded above other capital projects (Perry, Norris, interview, 

2007).  The appropriation for the continuing education center was “primarily due to one 

legislator who was very powerful and the other local legislators supported him” (Perry, interview, 

2007).  Also, a former governor, realizing the need for information technology training and 

development, recommended and funded the major capital construction of a new IT building69 

and school at Coastal without the institution initiating the request (Norris, interview, 2007).  The 

governor at the time had been personal friends with members of the local delegation that 

represented Coastal State’s service area (Norris, interview, 2007).  Regent Henderson credited 

the “strong and powerful legislative support” for elevating Coastal State College to be state’s 

first regional state university.   

A current vice president at Southern State University confirmed that, in the past, only the 

chancellor was authorized to speak to the Governor or members of the legislature.  He stated, 

“University presidents were never supposed to have professional contact with legislators about 

what was going on at a university campus.  That was absolutely forbidden.” (Deadwyler, 

interview, 2007).  Mr. Deadwyler supported President Perry’s early actions:  “Although he risked 

his job and was almost fired, he was the first in the system to make local legislators a part of his 

campus.  He would invite them to campus, explain the exciting things that were happening, and 

in the process, these legislators became cognizant of general and specific needs of that campus.  

He sold the vision of his university and the University System to the legislators, and they 

supported him.”  Southern State College had a local delegation that was generally extremely 

                                                 
68 The facility opened in 1981. 
69 The facility opened in 2003. 
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supportive, but because they were seldom introduced to particulars of the campus, “they did not 

know how to be advocates on specific projects” (Deadwyler, interview, 2007). 

The influence and power of the local delegation comes into play especially during the 

awarding of minor capital projects, those projects with a value less than $5 million.  An 

institution working closely with local senators and representatives does appear to have a higher 

percentage of awarded funds.  While having some immeasurable impact, “your senators and 

representatives going across the street speaking to the chancellor and his staff help get capital 

projects on the list” (Lane, interview, 2007).  One interviewee also mentioned that the wife of 

one of the senators worked on the institution’s behalf to make institutional needs known (Lane, 

interview, 2007).  Other factors may have an influence, but the power and influence of the local 

representatives and senators traditionally has directed the awarding of major and minor capital 

projects to the state’s institutions.  

Governor 

 Fourteen of 17 interviewees mentioned the role of the governor in the capital 

appropriations process.  Serving for over three decades as a member of the Board of Regents, 

Regent Henderson commented, “We have been fortunate since my involvement to have 

governors who are very interested in higher education and who supported our higher education 

system.”   

 Annually, the Board of Regents approves and presents its list of recommended capital 

projects to the Governor’s Office to be considered for funding.  Mr. Finnell, a former state 

governor, commented, “The General Assembly has been supportive of the Regents requests and 

Governor’s budget.”  He continued, it has been an “unwritten rule to honor the list” [referring to 

the system’s capital priorities request list] (Finnell, interview, 2007).  The members of the 

General Assembly have an important role to represent their constituents when approving capital 

outlay; however, they are evaluating all the needs of the state, and capital projects for higher 

education are “minor in the state’s total budget” (Finnell, interview, 2007).  Mr. Finnell 

continued, “They do not have the time to spend assessing individual projects because they only 

have the 40 days.”   

During the 1990s, Governor Carter Thomas70 was supportive of higher education and 

provided a large amount of capital outlay to higher education (Peake, interview, 2007).  The 

                                                 
70 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the individual.   
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governor succeeding him also desired to impact higher education but did so differently than his 

predecessor.  Instead, this governor funded the technical schools, changed their names from 

technical schools to technical colleges, and pushed for the acceptance of technical college 

transfer credit at the state colleges and universities (Maxwell, interview, 2007).  In the later years 

of the study, the governor began funding projects out of priority order and decreasing the value 

of the proposed project (Culbertson, Overton, interview, 2007).  The capital priorities list has 

traditionally functioned in a manner acceptable to the members of the General Assembly and 

Board of Regents.  A retired governor recognized that certain members attempted to override the 

system in place (Finnell, interview, 2007).  Historically, the members of the General Assembly 

have concurred with the governor’s funding recommendations for higher education capital 

projects, so the governor himself is an important factor in the process.   

Funding Partners 

 Ten of 17 interviewed confirmed, in their opinion, that the General Assembly has a 

history of being financially favorable to the state university system.  The Board of Regents refers 

to the General Assembly as its funding partners (Nall, interview, 2007).  Vice President 

Deadwyler added, “Higher education receives an appropriation of $2 billion of the state’s budget.  

No one could look at that figure and conclude that the legislature of the state is not supportive of 

higher education.”   

A formula funds the operating budget; however, capital appropriations differ each year 

and are dependent upon many of the factors which are discussed in this chapter.  Current Vice 

Chancellor for Facilities Culbertson commented, “You clearly listen to the will and direction of 

the elected officials, but the Board of Regents has the ultimate responsibility of making the final 

decision.  Knowing that they have to go back hat in hand the following year to the same people, 

responsiveness becomes critical with capital.”  A former senator granted that the General 

Assembly could also “get their attention by cutting their budget” (Stephenson, interview, 2007). 

 Since 1983, the state university system has designated Vice Chancellor Nall to represent 

the interests of the System during legislative sessions.  Former Governor Finnell stated, “He is 

the best person to lobby to members of the General Assembly.  They take what he brings at face 

value, and he has the credibility of the System.  He carries the whole System, not just one 

institution.  It takes away the competition by legislators partial to their area.”  The members of 

the legislature have respect for this individual, and the consistency of seeing him each year helps 
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to draw capital funds and other support for all institutions.  The relationship between the General 

Assembly, the funding partners, and the state system hinges largely on Mr. Nall.  Mr. Finnell 

continued: 

“If you look at higher education in other states, we have one of the best managed 

systems of all the states.  A system speaking with one voice for 35 institutions 

prevents 35 boards from lobbying at the Capitol.  The process is simplified.  In 

Alabama, each institution has to lobby to its General Assembly.  There are a few 

favorites, and the rest go home, but that doesn’t happen in [this state].  I hope the 

integrity of the University System can be maintained for many years to come.” 

 The members of the General Assembly recognize that “higher education is a long 

term investment” (Thomas, interview, 2007).  A central office staff member succinctly 

described the process which the system has undertaken to gain operating and capital 

funds:  “We always made a play for as much money as we could play for but it didn’t 

necessarily come when, where, or for what we really needed but we took it anyway.  It 

was a pragmatic response but just not always an overall effective one” (Winchell, 

interview, 2007).  From decades of following this policy, one legislative perspective 

describes the system as “bloated and wasteful and not providing good value for the 

money” (Winchell, interview, 2007).   

Legislative Committees 

 Nine of 17 interviewees said that legislative committees or hearings impacted the capital 

appropriation process.  The decisions made in the Higher Education and Appropriations 

Committees and after the first vote of the appropriations act impact capital outlay to institutions.  

Members of the state legislature conduct hearings to gather information relating to higher 

education and capital expenditures in the state.   

 Committee hearings or budget hearings provide the opportunity for members of the 

chancellor’s staff to present the Board of Regents’ capital funding requests.  Traditionally, the 

system chancellor or vice chancellor would interact with the governor’s office, legislative budget 

office, and members of the General Assembly (Overton, interview, 2007).  In recent years, the 

chairman has requested that the institution president present his/her capital request directly to the 

legislative members conducting the hearing (Maxwell, interview, 2007).  This is a noticeable 

departure from the traditional method employed by the General Assembly.   
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Based on his experience as a former president, Dr. Lane stated, “There is always a 

possibility, even in that green door committee, after both houses have passed a bill, that 

something will be changed by that select committee.”  Former senator Stephenson concurred and 

said, “After it is all passed and done, there are still things which can be changed in the inner 

sanctum.”  He described the process:  “There are six members (three in the House and three in 

the Senate) who can rewrite the entire budget, and if they have the clout, they can keep it.  By the 

time it goes back for approval, they have given enough morsels to enough people to get a 

majority vote to pass it” (Stephenson, interview, 2007). 

 One example where the Regents’ policy was circumnavigated by a legislative budget 

committee occurred in the 1980s when the Vice Chancellor for Facilities did not support the 

purchase of a nearby shopping center for Southern State College because of its dilapidated 

condition.  The chancellor overruled this decision and appropriated funding for this purpose.  

Later, the chairman of the House appropriations committee, a legislator representing the 

Harrodsburg71 area and Coastal State College, singularly decided to add $3 million to renovate 

the property into the appropriations because he said “you [Southern State’s president] have 

behaved as a gentleman and you need to be rewarded” (Lane, interview, 2007).   

Legislators are becoming more involved in the process.  During the majority of the study, 

the legislature approved General Obligation bonds and proceeded to other state business.  In 

more recent years, the House and Senate requested detailed cost estimates and progress reports at 

various stages of project planning and construction (Overton, interview, 2007).  This has caused 

additional work on the Facilities Staff in the Central Office, yet it demonstrates the state’s 

commitment to being good stewards of public funds.   

Power Base in General Assembly 

 Eight of 17 interviewees discussed the power base in the state General Assembly.  The 

term power base is used differently than majority political party.  Traditionally, leadership in the 

Capitol has been comprised of senators and representatives from the rural portions of the state, 

more so than legislators from urban areas.  Rural members have typically been elected, reelected, 

and served multiple terms spanning decades.  These individuals held important positions on the 

Higher Education, Appropriations, and Ways and Means committees, which are directly related 

to this study (Nall, interview, 2007).  Legislators from urban areas tend to hold office for shorter 

                                                 
71 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the institution.   
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periods of time and do not work themselves onto these committees, so the political power is 

controlled by the rural legislators.   

 Institutional presidents are and must be the impetus of capital project requests (Thomas, 

interview, 2007); however, their ability to gain approval for projects is determined by someone 

else.  A former vice chancellor commented, “Legislative forces in the south[ern part of the state] 

were responsible, more so than presidential influence, for capital appropriations.  As the south 

got stronger and stronger representation in the Capitol, it increased the attention to higher 

education in the south” (Ponsford, interview, 2007).  Mr. Nall supported Dr. Ponsford’s analysis 

by saying, “The passion of legislators from the southern part of the state is probably stronger and 

some of that is from an attitude of having to fight harder.”   

Alma Mater of Legislator 

 Seven of 17 interviewees mentioned that the alma mater of the legislator has an impact 

on individual legislators when they make capital appropriation awards.  Their institutions, 

principally the state’s flagship institutions and research institutions, have over time received a 

larger portion of capital funding because an overwhelming majority of legislators graduated from 

those institutions or graduated from institutions like them in other states.  Current vice chancellor 

Culbertson agreed, “The University is always going to be near and dear to their hearts when they 

are making funding decisions.”   

A cursory review of the biographies of each governor and lieutenant governor during the 

study’s period shows that all governors and lieutenant governors graduated from the state’s 

flagship research university one or more times.  Additional investigation of the educational 

affiliations of representatives and senators could prove worthwhile in explaining what percentage 

of the General Assembly were alumni of large institutions and subsequently may have had a 

mindset favoring large, research institutions, as opposed to regional institutions, state colleges, or 

community colleges.   

Historically, men have represented the larger portion of the state legislature and Board of 

Regents.  Confirmed by interviewees, legislators and regents who graduated from a certain 

college or university would have an affinity for his or her institution and, therefore, wish to 

financially support it during the annual state appropriation process.  Because Coastal State 

University always has been a coeducational institution, it may have had a larger number of its 

graduates who became members of the State Legislature or Board of Regents.  Southern State 
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University, on the other hand, was an all female institution until 1950,72 which perhaps limited 

the number of its graduates who became members of the State Legislature or Board of Regents.  

Political Party in the Majority 

 Five of 17 interviewees mentioned the shift in political power in the state and how that 

has affected the process.  Although the state traditionally voted Republican in presidential 

elections, for the majority of the study’s time period, citizens elected Democratic governors and 

politicians, described as conservative Democrats.  Mr. Overton confirmed that during the study’s 

time period, “The state house was controlled by rural, Democratic legislators.”  Only recently 

has there been a “shift of the state from a Democrat-controlled state to a Republican-controlled 

state” (Overton, interview, 2007).  It was not until 2003, two years prior to the end of the study, 

that the state elected a Republican governor and established a Republican General Assembly.  

The political party in the majority of the General Assembly has a direct impact on higher 

education appropriations.  There has been a noticeable shift in support from a Democrat-

controlled to Republican-controlled General Assembly. 

 Because of the population growth in the northern half of the state, Mr. Overton described 

this shift as a threat to the stronghold maintained by southern and mid-state legislators for 

decades.  When the General Assembly was Democratically-controlled, the budget and capital 

request process each year was predictable.  After the state elected a Republican governor and 

majority General Assembly in 2003, the process changed (Overton, interview, 2007).  The party 

shift brought legislators who were proponents of the individual universities, but not proponents 

of a consolidated state university system, principally because of the funding formula in place and 

constitutional status of the system (Winchell, interview, 2007). 

Speaker of the House 

 Five of 17 interviewees mentioned that, particularly in the case study state, the Speaker of 

the House highly influenced the political process and decision-making.  One Speaker of the 

House, a member of the Democratic caucus, served 28 years (1973-2002) in that capacity.  This 

individual was described as cantankerous and as “House leader he often wielded more power 

than the governors he served” (Tharpe & Galloway, 2007, p. D8).  He served under the 

leadership of five Democratic governors.  The Speaker was vocally opinionated on many issues, 

                                                 
72 In February 1950, the announcement was made in the college’s student newspaper, The Campus Canopy, that 
Southern State Womans College (SSWC) would become Southern State College.  In spring quarter 1950, the college 
began admitting male students.   
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including a state lottery, children’s advocacy, disabled veterans, seatbelts, public transportation, 

segregation, and higher education (Tharpe & Galloway, 2007).   

He was particularly effective in using “the state constitutional provision that gave his 

House primary control over budget matters” (Tharpe & Galloway, 2007, p. D8).  A former 

president of Southern State College offered an example in which the power and influence of the 

Speaker of the House was demonstrated.  Southern State College became a regional state 

university in 1993, but the Speaker of the House was opposed to this because he favored the 

institution in his district as the next regional state university.  This change for Southern State 

would have never occurred “if Governor [Carter Thomas73] had not used his personal influence” 

(Lane, interview, 2007).  The Board of Regents approved the establishment of Southern State 

College as a regional university provided the General Assembly appropriate $400,000 for 

planning.  The General Assembly did so, but the Speaker of the House reduced that amount to 

$25,000 in committee.  Governor Thomas74 signed an executive order to move $375,000 from 

his discretionary fund to the Southern State College budget to satisfy the planning requirement.   

Seniority of Legislator 

 Four of 17 interviewees said that seniority of the legislator is a factor.  In the House and 

Senate, there are legislators who gain the respect of younger legislators because they have been 

through several legislative sessions.  Additionally, there is a handful of legislators who specialize 

in specific areas, e.g., capital appropriations or higher education, so younger legislators and other 

legislators not as familiar with these areas support their decisions.  A former legislator and 

governor stated, “In the House and Senate, there are four or five who other members look upon 

and yield to them and their recommendations.  That’s where they get their clout and seniority; 

young representatives have trust and confidence in them and support them” (Finnell, interview, 

2007).   

Municipal Support 

 One of 17 interviewed mentioned municipal support.  That interviewee brought forth the 

fact that, although an institution may have the support of its City Council or Board of 

Commissioners, rarely if ever, does a Mayor or Commissioner champion a capital project on 

behalf of an institution (Norris, interview, 2007).  Municipal leaders are supportive of an 

                                                 
73 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the individual.   
74 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the individual.   



 

 72 

institution for educational and economic reasons, but they do not intervene on behalf of an 

institution.  They may not recognize it as being their place to do so, or they may recognize that 

their efforts will be ineffective.   

Institutional Policy 

 Several variables which influence an institution’s enrollment and physical growth are 

determined by local institutional policies.  Those reported by interviewees in this study include: 

1) master plan, strategic plan, and facilities plan, 2) mission and vision, 3) relationship or 

partnership with community, 4) marketing/publicizing/recruiting, 5) diversity of students, and 6) 

institutional lobbyist.  Local policies can directly manipulate the above variables.  Items which 

are institutional issues that can be controlled through presidential leadership are discussed under 

Research Question 3.  Items which are institutional issues but, for the most part, are considered 

out of the direct control of the institution are discussed under Research Question 5.   

Master Plan, Strategic Plan, and Facilities Plan 

 Twelve of 17 interviewed addressed the importance of a comprehensive master plan, 

strategic plan, or facilities plan.  In actuality, all plans, including the capital improvement plan, 

are intertwined.  The System, since the 1960s and 1970s has made drastic improvements in its 

coordinated planning efforts.  Prior to the study’s time period from 1960 to 1972, there was a 

boom in construction at the state’s public institutions (Fincher, 2002).  The planning consisted of 

someone from the central office visiting the campus and actually riding a tractor with a 

contractor and pointing out the corners for new building construction (Thomas, interview, 2007).  

This person had a campus master plan in his head, but it was not as strategic and data-oriented as 

contemporary master plans.  A current vice chancellor commented, “In the last 15 years, I have 

seen the campuses around this state grow from a hodge-podge of buildings that were somewhat 

related to each other to campuses that really look like universities and colleges with a campus 

feel” (Culbertson, interview, 2007).   

President Taylor recommended the Board “have equal distribution or a more defined, 

systematic distribution of where these students are all going to attend” (Taylor, interview, 2007).  

A master plan which the campuses establish and revise calculate many factors including 

projected growth and projected facilities needs.  The current facilities at the campus are then 

benchmarked to certain standards such as those produced by the Council of Educational Facility 

Planners International (CEFPI) (Norris, interview, 2007).  Mrs. Culbertson continued, 
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“institutional master planning basically generated a more holistic, comprehensive understanding 

of the overall facilities needs at the campuses.”  The current president of Southern State 

emphasized the importance of a master plan and strategic plan and described the current plans as 

more aggressive than past plans (Taylor, interview, 2007); the lack of aggressiveness in prior 

plans was one factor which may have affected the growth rate at Southern State College.   

Mission and Vision 

 Nine of 17 interviewed suggested that the mission and vision of the institution must be a 

driver when planning enrollment growth.  An institution can grow for growth’s sake, but 

coordinating that growth to adhere to its mission and vision is a priority.  If an institution 

capitalizes on its mission, it can build upon that to attract students (Overton, interview, 2007).  

Coastal State College and Southern State College missions have expanded during the study from 

a local institution providing liberal arts and teacher education to regional institutions awarding 

doctoral degrees.  One Regent described this mission creep as a perfect example of the “tail 

wagging the dog” (Henderson, interview, 2007). 

 In 1994, the newly appointed chancellor for the state university system began focusing on 

the mission and vision at institutions.  The majority of the institutions in the System had 

experienced mission creep for decades; however, this chancellor talked about the importance of 

working as a system and for institutions to build on their strengths and not aspire to be like other 

institutions within the system.  Institutions, including the regional universities in this study, have 

leveraged that concept to fulfill a mission to the region, one of access, or some other niche 

mission (Culbertson, interview, 2007). 

Relationship or Partnership with Community 

Nine of 17 individuals suggested that the institution’s role in the community and its 

relationship or partnership with the community or service area influences growth.  Some 

communities prefer a small institution which only serves local students, and sometimes an 

institution’s agenda for growth differs from the community’s values and desires.   

After arriving in Harrodsburg as President of Coastal State College, Dr. Perry reflected, 

“Almost anything you could think of in terms of need existed…” and he set in motion plans for 

the college to begin better servicing these education and societal needs.  Subsequent presidents 

continued to expand services to the region.  In the community of Harrodsburg where Coastal 

State is located, the local leaders and college administrators decided growth for growth’s sake 
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was good (Culbertson, interview, 2007).  At Coastal State, former President Perry stated, “We 

should be looking for partnerships and alliances and ways of working synergistically together to 

help one another.”  Coastal State expanded its relationship with the community by partnering 

with local industries.  Various companies donated funds for student scholarships and 

subsequently hired Coastal’s graduates (Perry, interview, 2007).   

While citizens of Palmyra generally are supportive of Southern State University, there is 

still a contingent of citizens who are vocally opposed to the growth and progress of the 

institution (Taylor, interview, 2007).  Taylor stated, “Here is a contemporary university which is 

exploding and having a tremendous economic impact and traffic impact.”  Yet the community’s 

resistance has delayed a noticeable portion of development at Southern State.  Dr. Yelland 

supported this statement when he said, “there is always someone who wants to change the local 

college.”  The interactions and partnerships between the institutions and its community and 

service areas can directly impact the support and growth of the institution.   

Marketing/Publicizing/Recruiting 

 Six of 17 interviewed mentioned marketing, publicizing, or recruiting efforts which the 

institution specifically engaged in as being a catalyst for an institution’s enrollment growth.  The 

president of Coastal State worked to share the message of Coastal with the community by 

speaking at civic events, hosting a television show, and writing a weekly column which was 

printed in 12 newspapers.  For example, Coastal State University markets to the metro areas of 

the state where they draw one-third of their enrollment.  Mr. Norris, a vice president there, stated 

that Coastal State was closer to metro-areas and therefore able to draw a greater portion of 

students from that area than Southern State.  Coastal State has also employed professional 

marketing firms to help them publicize the institution in the state (Norris, interview, 2007).  

According to their 2006-07 fact books, Coastal State drew 5,677 of its 16,425 student enrollment 

from the state capital metropolitan area which consists of 28 counties, while Southern State drew 

2,802 of its 10,038 enrollment from the same locations.  

 Southern State University, throughout the entire period, has not placed extensive 

resources or personnel efforts into marketing.  Admissions recruiters do visit high schools for 

college fairs, but mass marketing toward the general population, or even specific populations, 

has been limited (Taylor, interview, 2007).   



 

 75 

 Mrs. Thomas, a facilities professional, stated that customer service during the recruiting 

process and a “level of enthusiasm” inspires students to enroll at an institution.  Institutions are 

being more committed to student service, evident in the number of student success centers and 

one-stop service centers being developed on campuses.  Admissions professionals who are 

dynamic help to attract students, and “recruitment and retention is the name of the game” 

(Thomas, interview, 2007).  Both institutions now have a Freshman Year Experience (FYE) 

program which is used to recruit and retain students during the first, transition year to college 

(Thomas, interview, 2007).  There exist technical differentials between marketing, publicizing, 

and recruiting at the two institutions, but all these efforts promote the institution’s name. 

Diversity of Students 

 Five of 17 interviewed mentioned diversity of the student population as a factor which 

encourages growth at an institution.  Diversity includes not only the ethnicity of the students but 

where the students come from (Nall, interview, 2007).   

 When he began at Coastal State College in 1978, Thomas Perry had one of the least 

diverse campuses in the entire state system.  He set out to make changes and supported programs 

which attracted minority students.  He incorporated marketing strategies and worked with local 

community leaders to attract African American students.  He established an affirmative action 

program led by an aggressive faculty member.  Minority faculty members also were hired, and a 

federal TRIO grants was awarded to the institution (Perry, interview, 2007).  The administration 

at Coastal worked proactively in the 1970s and 1980s to create a campus culture which allowed 

minority students to feel comfortable at their institution.  Southern State also established an 

affirmative action position on its campus, but not until the 1990s.  Both institutions have 

encouraged minority enrollment; Table 4 includes a brief report of the ethnicities at both 

campuses in five year increments and how the institutions have gained in student diversity.  Over 

a 30 year time period, Coastal State College more than tripled its enrollment of Black students, 

and Southern State slightly less than doubled its enrollment of Black students. 
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Table 4 
Enrollment Percentages by Selected Ethnic Categories in Five-Year Increments, 1975-2005 

Year Institution African 
American 

American Indian 
or Alaskan Native 

Asian or Pacific 
Islander 

Hispanic Multi-
racial 

White 

Coastal 6.0 0 0 0 * 94.0 1975 
Southern 11.1 .3 .2 .2 * 88.2 

Coastal 8.75 .1 .1 .3 * 90.8 1980 
Southern 12.14 .1 .2 .2 * 87.3 

Coastal 12.6 .2 .6 .6 * 86.0 1985 
Southern 13.9 .1 .5 .6 * 84.9 

Coastal 12.6 .1 1.0 .5 * 85.8 1990 
Southern 16.0 .2 .5 .6 * 82.7 

Coastal 23.7 .2 1.6 1.0 .3 73.2 1995 
Southern 19.9 .3 1.1 1.0 .2 77.6 

Coastal 26.3 .2 1.7 1.2 1.5 69.0 2000 
Southern 20.7 .2 1.4 1.5 1.0 75.2 

Coastal 22.1 .2 1.5 1.6 1.9 72.8 2005 
Southern 20.9 .4 1.5 1.9 1.5 73.8 

*not reported 
Source: University System Fall Quarter and Fall Semester Enrollment Reports 1975-2005 

 
 
 
 
Institutional Lobbyist 

 Four of 17 interviewed discussed the impact of an institutional lobbyist.  Both institutions 

in the case study employed a lobbyist for some of the years in the study’s time frame.  This 

individual would represent the institution during the legislative session and was authorized to 

answer certain questions on behalf of the institution, its president, or specific projects.  The 

policy decision to spend $40,000 to upwards of a $100,000 on an institutional lobbyist would be 

made by the institution’s president; the service results of a lobbyist are subjective (Taylor, 

interview, 2007).  

 Former president of Southern State College Lane responded, “We maintained a 

lobbyist…Sometimes he was at committee meetings as late as 2:00 or 3:00 am representing our 

interests.  They would refer questions to him regarding [Southern State College].  He did us a 

tremendous amount of service, and every cent we spent on him was worthwhile.”  The use of a 

lobbyist at Southern State was discontinued in the late 1990s while Coastal State continues to 

employ one (Taylor, interview, 2007).   

 To summarize the findings of Research Question 1, the strongest three influencers which 

determined capital appropriations to the institutions were local delegation support, Board of 

Regents and state policy, and the Governor.  Initially, it was anticipated that policy and politics 
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would be the more dominant influencer and the findings supported that statement.  The weakest 

two influencers were found to be the institutional nomenclature and municipal support. 

Subsidiary Research Question 2 

What evidence exists to suggest that the Board of Regents, State Legislature, and/or 

Governor appropriated funds to its higher education institutions in a planned and equitable 

manner? 

 The Board of Regents has maintained a Policy Manual for system and institutional 

governance.  This manual contains basic guiding policies regarding capital assets.  However, not 

present in the manual is a full description of the evolution of the capital appropriations process in 

the state which, when investigated, demonstrates the state’s commitment to and manner by 

which it spent capital outlay at its institutions.  In the earliest years of the study, the policies 

were vague, and such as they were, were subject to political influence and vicissitudes of the 

state economy.  Today’s policies are far clearer and more explicitly detailed. 

Table 5 contains a ranking, by percentage, of the 12 most frequently reported factors 

gathered during the interview process which address Research Question 2.  

 
 
 
 
Table 5 
Reported Influencers for Planned, Equitable Capital Appropriation 

Influencers Percent 

Needs and priorities of the state 100.00% (17/17) 
Capital request process 94.11% (16/17) 
Mindset and perception of those in authority 94.11% (16/17) 
Demographics and population density 88.23% (15/17) 
Two state issue (north/south) 64.70% (11/17) 
Competition with other agencies 47.05% (8/17) 
State economy and economic reasons 47.05% (8/17) 
Anti-intellectualism and education in the South 35.29% (6/17) 
Rural and agricultural base 35.29% (6/17) 
Mission and vision 29.41% (5/17) 
Racial issues 23.52% (4/17) 
Overall size of state 11.76% (2/17) 

source: interview responses 
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Needs and Priorities 

 Seventeen of 17 stated that the state’s needs and priorities guide capital outlay decision-

making.  It is the responsibility of the members of the Board of Regents, in consultation with the 

governor and members of the General Assembly, to establish institutions and programs in areas 

and in fields which work to satisfy the needs and priorities of the state.   

One may believe the needs of the state are the overall deciding factor when directing 

capital outlay; however, that has not always been the case.  For example in the early 1980s, only 

one engineering school existed in the state, and it had extremely high admission standards.  

Interested parties lobbied for an engineering school to be opened in the southern part of the state 

at one of the two largest institutions, Coastal State College or Southern State College.  The 

chancellor at the time, a strong chancellor who had formerly been a vice president at the state’s 

only engineering school, openly opposed establishing another engineering school (Ponsford, 

interview, 2007).  Regent Henderson added, “There are a lot of folks who thought because there 

is no engineering program in the southern part of the state that we were not serving the state 

need.  It was educationally and economically not feasible at that point to create another 

engineering program in the state.”  As a concession, articulation agreements at several 

institutions, including the regional institutions, were created to allow students to transfer to the 

engineering school.  After the state decided not to start another engineering school, a private 

institution in the mid-state opened one and has experienced success.  This is one example of how 

a strong chancellor’s influence and favoritism towards one institution outweighed the needs of 

the state and restricted the potential growth at Coastal State College or Southern State College.   

 In the early 1980s, there was a growing need to establish and expand graduate programs 

in the southern part of the state.  Both Coastal State and Southern State wanted to establish 

cooperative doctoral programs, but the chancellor was opposed to that because the institutions 

were still classified as senior colleges (Ponsford, interview, 2007), and only universities are 

capable to administer doctoral programs.  Later, when the institutions became regional state 

universities, they were authorized to administer their own doctoral programs.  In this situation, 

the chancellor’s decision not to allow the cooperative doctoral programs in the southern part of 

the state further delayed some education advancement and service to the area. 

Board of Regents 

In reference to the caliber of members on the board, Mr. Nall commented:  
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“The Board of Regents has certainly taken its responsibilities very seriously about 

being the provider of public higher education for the citizens of the State.  It is 

something that they have historically done with a great deal of passion.  It is 

evident in all aspects of the operation.  If you think in terms of the Board of 

Regents, you can probably see that the Board of Regents is considered the most 

prestigious appointment to a board that the Governor can make.  If you look at 

citizens who have served as Regents, you are going to see among the best citizens, 

the ones that have invested a great deal of service into state government, taken the 

responsibility of public service very seriously.  You’ll see a lot of names 

intertwined in state history.” 

Those who accept the responsibility do so with a commitment, and although they are 

appointed according to congressional district, they are encouraged to work as a team and to 

represent the entire state (Nall, interview, 2007).  There have been some regents who 

championed projects for the district they represented, yet the philosophy of the board which has 

been passed down from board to board has been to represent the state’s interests.  As a system 

employee with 15 years of experience working directly with the Board, Mrs. Culbertson 

commented on their operating fairness, “In the course of their tenure at the Board, at the end of 

the day, I feel in most instances, Regents have risen above local and parochial interests to the 

good of the state…” (Culbertson, interview, 2007).  A current state senator commented, “I think 

the Regents have done a good job, and I strongly support an independent Board of Regents” 

(Peake, interview, 2007).   

Regent Henderson confirmed this when he said, “We tend to get a fair and more equitable 

distribution…when you have professional chancellors and professional regents on the Board” 

(Henderson, interview, 2007).  He compared the members of the Board of Regents to Supreme 

Court justices; they “ultimately focus on the role they are functioning rather than the fact they are 

a political appointee” (Henderson, interview, 2007).  President Taylor agreed, “I have always felt 

very comfortable that the Board of Regents distinctly supported higher education, look 

holistically at the state, and I have always been treated with great fairness.”   

A former president expressed his opinion that the regents had a mindset favoring the 

larger research institutions because many of them graduated from those or similar institutions, 

and they placed teacher education institutions, such as the regional universities in the study, as a 
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low priority for the state.  Although the Regents represented certain areas of the state, once they 

became a Regent, their mindset was swayed to match those of the stronger Regents who 

preferred the research university (Perry, interview, 2007).  A former vice chancellor mentioned 

that one regent representing a southern district “pushed very, very hard for the southern end of 

the state” (Maxwell, interview, 2007).  However, the majority of interviewees claimed the 

Regents were supportive of all the institutions equally.   

Capital Request Process 

 Sixteen of 17 interviewed stated the stages and intricacies of the capital request process in 

place contributed to prohibit institutions from attaining capital outlay.  The policies guiding the 

capital request process have evolved and are subject to a number of state-wide influencers.  

Regent Henderson recalled that the capital request process has “been all over the map” and 

“there have been periods of time when we did not have a discrete policy” (Henderson, interview, 

2007).  Within the System, surrounding and including the study’s time period, there have been 

four describable capital process models, as determined by this researcher.  A history of each of 

the models is presented to show a clear evolution in the Regents’ policies to a more discrete and 

equitable model.  The model descriptions include the general process.   

Model 1 (1966-1985)
75

 

 Presidents submitted a list of prioritized capital projects.  Then a presentation for capital 

projects was made every year by the presidents to the chancellor and vice chancellors as part of 

the budget request.  After the presentation, the chancellor and vice chancellors would compile all 

the requests into a system list and then select projects they wanted to see funded, with approval 

by the Board of Regents.  During the time period Model 1 was in place, the Regents and staff 

decided where capital projects were going to be placed, and those decisions were done more 

subjectively (Henderson, interview, 2007).   

Decisions for projects were “done in consultation with some regents, the chancellor and 

even across the street with some legislators” (Henderson, interview, 2007).  A long-standing 

business officer in the system described the decision-making process between the parties:  “It 

seemed that capital appropriation was often based on what legislators, the chancellor, and the 

Board knew or what they thought they knew about the institutions and their presidents and often 

                                                 
75 Model 1 begins in the fiscal year a new, stronger chancellor was installed and ends the year his successor left 
office. 
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whether or not legislators were mad at the chancellor or each other.  However, many times it was 

influenced by higher politics than that, up to and including the general plans of the state for 

economic growth in an area” (Deadwyler, interview, 2007).   

After the request, the System Office worked with the General Assembly to secure 

funding.  Individual presidents were discouraged from lobbying legislators directly for capital 

projects, although presidents at the large research institutions did so anyway (Perry, interview, 

2007).  Perry remarked, “What the chancellor’s office would send over would be things they 

thought would have a good chance of passing.”  Because the majority of the legislators graduated 

from or championed the research universities, those projects received the most funding and other 

institutions received a much smaller portion.  Former president of Coastal State Perry described 

this strategy as “unfair to the people who lived in the southern two-thirds of the state.”   

The Board of Regents “would put forth an amount in the budget request for capital 

outlay” (Nall, interview, 2007).  The amount was not detailed, so the members of the General 

Assembly were not made aware of how and where the capital outlay would be spent.  Based 

upon the amount of funding, the chancellor and Regents then awarded capital projects to the 

institutions (Nall, interview, 2007).  The Board’s representative to the General Assembly 

recalled his experiences during the legislative sessions in the early 1980s, “Members of the 

General Assembly were constantly saying, ‘How are you going to use this money?’ and I would 

respond, ‘We’ll decide based upon how much you give us.’” (Nall, interview, 2007).  The 

decision to award capital funding to institutions was made by the Chancellor, confirmed by the 

Board of Regents, and constructed based upon how much funding was awarded each year.  The 

weakness of this procedure in Model 1 was the lack of transparency for members of the General 

Assembly.   

Model 2 (1986-1996)
76

 

The members of the General Assembly began asking more questions on how capital 

outlay would be spent in the State University System, so the chancellor and central office staff 

developed what became known as the capital priorities list.  It was a list which contained system 

projects in a prioritized order.  The Board of Regents, and chancellor, to a lesser extent, still 

determined which institutions would receive the state capital investment.   

                                                 
76 Model 2 begins in the fiscal year a new chancellor was installed and ends two years after his successor was 
installed. 
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 In this model, the institutions would submit to the Central Office their request for capital 

projects.  Vice President Deadwyler recalled, “There may have been an official form or two, but 

the requests were not systematic and not given in nearly the detail that is required and expected 

today.”  The chancellor and vice chancellors would discuss the requests with other individuals, 

and then a capital list would be produced each year.  The chancellor requested “institutions to 

work off the priorities of the University System” and “speak with one voice” (Nall, interview, 

2007).  The unity of presenting projects to the legislature collectively as a system was a strength 

of Model 2 (Maxwell, interview, 2007).   

The Regents still made an annual request for capital outlay but did so in a more detailed 

manner so that members of the General Assembly would know how the funds would be spent.  If 

the appropriation was more than the request, and often times it was during supplemental budgets, 

additional projects on the list could be funded (Nall, interview, 2007), and legislators would 

know beforehand which projects would be funded by the additional outlay.   

 While this request process (Model 2) was some improvement over the prior process 

(Model 1), the System did not “ask the enlightened questions” it could have (Deadwyler, 

interview, 2007).  Vice President Deadywler of Southern State University recalled, “The 

questions that were not asked were:  How does this fit into your master plan? Are you vacating 

space?  If so, what are you going to do with it?  One question not usually asked was about actual 

need:  What exactly is the usage of your present facilities?”  This model’s weakness was also in 

the area of transparency; Central Office staff, the chancellor, and Regents were still principally 

making all capital outlay request decisions. 

Model 3 (1997-2006)
77

 

As the process evolved, Model 3 required answers to more questions of this nature.  In 

1997, the members of the Board of Regents decided that, instead of simply approving the capital 

projects recommended by the facilities staff, they wanted the opportunity to evaluate and vote on 

the projects themselves.  The need for better system and institutional planning became an 

impetus for deciding capital projects.  Under Model 3, institutions submitted a capital 

improvement plan which included its capital requests over the next five years (Overton, 

interview, 2007).  Staff members of the facilities office vetted 200 to 300 projects and evaluated 

them based on state priorities.  The best and most feasible projects were narrowed down to 20 to 

                                                 
77 Model 3 was used from 1997 through the 2006 fiscal year.   
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30 projects, and a public meeting was designated each year for institution presidents to come and 

present their capital request to the Board.  The meeting allowed for the real-time voting of 

projects which would be added to the capital priorities list (Culbertson, interview, 2007).   

Annually, institutional presidents would deliver a written and oral presentation for capital 

requests to the chancellor and vice chancellors.  The chancellor placed projects on the capital 

priorities list, and the decision of which institutional project was placed on the list was made 

internally.  In 1997, this process evolved into an open meeting presentation in which institution 

presidents would present their capital project request to members of the Board of Regents during 

an open meeting in June.  The process entailed each Regent evaluating the presentations with an 

equal amount of objectivity.  Projects were ranked by individual Regent; points were given based 

on need, size of institution, etc.  A myriad of factors are considered when evaluating which 

capital projects to put forward.  From a regent’s perspective, “You might give more money to a 

[smaller institution] based on need…because they are not as well endowed with a foundation that 

can pull up some of the slack” (Henderson, interview, 2007).  The Regents’ ranked capital 

project list would go forward and be compared to the list generated by the Facilities Staff 

(Henderson, interview, 2007).  Regent Henderson commented, “Often there were wide 

differences with what the staff came up with and with what Regents came up with.”   

This process evolved the major capital priorities list into the five-year readiness plan or 

five-year rolling list.  The central office staff maintained a system capital priorities list of about 

$500 million.  The chancellor and system asked for a capital appropriation of $100 million per 

year; each year, projects were funded off the top and added to the bottom (Nall, interview, 2007).  

Once an institution was placed on the list, it could remain on the list for years and years unless an 

institution involved a legislator or several legislators to support a project on the list (Norris, 

interview, 2007).   

 A weakness of Model 3 was the desire of the institutions and Regents to award capital 

funding for buildings which made a statement for their institutions.  These facilities contain 

materials such as wood and stone and are “meant to be a centerpiece building of the campus” 

(Nall, interview, 2007).  The presidents would present projects, and “the individual projects 

would take on a life of their own.  The more you glamorize a project or leverage it with outside 

funding, the more likely you were to get it on the prioritized list” (Culbertson, interview, 2007).  

Model 3 was “very iterative but the nature of the process of prioritization, just as with all 
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processes in a system, can be ultimately gamed over time.  That’s what happened with our 

process” (Culbertson, interview, 2007).  All capital projects which the System awarded were 

needed; however, the process could have been more balanced.   

 Institutions that have learned to “game” the system or “out politic” other institutions do 

draw some attention and have received capital outlay.  Mr. Maxwell, a former assistant vice 

chancellor, offered this example.  An institution, which seemingly did not have immediate need 

for a project, persuaded the wife of a former U.S. President to make a presentation for a project 

on behalf of the institution.  The project was immediately accepted (Maxwell, interview, 2007).  

Although this institution received capital outlay, new capital facilities do not always attract 

students.  Mr. Finnell stated, “If you build the facilities and the population is not there, you will 

not fill them.”   

 One large weakness of all the models was the general lack of data to support a project.  

Institutions would put forward a project, and “they were guessing at numbers, pulling it out of 

the air” (Maxwell, interview, 2007).  Since then, institutions have become smarter about costs; 

many have purchased estimating software or hired professional cost estimators for projects.  

Towards the later years of the model, as project costs rose dramatically, the targeted priority list 

of $500 million crept up to $800 million (Culbertson, interview, 2007).  This was beginning to 

forecast failures in the model.  The current process was found to have deficiencies in five general 

areas: “1) the lack in the predictability of facilities funding from year to year, 2) the absence of a 

strategic focus, 3) the length of time from an institution’s request for facility to the completion of 

construction, 4) the need for more robust data in capital decision-making, 5) the need to consider 

all campus capital projects” (Board of Regents of the University System, 2006e, ¶4).   

Model 4 (2006-present)
78

 

A new strategic capital model has been developed by staff members in the Office of 

Facilities and officially adopted by the Board of Regents.  This model was released after the 

study’s time period, but it is considered important to the study and therefore explained in Chapter 

Five.  

Variables in Capital Request Models 

 Each of the three capital request models during the study’s time period contained 

numerous internal and external variables which were considered during the submittal and review 

                                                 
78 Model 4 began in November 2006 when it was approved by the Board of Regents. 
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process.  These factors include need and enrollment, projected growth, staff vetting process, 

presentation and voting, construction costs, matching funds, unanticipated projects, minor capital 

projects, and public/private ventures.  They are briefly described in this section along with 

selected examples.  Because the process was formed and decided at the state level, these 

elements had direct impact on the awarding of capital outlay to the case institutions.   

1. Need and enrollment.  Regents consider capital outlay decisions based primarily on 

institutional need and projected need.  Former President Lane stated, “The Regents have a tough 

job.  They have to consider what has happened, what is happening, and what is going to happen.”   

The process has become more bureaucratic.  The institution is added to the capital 

priorities list, and then it lobbies to increase its stature on the list (Ponsford, interview, 2007).  

An institution may demonstrate need, but other pressing state issues can influence the funding 

order of a capital project.  For example, in 1994, a severe flood damaged an institution in the 

southern part of the state, and $153 million in flood recovery construction was redirected to the 

institution (Culbertson, interview, 2007).  In 2005, the System opened a new college, and it was 

required to have certain types of facilities, such as a library, to become accredited so capital 

outlay was directed to that institution (Board of Regents of the University System, 2006b). 

 The State University System has made a commitment to provide a certain level of 

education to its citizens.  As technology has changed in certain fields, such as engineering and 

sciences, more capital outlay has been spent to replace facilities which have grown out-of-date.  

The institutions themselves have not necessarily grown in enrollment, but the outdated facilities 

have necessitated the outlay (Nall, interview, 2007). 

 Enrollment was the principal driver for capital funding during a presidential tenure 

spanning from 1978 to 1986 (Perry, interview, 2007).  Regent Henderson agreed with President 

Perry that “…enrollment drove capital funding…but it is not the only variable taken into account 

when capital appropriations are being done” (Henderson, interview, 2007).  A sitting vice 

president also concurred when he asked, “If you cannot point to enrollment, what are you basing 

the request on?” (Deadwyler, interview, 2007). 

 In the early years, the decision to award capital funding was more subjective.  As the 

process has evolved, when the Regents recognize an academic need in a certain area, they are 

careful to first ascertain whether or not it is a long term need.  To do this, the Regents authorize 

neighboring institutions to transport their degree programs to a satellite center or other off 
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campus facility to see if the programs will be sustained (Henderson, interview, 2007).  

Evaluating whether or not an institution can sustain a need before making a large capital 

investment helps Regents to make better decisions for equitably distributing resources.  Mr. 

Overton confirmed that many institutions are proposing to establish branch campuses and 

satellite centers in areas of the state with current need and expected population growth (Overton, 

interview, 2007). 

2. Projected growth.  The Regents traditionally consider current enrollment as one of the 

most important factors when making capital project decisions; but, over the course of the study, 

they have given weight to projected enrollment growth and projected population growth.  When 

enrollment is flat, the Regents are less likely to make capital awards.  When enrollment growth is 

robust and lasting, the Regents have to be more responsive (Nall, interview, 2007).  A long-

standing member of the Board of Regents stated that more attention is being given now to where 

projected growth will be than in decades past.  Their decisions are now in line with the strategic 

plan of the System (Henderson, interview, 2007).   

Mr. Nall commented it was “growth, growth, growth” which affected how capital 

decisions were made during the study’s time period.  Mrs. Culbertson confirmed that “the bulk 

of space and capital needs were driven by growth and more growth in place as opposed to 

projected growth” while trying to “provide facilities based on square footage per FTE or at least 

trying to match some general correlation of enrollment and funding” (Culbertson, interview, 

2007).  There are examples of institutions in the system growing in place without capital 

investment.  These institutions have learned to schedule their courses in manners to 

accommodate students at non-traditional hours (Winchell, interview, 2007). 

3. Facilities Office staff vetting.  William G. Overton, a program manager on the facilities 

staff described his current role as “an advocate for the campuses at the Board of Regents office 

who helps them get through any bureaucracy at the Board of Regents office to get done what 

they need to get done at the local level.”  During Models 3 and 4 of the capital request process, 

the facilities office staff has the duty to vet projects before they are presented to the Board of 

Regents for funding.  The System Office staff examined numerous factors such as 

“demographics, enrollment growth at an institution, benchmarking of the amount of space 

compared to the current enrollment and potential enrollment” (Culbertson, interview, 2007).  The 

projects were culled, and the “best of the best” were presented to the Regents for consideration 



 

 87 

and voting (Culbertson, interview, 2007).  A list of eight to ten project requests were presented 

as agenda items and information items (Overton, Winchell, interview, 2007).   

Andrew Maxwell commented, “Probably the biggest impact at the time [late 1990s-early 

2000s] was the facilities office because they made the determination who got to present to the 

Regents.”  During this time, the facilities office staff had a large responsibility of presenting 

quality proposals.  Although the staff recognized some institutions needed facilities, the materials 

they submitted for evaluation were below par and would not have been acceptable for public 

presentation (Maxwell, interview, 2007).   

During this vetting process, among the factors which are also considered are the length of 

time since the institution’s last major capital project and the current facilities condition and ages 

at the institution (Overton, interview, 2007).  The System Office, when it reviews capital 

requests, also considers the feasibility of the success of the project on the campus.  They consider 

the staff sophistication level on the campus and are cognizant of presidential transitions.  Mrs. 

Thomas commented, “If you have presidents who are in transition, the last thing you want to do 

is fund an outgoing president’s vision.  That may not be the next president’s vision.”   

4. Regents presentation and voting.  A former president recommended that successful 

presentations include “a darned good argument” and “not only must you have solid arguments, 

you have to have something that really communicates to people” (Lane, interview, 2007).  This 

includes the use of simple, yet persuasive, statistics and other arguments which are undeniable to 

the reviewing board.  For example, Southern State was able to justify its need for a new science 

building because it “had less laboratory space per EFT than any unit in the University System 

including the two-year colleges” (Lane, interview, 2007).  Both Southern State and Coastal State 

were able to justify a library addition because of the benchmark library square footage per FTE 

ratio.  A subsequent president of Southern State made a presentation using photographs of the 

university’s current nursing classrooms and facilities and compared them to photographs of the 

nursing facilities at the local technical college to justify the need for a new nursing complex 

(Taylor, interview, 2007).   

Some institutions hired professional firms to prepare their capital request presentation in 

an effort to make them more glamorous, but this turned the presentations into a “beauty contest” 

(Culbertson, Maxwell, interview, 2007).  Presidents were actively politicking members of the 

Central Office staff in order to get their project on the major capital list (Overton, interview, 
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2007).  Once the Board of Regents placed a project on the capital priorities list, it was added to 

the bottom of the list, or occasionally, placed higher on the list.  When the General Assembly 

provides funding, the top projects on the list are funded first.  When he began as president of 

Southern State University in 2002, President Taylor set out to learn the process for capital 

appropriations.  “How do you get on this infamous list?” he asked.  He continued, “It depended 

on how you could convince several Board of Regents members in your section of the state to talk 

to other Board of Regents members to get support and be selected from this very lengthy list” 

(Taylor, interview, 2007). 

5. Construction costs.  Prior to the study’s time period, the system experienced an 

enrollment and facilities boom in the 1960s and 1970s.  During this time, facilities were 

constructed on a relatively low budget and were of lower quality.  Those buildings are inefficient 

in terms of land use and square footage; and today, the system has an aging inventory of 

buildings which must be either rehabilitated or razed (Culbertson, interview, 2007).  There are 

life-cycles to buildings, and the System has made a policy decision to construct buildings which 

last a long time, at least 50 years or longer (Nall, interview, 2007).  This policy has been adapted 

because of rising construction costs.  Constructing facilities which will last 50 years is very 

expensive and affects how many capital projects can be funded each year.   

 Coastal State College experienced a large period of growth in the 1980s, an increase of 

five to six thousand students.  The school received no capital appropriations for new classrooms, 

so it leased portable buildings on its campus which were used for many years (Norris, interview, 

2007).  Temporary buildings have become common on the campuses of many public schools; 

however, the Board of Regents passed a policy in 1993 prohibiting the leasing of temporary or 

portable buildings (Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia, 2006h).  This policy 

decision demonstrated the Board’s commitment to investing only in permanent facilities (Nall, 

interview, 2007).  

 The heightened construction costs during the 2000s placed more focus on the building 

than the master plan.  A current vice chancellor commented, “As buildings became more 

glamorous and more expensive, they got larger and you got less and less buildings” (Culbertson, 

interview, 2007).  Because of the increasing cost of major projects, legislators focused more on 

funding minor capital projects, those $5 million and under.  Some years, all minor capital 

projects were funded and one or two major projects were funded, but the Regents kept adding 
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projects to the prioritized list at a faster rate than they could be funded.  The minor capital 

projects were not listed on the capital priorities list; a new list was generated every year and 

presented to the General Assembly during the session so legislators could select which projects 

to fund (Culbertson, interview, 2007).   

 The market began correcting the price of construction materials in the early 2000s.  Items 

such as steel, plywood, concrete, PVC, and copper began escalating in cost which translated into 

a greater overall cost for capital projects for the institutions (Maxwell, interview, 2007).  The 

size of capital projects, in addition to the cost of raw products, had increased.  Homer H. 

Winchell noted that major capital projects used to cost $6 to $9 million, but today’s mega-

projects cost $60 and $70 million (Winchell, interview, 2007) 

 One reason facilities have become larger, and subsequently cost more, is the need to 

incorporate faculty and staff offices in the design.  Standards for faculty offices require them to 

have 130 square feet of office space with walls and a door.  A classroom building cannot simply 

be classrooms; it requires office space in order to accommodate more teaching capacity 

(Winchell, interview, 2007).  In addition, a former vice chancellor for facilities had an unwritten 

personal philosophy of bumping up the size and cost of a proposed capital project.  For example, 

a project costing $12 million was increased to $25 million.  If it was an institution’s turn, it had 

almost as equal a chance at being placed on the list at $25 million (Winchell, interview, 2007).  

From this unwritten policy, mega-projects and preference for larger buildings evolved.   

6. Matching funds.  Beginning in the late 1990s and becoming more frequent in the 2000s, 

institutions began to leverage their ability to be placed on the capital priorities list by providing 

private or matching funds with their request.  A project which at least has some kind of match 

may be more likely to receive funding from the state (Overton, interview, 2007).  Regardless of 

the size of the institution, one staff member stated that “campuses are going to be expected to 

bring money to the table for certain types of projects” (Overton, interview, 2007).  Mr. Winchell 

agreed and stated, “If something is worth spending state general obligation debt on, it is also 

worth spending institutional funds or non-GO debt.”  This was not the policy in the past when 

institutions expected to receive 100% of their capital financing from state general obligation 

bonds (Overton, interview, 2007).   

7. Trades or unanticipated projects.  Although infrequent, the addition of projects to the 

capital list have occurred, or in some cases have bypassed the capital project list altogether.  For 
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example at Southern State in the 1980s, the Vice Chancellor for Fiscal Affairs agreed to purchase 

a nearby office building for the college if the college agreed to implement a new accounting 

system (Lane, interview, 2007).   

 When an institution, or someone on behalf of the institution, asks members of the General 

Assembly to fund a project which does not have the support of the Board of Regents or asks for a 

project to be funded out of order, this activity gains attention (Nall, interview, 2007).  Presidents, 

or their institutional representatives, were not allowed to circumvent the process by going 

directly to the legislature to request a capital project (Overton, interview, 2007).  Every year, 

some legislators will add a project in the budget which had not been on the Governor’s 

recommended list nor the Board of Regents list.  Regent Henderson stated, “That is a tricky 

situation to be in.  They are not supposed to override the prioritizing we do for the list, so we 

have to negotiate” (Henderson, interview, 2007).   

8. Minor capital projects.  Principally during Model 3 (1997-2006), the System proposed a 

list of minor capital projects, and the Governor was expected to fund a certain amount.  These 

minor capital projects, those under $5 million, have been described as “political gifts” (Maxwell, 

interview, 2007).  A former assistant vice chancellor elaborated on how the minor capital project 

list was funded:  “They [funding partners] are going to reach in the middle and grab the one that 

makes this guy who has done something very good for the speaker or governor and send a $5 

million project to his district to keep him in good graces with his constituents.  They are gifts for 

loyalty or accomplishment” (Maxwell, interview, 2007).  A current state senator disagreed by 

stating, “The growth in enrollment proves the value of such capital projects” (Peake, interview, 

2007).   

Although minor capital projects may be more politically funded in nature, or called a 

wish list, a facilities office staff member stated that “they were sound projects” which had been 

prioritized and recommended (Overton, interview, 2007).  A weakness to the procedure for 

funding minor capital requests is that each year institutions would submit different projects based 

on what they thought politically they could get funded that year (Overton, interview, 2007).  

When a minor capital project came up for consideration, both the system office and General 

Assembly asked a simple question:  “Well, did they get one last year?” (Winchell, interview, 

2007).  In the early 2000s, the process of funding minor capital projects has been refined by the 

governor’s office.  This new system required all agencies to submit their minor capital requests 
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to the governor’s office which would then prioritize a list and submit it to the governor for 

consideration (Maxwell, interview, 2007). 

9. Public/private ventures program.  The actual construction policies during the study’s time 

period have been consistent.  The construction rules, the architectural selection, and the funding 

sources have been constant: design-bid-build.  In 1986, Southern State College proposed one of 

the first, if not the first, public/private ventures within the state’s university system.  A private 

company in an adjoining state would erect a residence hall on its campus, and the institution 

would payback the project from rent revenue.  When proposed to the system office, “the concept 

was so new that they did not have any processes to evaluate or approve it, and they said no.  We 

were told to wait for the state to fund the project.” (Deadwyler, interview, 2007).  It would be 

eight additional years before this new type of construction partnership would begin its 

emergence in the system.   

The General Assembly provided capital outlay funding for all projects and subsequently 

had control and direction over those funds.  In 1994, the state realized that it was unable to fulfill 

the needs at all the campuses which opened the door for the development of a public/private 

ventures program.  The program allows an institution’s foundation or another entity to issue 

bonds for capital projects which are revenue generating such as housing, student centers, and 

dining services.  The program has been extremely successful.  Sarah E. Thomas commented, “It 

is important to see the University System is doing a lot for itself and not just relying on the 

General Assembly for GO bonds.”  A weakness, however, is, that “you give up a certain amount 

of control” when requesting outside or alternate funding sources (Culbertson, interview, 2007).   

Since its inception, the public/private ventures program has constructed $1.9 billion 

worth of projects on campuses throughout the state, with approximately $400 million added each 

year (Maxwell, interview, 2007).  This policy decision has been particularly good for the 

Regents because it relieves them from the burden of funding student projects and allows them to 

focus on instruction and research facilities.  It has also allowed the institutions to develop new 

and attractive residential spaces on campuses and meet other pressing needs such as parking 

(Maxwell, interview, 2007).  The public/private ventures program requires the state to contribute 

a fraction of the amount, if any at all, of general obligation bonds for projects.   

Mindset and Perception of Those in Authority 
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Sixteen of 17 discussed that the largest battle during the capital process was that of 

fighting the mindset and perception of those individuals with decision-making authority over the 

process.  The policies of the Board of Regents are not “aimed to aid or hinder a particular 

institution” (Lane, interview, 2007).  It is the mindset of those individuals implementing those 

policies which affects the outcome.  The largest obstacle which Thomas R. Perry referred to was 

the battle against the mindset and perception of those in positions of decision-making authority, 

whether they are legislators, governors, or Regents.  Dr. Perry recalled a presentation he made to 

the members of the Board of Regents: 

“I gave them a fairly comprehensive presentation and backed it up with some 

research.  I think I really made them angry.  Sometimes people don’t want to 

know where their problems are because they might have to do something about 

them.  After the meeting, a reporter went up to the chairman of the board and 

…asked her about [the issues presented].  She said, ‘No, there’s no problem.  

There’s nothing down there but trees.’”   

 This was one example where someone at the highest level chose to downplay the needs 

and problems in the southern portion of the state.  With her thinking, it is understandable why a 

limited amount of capital investment was made to the state institutions in the southern part of the 

state.  

 The mindset and perception favoring the large research institutions was seen on the 

capital priorities list.  Mr. Overton commented, “At any given time, the research institutions 

would have at least two major capital projects on the list whereas the regionals and the others 

might just have one.”  While one would prefer to think that all decisions are made in an equitable 

manner, the personal viewpoints or misconceptions of those making the decisions have 

traditionally outweighed the objectivity of their decisions. 

Demographics and Population Density 

 Fifteen of 17 stated that the changing demographics of the state and the growing 

population density in certain urban areas have strained higher education in those areas which 

have subsequently required more capital outlay to keep up with demand.  The configuration of 

the state has a higher percentage of the population in the northern part of the state than southern 

(Nall, interview, 2007).  The members of the Board of Regents have generally believed that not 

enough citizens in the state have a college degree.  Because of this fact, they have made a policy 
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decision not to steer or divert students to certain institutions, but instead accept students at the 

institution where they desire to attend.  Increased enrollment results in more acute need for 

capital facilities at some institutions over others (Nall, interview, 2007).   

 In the past few years, the City of Palmyra,79 home to Southern State University, has been 

awarded metropolitan city status, based upon the results of the 2000 year census.  There is 

greater consciousness of Palmyra and Southern State as the city grows in population (Lane, 

interview, 2007).  A state population projection shows the coastal area of the state will grow 

significantly by 2020.  This will place a greater population near Coastal State University where 

they can draw more students (Norris, interview, 2007).  A former governor stated, “Because of 

the economic development and population growth, we provide graduates to meet the demands of 

a growing state.  The desire has been to recognize the existing needs in the southern portion of 

the state and move graduate level courses into the southern portion of the state” (Finnell, 

interview, 2007). 

 The two regional institutions have an interesting history and are serving a more divergent 

population than ever before.  A former vice chancellor now working outside of the system 

commented, “All that emerged in the late ‘70s and ‘80s became stronger in the 1990s and has 

reached its pinnacle today.  Both [Coastal State and Southern State] are as strong as any regional 

institution in the southeast” (Ponsford, interview, 2007).  Several administrators in the system 

granted that demographics and projected population plays more of a role in capital decision 

making than it has in the past. 

Two State Issue (North/South) 

 Eleven of 17 discussed the existence of the two state issue, the unofficial existence of two 

states operating within one state:  the northern portion of the state which contains the state capital 

and all four of the state’s research universities, and the southern portion of the state which has 

traditionally been rural and is the location of the two regional universities.  The state has 

unofficially existed in a dichotomy due to the thinking of its citizens and actions of its legislators.  

Generally, the citizens from the southern part of the state complained the northern part of the 

state got everything it needed, while citizens from the northern part of the state complained all 

their tax dollars were being spent in the southern part (Culbertson, interview, 2007).   

                                                 
79 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
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 Former vice chancellor Ponsford stated, “As we moved into the early 1970s, it was 

apparent the major focus of public higher education in the state was clearly north….It was only 

as we moved into the late 1970s and early 1980s did the focus change to institutions in the 

southern part of the state, especially in graduate school.”  Although some improvement was 

made, Perry, a former president of a regional institution commented, “The southern part of the 

state…was not treated especially well in higher education….What was said was from a political 

point of view, from a power point of view, from an influential point of view, we were in the tail 

end.”   

 A longstanding member of the Board of Regents stated, “There is no negative discussion 

about the southern part or northern part of the state” (Henderson, interview, 2007).  He did grant, 

however, “there have been times when certain sections of the state fared better than others” 

(Henderson, interview, 2007).  Mr. Winchell confirmed this sentiment and fairness of the policy 

when he said, “Institutions in the south do not get treated any differently than the other regions.” 

 Mr. Overton added facts to this topic when he stated that the institutions in the southern 

portion of the state actually received more resources per capita because of the distribution of the 

population.  Because of the low density of the population in the middle and southern portions of 

the state, the institutions are calculated to be “functioning at a sub-optimal economy of scale” 

(Winchell, interview, 2007).  The historically Black institutions are located in the southern 

portion of the state, and even though they have traditionally received less appropriation than the 

other institutions, (Taylor, interview, 2007) there have been efforts to equalize this discrepancy. 

Competition with Other Agencies 

 Eight of 17 brought forth the simple concept of competition for resources.  Other 

agencies within the state, such as the prison system, K-12 education, and transportation, all 

compete with higher education for capital outlay funding.  The amount of capital outlay the state 

can issue each year is dependent on the governor’s willingness to issue bonds.  In addition to the 

economy and governor’s recommendations, the bond rating capacity of the state determines how 

much outlay can be made (Nall, interview, 2007).  There is only so much debt which can be 

issued in order for the state to retain its AAA credit rating (Winchell, interview, 2007).   

Shortly before the study’s time period began, a reorganization act for state government 

removed the individual bonding authority for higher education, K-12, and other agencies.  The 

bonding issuance was collapsed into one agency.  The General Assembly worked to minimize 
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the amount of total borrowing, and although the consolidation saved financing charges for the 

state, the competition for capital outlay between all state agencies increased.  The single debt 

financing agency had to then prioritize all capital projects in the state.  Some competition for 

higher education capital outlay has been prompted by the federal government.  At the start of the 

study, the state was facing penalties by the federal government because it had inadequate 

facilities to serve the inmate population (i.e., not enough beds) (Culbertson, interview, 2007).  

Capital outlay which historically had been designated for higher education was redirected to the 

prison system for several years.  Throughout the entire study, the General Assembly had had to 

designate a growing portion of capital outlay to its transportation infrastructure in order to 

receive matching federal dollars (Winchell, interview, 2007) 

Generally, the General Assembly has been favorable and supportive of higher education.  

This readily can be seen by the fact the University System currently owns more buildings than 

any other agency in state government (Nall, interview, 2007), and it received an annual 

appropriation in excess of $2 billion (Deadwyler, interview, 2007).  However, the amount of 

capital outlay each year is only so big.  As other pressing state priorities arose, the portion for 

higher education did not increase, but actually diminished relative to the overall state budget.   

State Economy and Economic Reasons 

 Eight of 17 revealed that the economy of the state and economic projections influenced 

how capital decisions were made.  The state had been relatively fortunate; economic downturns, 

though they had occurred, had been less severe in this state than in other states (Nall, interview, 

2007).  The historical capital appropriations to the University System institutions show a pattern 

of peaks and valleys.  Some of this fluctuation can be explained by the state’s economy and by 

the mindset of the governor.  Based upon his experience in the system, Vice Chancellor Nall 

stated, “If you’ve had an extraordinarily successful year, the next year the governor may take 

care of somebody else.”  

 Additionally, capital decisions to construct new research facilities had been influenced by 

the potential economic gains of having the building in place.  Although other institutions may 

have had recognizable needs for an instructional facility supported by data-driven factors, capital 

appropriations were made to one of the state’s research universities so that the institution could 

be on the forefront in the area of nanotechnology which had the potential to attract millions of 

research and industry dollars to the state.  Capital outlay had been directed to the state’s medical 
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school because the state must have doctors and dentists (Culbertson, Winchell, interview, 2007).  

This capital outlay is also intended to fulfill the state’s mission to provide quality academic 

programs in these areas.   

 At the end of the study’s time period, Coastal State University had completed renovations 

of several buildings and redesigned them for fine arts.  Although the funds were spent on this 

worthwhile purpose, they could have been used to renovate or construct new science facilities for 

the school’s highly ranked chemistry department; this could have resulted in greater long-term 

financial gains for the university because the department is “more prestigious, has more credit 

hour production, and more future growth” (Norris, interview, 2007).  Capital investment for 

science facilities has the potential to bring in federal grants to the institution, and members of the 

Board of Regents recognize that the direction of capital funds can impact the state’s economy 

(Winchell, interview, 2007).  

Anti-intellectualism and Education in the South 

Six of 17 stated that the perception of anti-intellectualism and the thought that education 

in the South was not of the highest caliber could have affected how capital dollars were spent in 

the state.  It also swayed students from pursuing postsecondary education and subsequently kept 

enrollment at lower levels than neighboring states.  A former vice chancellor for academic 

affairs conveyed that students from the southern part of the state were “largely passed over 

because their SAT and grades were not as competitive” (Ponsford, interview, 2007).  The state’s 

flagship research institution admits the brightest and highest scoring students.  President Perry 

also confirmed this opinion of legislators when he said, “It was their perception that if there are 

any good students down there, they can go to the University.  The implication was that there 

aren’t any good students or there are very few” (Perry, interview, 2007).  Many good students 

were not able to gain admission to the state’s flagship institution or were not able to relocate 

and/or afford to attend there, so there was an increased need for a university and graduate 

education in the southern portion of the state (Perry, interview, 2007).   

Rural and Agricultural Base 

Six of 17 interviewed referred to the state’s historically, rural nature and agrarian 

economy as the reason for delayed student enrollment in higher education.  In the past 10 to 20 

years, the state has worked to transcend this reputation.  While other southern states experienced 

an enrollment boom when World War II veterans returned home, the citizens in the state of the 
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case study primarily worked on farms and did not enroll in college.  It was not until their 

dependents began enrolling in college in the 1960s and 1970s that the state realized similar 

growth (Nall, interview, 2007). 

Mission and Vision 

 Five of 17 stated the state mission and vision for higher education guides capital 

appropriation decisions.  Former president Lane stated, “They [Board of Regents] are very 

conscious of the fact that we have a vital role to play, and the fact that the two regional 

universities are in the southern portion of the state indicates that their position has been 

supportive.”  At the institutional level, Vice Chancellor Culbertson stated, “There is an access 

mission and other niche missions that can be highlighted and better leveraged by the smaller 

institutions.”   

Racial Issues 

 Four of 17 discussed the struggles of the state to alleviate and correct past racial issues.  

Typically, higher education has embraced diversity at its campuses prior to society as a whole.  

Some institutions have faced resistance from their local community for attracting certain racial 

groups or progressive ways of thinking.  One vice chancellor implied the “community and 

administration have to get on the same page” regarding an institution’s growing diverse student 

body (Culbertson, interview, 2007).  Coastal State College’s efforts to attract a diverse student 

body were successful in increasing diversity and minority enrollment at its institution, and by 

2005, it ranked 22 of 35 institutions in the state for Black student enrollment.  Southern State 

University was slightly lower at 20 of 35 institutions, and the state’s flagship institution has 

slipped in recent years to 31 of 35 institutions (Board of Regents of the University System, 

2007a).  In some communities, the enrollment of certain demographic groups has caused concern.   

Overall Size of State 

Two of 17 referred to the actual size of the state, in terms of land mass and population, as 

an influence on how and where capital spending is allocated.  The size of the state “has 

something to do with the ability to deliver services” (Nall, interview, 2007).  The state ranks in 

the top 10 for population of all states and has benefited from the Sunbelt phenomenon.80  

                                                 
80 The Sunbelt phenomenon initially was white, elderly citizens moving to Southern metropolises for the favorable 
climate.  The result was large population and economic growth.   
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Because of the actual size, it has placed facilities all over the state in an attempt to make higher 

education available to all citizens (Nall, interview, 2007).   

State Capital Funding to Institutions 1975-2005 

 How available funds were distributed during the study’s time period is more revealing of 

state policies than the actual finite amount of money.  Table 6 includes actual state capital 

appropriation funding for approximately 495 projects during the time period 1975 to 2005.  The 

reported amounts represent state funding, not private capital investment generated by the 

institution’s foundation or other public/private partnerships.81   

 
 
 
 
Table 6 
State University System Capital Outlay, 1975-2005 

Year Two-Year 
Colleges (9) 

State 
Colleges (7) 

State 
Universities 

(13) 

Regional 
Universities 

(2) 

Research 
Universities (4) 

Total (35) 

1975 60,000 190,000 * 4,650,000 * 5,862,404** 
1976 * * * 827,000 500,000 12,172,000** 
1977 1,000,000 627,000 * 22,000 70,000 70,000** 
1978 25,000 * * * * 20,025,000** 
1979 * * * 92,000 2,464,000 49,786,000** 
1980 188,000 0 3,120,113 0 13,820,286 17,128,399 
1981 0 0 0 21,456,000 13,423,185 34,879,185 
1982 5,230,590 0 1,998,593 3,138,894 18,767,360 29,135,437 
1983 0 586,000 175,000 0 1,750,000 2,511,000 
1984 0 871,000 8,613,586 0 23,415,874 32,900,460 
1985 1,981,809 2,000,000 20,167,406 5,000,000 10,200,000 39,349,215 
1986 0 1,500,000 16,300,000 0 19,306,000 37,106,000 
1987 3,998,000 4,920,000 15,675,000 9,345,000 5,850,000 39,788,000 
1988 750,000 4,873,983 14,988,313 6,200,000 39,530,000 66,342,296 
1989 0 457,587 500,000 0 43,000,000 43,957,587 
1990 860,358 0 7,913,000 0 20,500,000 29,273,358 
1991 10,000,000 0 13,850,000 19,400,000 66,350,000 109,600,000 
1992 0 0 0 0 80,304,900 80,304,900 
1993 8,518,100 13,585,700 49,707,800 46,728,500 96,590,000 215,130,100 
1994 0 2,700,000 2,500,000 0 148,115,000 153,315,000 
1995 1,205,000 1,325,000 2,387,090 5,930,000 79,731,700 90,578,790 
1996 26,810,000 6,460,000 87,970,200 40,319,000 40,745,781 202,304,981 
1997 22,840,000 16,642,000 35,929,000 9,640,000 57,696,000 142,747,000 
1998 0 0 25,000 400,000 14,100,000 14,525,000 
1999 14,092,000 56,897,000 138,595,000 31,845,000 137,418,263 378,847,263 
2000 20,831,000 6,785,000 76,256,000 23,390,000 21,812,551 149,074,551 
2001 19,910,000 27,755,000 87,200,000 39,770,000 30,710,297 205,345,297 

                                                 
81 The State University System also administers the Public Library System, but capital outlay for public libraries is 
excluded from Table 6.  An independent research institute is also excluded from Table 6 because it is a research 
center and not a degree-granting institution. 
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Table 6—continued.      

Year Two-Year 
Colleges (9) 

State 
Colleges (7) 

State 
Universities 

(13) 

Regional 
Universities 

(2) 

Research 
Universities (4) 

Total (35) 

2002 23,655,000 10,770,000 19,325,000 5,475,000 80,365,000 139,590,000 
2003 0 0 11,800,000 0 28,500,000 40,300,000 
2004 387,000 6,630,000 7,874,000 22,234,000 14,600,000 51,725,000 
2005 30,460,000 41,700,000 49,495,000 5,000,000 56,390,000 183,045,000 
Total 191,716,857 206,458,270 672,365,101 295,363,394 1,165,456,197 2,616,719,223 

*Budget reports during this period only contained total capital outlay for the system. 
**Because the amount spent at each tier could not be located, the total annual amount is included. 
Source:  Office of Facilities of the State University System and House Budget Office 

 
 
 
 
 The state has allocated almost as much capital to the four research institutions as it has to 

all other institutions combined.  Because of the constitutional status of the State University 

System, the General Assembly appropriated capital outlay in a lump sum which the Board of 

Regents would then distribute; this helps to explain why Table 6 does not contain a full and 

detailed record of capital investment in the earliest years.  However, it is evident that the 

distribution of capital funds to the institutions was not equitable between the five institutional tier 

levels.  Annually, the largest portion, 44.5% of capital outlay issued during 1975 to 2005 was 

directed towards the four research institutions, even during slim budget years.  The two regional 

institutions received 11.2%, the state universities 25.6%, state colleges 7.8%, and two-year 

colleges 7.3%. 

Facilities on Campus (Square Footage) 

Having adequate land space and available square footage is a component of that 

institution’s growth potential.  Table 7 contains a summary of the gross square footage at Coastal 

State University; table 8 contains a summary of the gross square footage at Southern State 

University.   
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Table 7 
Summary of Gross Square Footage at Coastal State University 

Room Use Type Square Feet % of Total 

Athletic 156,680 4.08 
Classroom 263,104 6.85 
Healthcare 6,701 0.17 
Laboratory 225,172 5.86 
Library 126,723 3.30 
Office 446,777 11.63 
Other* 449,652 11.70 
Residential 774,081 20.15 
Unassignable 1,393,231 36.26 
Total Gross Square Footage 3,842,121  
Total Net Assignable Square Footage 2,448,890 63.74 

*includes maintenance, warehouse, and student facilities such as union, recreation center, and dining hall 
source: Coastal State University, 2005-06 Fact Book, pp. 95-98; Square Footage Report, Office of Facilities, 2007 

 
 
 
 
Table 8 
Summary of Gross Square Footage at Southern State University 

Room Use Type Square Feet % of Total 

Athletic 166,892 7.01 
Classroom 468,967 19.70 
Healthcare 6,900 0.29 
Laboratory 148,165 6.22 
Library 181,345 7.62 
Office 213,230 8.96 
Other* 345,980 14.53 
Residential 597,835 25.11 
Unassignable 251,754 10.57 
Total Gross Square Footage 2,381,068  
Total Net Assignable Square Footage 1,363,086 57.25 

*includes maintenance, warehouse, and student facilities such as union, recreation center, and dining hall 
source: Southern State University, 2006-07 Fact Book, pp. 22-24; Square Footage Report, Office of Facilities, 2007 

 
 
 
 
 The observable result is that Coastal State University has nearly double the amount of net 

assignable square footage as Southern State University, which supports the conclusion that more 

capital investment has been made at Coastal than Southern.  However, but this analysis is not 

applicable to the entire state.  For Coastal State, a substantial amount of land and square footage 

was donated, purchased from donated funds, or came from research efforts.  The fact that one 

institution has almost double the facilities of another institution can help to explain why the 

percentages are not more congruent; the method of calculating the gross square footage summary 

by each institution appears slightly different.  
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 To summarize the findings of Research Question 2, the strongest three influencers which 

promoted or obstructed equity in the distribution of capital appropriations to the institutions were 

1) state needs and priorities, 2) the capital request process, and 3) the mindset and perception of 

those in authority.  The weakest two influencers uncovered were racial issues in the state’s 

history and the overall size of the state.  Initially, it was anticipated that state needs and priorities 

and the actual funding request process would be highly ranked.  Not anticipated was the 

subjective nature of those making the decisions.   

Subsidiary Research Question 3 

To what extent did institutional leadership contribute to an institution’s receipt of capital 

appropriations? 

Sixteen of 17 interviewed stated that presidential leadership was an influencer in 

attainment of capital appropriations and other policy decisions for growth.  To earn capital 

investment funding for an institution, top administrators must have a strong working relationship 

with the members of the Board of Regents, the central office staff, the chancellor, and legislative 

funding partners (Thomas, interview, 2007).  The leadership styles and visions of presidents at 

Coastal State University and Southern State University were different during the 1975 to 2005 

time period.  A former president of Coastal State commented, “Part of the key is leadership that 

took place.  Ultimately that’s where the difference in two institutions will be; one institution 

became very creative and very proactive” and the other not as much (Perry, interview, 2007).   

Three of 17 interviewees mentioned the length of term for a president82 as an influencer.  

Modern university presidents remain at an institution on average three to five years (Taylor, 

interview, 2007); however, presidents at Coastal State and Southern State have served eight, ten, 

and 20 plus years (Davis, 2001; Presley, 2006).  As the length of time passes during a president’s 

tenure, that president may become comfortable, still beloved by the institution, but work less 

aggressively to grow the institution.  The leadership style then shifts more toward the 

management of the institution and current processes in place.  An extended presidential term 

length may prevent the infusion of new ideas to the institution (Maxwell, interview, 2007).  

                                                 
82 The State University System historically, since its establishment in 1931, appointed college and university 
presidents from within the system.  A record of good service and scholarship as a dean or vice president and some 
political clout allowed many individuals to ascend the presidential ranks.  At both Coastal State College and 
Southern State College, the presidents were appointed from within the System.  It was not until 1978 that the System 
conducted a national presidential search; and subsequently, the Regents elected presidents at both institutions from 
outside the state.  These individuals brought ideas and ways of thinking different from those traditionally held within 
the system. 
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Although one president of Southern State served a long tenure of 23 years, a regent commented, 

“He was relentless.  Every time I would see him, he would ask for something” (Henderson, 

interview, 2007). 

Lane and the other presidents in the study earned a certain level of respect as president 

because of their length of service in that capacity.  Southern State College’s president Walter P. 

Bates,83 who served at the onset of the study, had formerly been president of a large research 

institution in the state and chancellor of the State University System; he was appointed to the 

presidency at Southern State in 1966 and served until 1978.  With him came “a lot of quiet 

respect” (Ponsford, interview, 2007) and a certain level of influence to gain capital outlay funds.  

Vice President Deadwyler concurred when he said, “How your president is viewed by the 

political establishment matters.  He [Walter P. Bates] knew exactly what buttons to push, and the 

[Bates] era was the last construction era” at Southern State College (Deadwyler, interview, 2007). 

 Five of 17 interviewed stated that a culture change generated at the institution by the 

president caused enrollment and other growth.  A vice president of Coastal State described what 

occurred in the late 1970s:  “[Thomas Perry] lit a fire at [Coastal State].  He planted in our minds 

that somehow we had been discriminated against because we were in the southern part of the 

state, the rural part of the state…and if you looked at allocations, that was true” (Norris, 

interview, 2007).  Perry was more vocal about this issue than his predecessors had been, and this 

action was noticed by members of the General Assembly, the Board of Regents, and by citizens 

in the state as a whole.  Perry stated, “It was the sense that we had to see things differently.  

There was no question about that.”  During Perry’s tenure as president, the culture change began 

to set in.  Although a relatively small amount of capital investment was made to Coastal State 

during his tenure and the decision to elevate Coastal State College to a regional university was 

delayed, this culture change staged a massive influx of capital appropriations beginning in 1990.  

An interviewee credited President Perry because “he fostered the internal development there” 

(Yelland, interview, 2008).   

 The aggressiveness of an institution president was mentioned by five interviewees as a 

factor impacting capital outlay decisions at the state level.  At Coastal State, the presidents have 

exhibited aggressive characteristics such as persistence.  An interviewee commented about the 

current president of Coastal State, “He’s effective…and wants everything” for Coastal State 

                                                 
83 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
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(Maxwell, interview, 2007).  In comparison, a president of Southern State was described as “no 

where near aggressive” (Maxwell, interview, 2007).  A sitting vice president described the 

current president of Coastal State as more of a team player in the System (Norris, interview, 

2007).  Some of the capital decisions may have to do with popularity of the president, but 

persistence, energy, and commitment are three characteristics which contribute to this aggressive 

behavior (Henderson, interview, 2007). 

 Presidents serve at the will of the Board of Regents, but their actions sometimes agitate 

the members of the board.  The leadership exhibited at Coastal State and Southern State followed 

different philosophies.  Desiring to remain in the good graces of the chancellor and board affects 

decisions of some presidents.  Former President Lane recalled, “I always knew that anytime I 

picked up the phone, the chancellor could say you were terminated.”  An alternate view was to 

attract attention and for a college president to “make waves” (Perry, interview, 2007).  A 

leadership weakness at Southern State was that it was based on a “good traditional, 

academician’s philosophy” instead of creative risk-taking leadership (Perry, interview, 2007).  A 

former legislator described the presidential leadership style at the two colleges as he saw it in the 

1980s:  “One was causing trouble while one took the other approach” (Stephenson, interview, 

2007). 

 Although a regent implied that capital appropriations and other decisions were made in 

the best interest of the institution without regard for particular like or dislike of individual 

presidents (Henderson, interview, 2007), a central staff office member disagreed and affirmed 

that presidents do fall out of favor with the Board (Winchell, interview, 2007).  This does affect 

the internal politics of the decision-making process because institutions with presidents in 

disfavor, even institutions with acute facilities needs, will manage not to be put on the monthly 

Board meeting agenda for consideration (Winchell, Overton, interview, 2007).  

 The System has generally encouraged presidential cooperation with members of the local 

legislative delegation but discouraged presidents from interacting directly with the General 

Assembly or bypassing the Board of Regents to seek capital outlay or other allocations.  Former 

Governor and member of the Board of Regents Finnell stated, “It’s tough on some presidents and 

institutions.  They feel like they’ve got the clout, but if it ever started, it would be a ripple effect 

and then we would lose the advantage of the University System.”  Some presidents reach out to 

individual General Assembly members, staff members in the Governor’s Office, and legislative 
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budget office staff (Thomas, interview, 2007).  A former system office employee stated, “In a 

way, that is the president’s responsibility to get the best possible deal for his institution, but it 

should not be at odds with what is best for the System” (Thomas, interview, 2007).  The tradition 

of the State University System swaying presidents from direct involvement with the General 

Assembly is opposite from the presidents of technical colleges.  Technical college presidents are 

supported and encouraged to get their messages to the members of the General Assembly; and 

those presidents have been described as “always loose in the Capitol” (Thomas, interview, 2007).   

Along with their presidents, institutional administrators interchange with central office 

staff during the capital request process.  A president with an effective leadership style transmits 

this zeal to his or her subordinate staff.  Mrs. Thomas commented, “The attitude, the willingness, 

the enthusiasm of the institution’s staff absolutely came through the president.”  A current vice 

president at Southern State University agreed:  “It is overall institutional leadership, not just that 

of presidents.  It matters that vice presidents and other administrators work together, and a tone 

of cooperativeness is set and scrupulously maintained on a campus.  If the leaders at an 

institution work as one, they can drive and control enrollment and effectively manage the whole 

organization” (Deadwyler, interview, 2007).  Taylor stated a leadership strategy which he has 

used during his career, “Engage people, develop a plan and action steps, and then make sure 

everything you do follows the defined action steps” (Taylor, interview, 2007).   

Subsidiary Research Question 4 

How did capital appropriations influence enrollment growth? 

 One element of this study is exploring the influence of capital investment upon 

enrollment.  Almost all respondents, 14 of 17, stated that enrollment was the main driver of 

capital investment.  Capital funding is what allows an institution to sustain and attract future 

enrollment (Lane, interview, 2007).  For the research institutions in the state, the capital 

investment for new facilities and academic programs are credited for increasing enrollment at 

those institutions (Perry, interview, 2007).  There has been overall enrollment growth in the 

System (increasing from 100,627 to 210,617 students, or 109.30%), and the state has had strong 

economic growth over the study’s time period with small recessions interspersed (Nall, interview, 

2007).   

Capital appropriations to institutions did affect enrollment; however, certain types of 

capital investment have a larger impact on growth than others.  In the long-term, facilities in a 
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student’s major and residence halls are the most important facilities considerations for 

matriculating students (Cain & Reynolds, 2006a).  There are some examples where the addition 

of facilities did not increase enrollment, but that is a rare situation (Maxwell, interview, 2007).   

 The enrollment projection plans generated by the System were actually generated at the 

encouragement of the Office of Facilities and not by academic planning.  These enrollment 

projection plans helped facilities staff members anticipate where the needs would be.  In the 

1990s a larger degree of attention and weight was given to the enrollment projection plan when 

making facilities decisions, but when institutions began not meeting their enrollment forecasts, 

criticism came to the enrollment plan and less emphasis was placed on it (Thomas, interview, 

2007). 

Current state population estimates add two million individuals to the largest metropolitan 

area of the state over the next 20 years.  The State University System must make a policy 

decision to accommodate those projected students by allocating capital resources to expand those 

institutions or divert those students to other institutions in the state with the capacity for growth, 

such as the regional institutions (Overton, interview, 2007).  Most interviewed agreed that state 

need is the number one factor when making capital outlay decisions.  However, projected 

enrollment does play an important part, and the system’s strategic plan forecast an additional 

100,000 students by the year 2020 (Nall, interview, 2007).  The question asked by some 

presidents in the System is:  “Where are these students going to go?” (Taylor, interview, 2007).   

Overall, during the period of this study, capital funds were awarded based upon 

institutional need.  At both regional institutions, Perry commented, “No question enrollment 

drove funding.”  Table 9 includes actual fall semester enrollment of the two case study 

institutions and the state system as a whole.   
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Table 9 
Fall Semester Enrollment by Headcount and FTE, 1975-2005 

Year Coastal 
State 
(h/c) 

% of 
System 
Total 

Southern 
State 
(h/c) 

% of 
System 
Total 

System 
Total 
(h/c) 

Coastal 
State 
(FTE) 

% of 
System 
Total 

Southern 
State 
(FTE) 

% of 
System 
Total 

System 
Total 
(FTE) 

1975 6252 4.77 5219 3.98 131,005 5032 5.00 4174 4.14 100,627 
1976 6114 4.81 5011 3.95 126,910 4998 5.10 3936 4.01 97,993 
1977 6484 5.03 5128 3.98 128,745 5314 5.36 4028 4.06 99,151 
1978 6525 5.16 5050 3.99 126,367 5571 5.76 3705 3.83 96,575 
1979 6723 5.32 4852 3.84 126,189 5827 6.03 3608 3.73 96,505 
1980 6626 5.22 4901 3.86 126,807 6262 5.78 4114 3.80 108,218 
1981 6603 4.99 4909 3.71 132,174 6327 5.62 4106 3.65 112,420 
1982 6830 4.99 5548 4.05 136,812 6648 5.71 4667 4.00 116,396 
1983 7018 5.09 5835 4.23 137,743 6556 5.65 5023 4.33 115,911 
1984 6526 4.83 6095 4.51 135,141 6147 5.43 5181 4.58 113,085 
1985 6935 5.10 6514 4.79 135,964 6431 5.65 5452 4.79 113,700 
1986 7611 5.16 6611 4.48 147,508 7102 5.86 5210 4.30 121,233 
1987 8766 5.70 7056 4.59 153,652 8167 6.45 5732 4.53 126,569 
1988 9841 6.08 6950 4.29 161,783 9158 6.90 5818 4.38 132,724 
1989 11,238 6.52 7337 4.26 172,190 10,453 7.44 6286 4.47 140,452 
1990 12,250 6.79 7144 3.96 180,447 11,436 7.80 6121 4.18 146,465 
1991 13,411 6.99 7436 3.87 191,831 12,439 8.01 6366 4.10 155,297 
1992 14,030 7.03 7861 3.94 199,642 12,933 8.03 6756 4.20 160,902 
1993 14,191 6.97 8675 4.26 203,369 13,100 7.99 7481 4.56 163,962 
1994 14,138 6.92 9126 4.47 204,200 12,851 7.78 7954 4.81 165,174 
1995 14,157 6.85 9585 4.64 206,484 13,086 7.80 8351 4.98 167,755 
1996 14,312 7.00 9799 4.79 204,332 13,297 7.96 8566 5.13 166,929 
1997 13,965 6.80 9779 4.76 205,389 12,860 7.57 8584 5.05 169,903 
1998 13,904 6.95 9386 4.69 200,102 11,713 7.80 7439 4.95 150,191 
1999 14,476 7.10 8729 4.28 203,806 12,056 7.91 6920 4.54 152,421 
2000 14,184 6.89 8792 4.27 205,878 11,843 7.64 6875 4.43 154,941 
2001 14,371 6.06 9230 4.24 217,546 11,996 7.29 7233 4.40 164,441 
2002 15,075 6.46 9900 4.24 233,098 12,837 6.99 7896 4.29 183,753 
2003 15,704 6.35 10,547 4.27 247,020 14,289 6.79 9228 4.39 210,180 
2004 16,100 6.42 10,400 4.15 250,659 14,715 6.85 9295 4.32 214,863 
2005 16,646 6.56 10,503 4.14 253,552 15,183 6.94 9431 4.31 218,617 

Source: University System Fall Quarter and Fall Semester Enrollment Reports 1975-2005 

 
 
 
 
 Over the 30 year time period, Coastal State University increased its percentage of FTE of 

the system total from 5.00% to 6.94%, having peaked at 8.03% in 1992.  Southern State 

increased its percentage of FTE from 4.14% to 4.95%, having peaked in 1996 at 5.13%.  Coastal 

State increased from 5,032 to 15,183, or 201.72% over 30 years.  Southern State increased from 

4,174 to 9,431, or 125.94%.  Both institutions gained students as the system gained students, but 

Coastal State University tripled its FTE while Southern State University doubled its FTE during 

the time period.  Today, Coastal State has 1.6 times the FTE of Southern State and 1.6 times the 

total gross square footage of Southern State (as displayed in Tables 7 and 8).  Coastal State and 
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Southern State increased their enrollments, but the System increased at the same time so some 

enrollment gain at Southern State College was evolutionary due to the increased number of 

students attending college in the System as a whole (Norris, interview, 2007).  The data in Table 

9 helps a researcher to conclude that Coastal State University has maximized many of the 

influencers brought forth in this study to its advantage, more so than Southern State University.  

The result is that, in terms of the percentage of System FTE, Coastal State College grew 38.8% 

while Southern State College grew 4.1% from 1975 to 2005.   

Numerous factors influence enrollment and institutional growth; however, it is important 

to ascertain whether capital investment influenced enrollment growth or enrollment necessitated 

capital investment.  Based upon the professional evaluation of institutional higher education 

administrators and system office personnel, a large enrollment gain at the institutions validated 

the need for new facilities and required the state to make capital investments to accommodate the 

enrollment.  Capital investment is what allowed the regional institutions to accommodate and 

sustain growth; without the capital appropriations, growth at the institutions may have occurred, 

but capacity for additional growth would not have occurred.   

Subsidiary Research Question 5 

What other factors, besides capital appropriation, substantially influenced and contributed 

to the differences in the overall growth of these two institutions? 

 Research Questions 1 through 4 examined the capital investment process and subsequent 

institutional growth.  However, numerous other influencers were revealed during the course of 

the study which could have promoted enrollment and institutional growth.  The following factors 

present during the 1975-2005 time period and existing prior to 1975 were mentioned or 

addressed by the interviewees.  These social, political, and economic issues include the location 

of the institution, athletics, academic programs, reputation, and historical beginnings.  Because 

interviewees are all practitioners in their fields, their stated influencers are considered credible 

and worth additional consideration.  Table 10 contains a ranking, by percentage, of the 16 most 

frequently reported factors identified during the interview process.  
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Table 10 
Reported Influencers on Enrollment Growth 

Influencers Percent 

Location of institution 88.23% (15/17) 
Athletics and football 70.58% (12/17) 
Academic programs 64.70% (11/17) 
Reputation 52.94% (9/17) 
Availability of land 47.05% (8/17) 
Look and feel of campus 47.05% (8/17) 
Transportation corridor 35.29% (6/17) 
Historical beginnings 29.41% (5/17) 
Central office staff member who formerly worked at an 
institution 

23.52% (4/17) 

Student portability 23.52% (4/17) 
Backup institution 17.64% (3/17) 
Federal or state grants 17.64% (3/17) 
Technology 17.64% (3/17) 
Alumni giving 11.76% (2/17) 
Enrollment management officer 11.76% (2/17) 
Museum and community activities 5.88% (1/17) 

source: interview responses 

 
 
 
 
Location of Institution 

 Fifteen of 17 interviewed said the location of the institution in the state influenced its 

enrollment growth.  Although, the four research institutions are located in the northern half of the 

state, the Regents have established institutions which have “met both the balance geographically 

as well as where the people are concentrated” (Nall, interview, 2007).  A former System Office 

employee remembers a former chancellor mentioning repeatedly that a selling point for the 

regional institutions is the climate of the area and the southern hospitality (Thomas, interview, 

2007).   

 Coastal State University is located 55 miles from a major city of over 100,000 people.  It 

draws a certain number of commuters because of its proximity to that city and other growing 

cities on the coast.  Many people perceive Coastal State to be located more closely to the state’s 

capital and largest metropolitan area and credit this as a reason for its enrollment advances.  

Simply because Coastal State is within commuting distance to a metropolitan city does not mean 

it draws enrollment from that area.  The school system in that area produces graduates with 

below average grades and SAT scores, so Coastal State admits less than half the students it could 

from the area if the academic quality of the school system were better (Norris, interview, 2007).   
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Southern State University also draws commuters, yet it does so from small cities and 

rural areas.  Southern State borders another state; and although it offers out-of-state tuition 

waivers for residents in bordering counties, other students from that state do not immediately 

consider Southern State an option because of the out-of-state tuition cost (Lane, interview, 2007).  

This fact means that the in-state students are only drawn from areas west, north, and east of the 

institution; whereas Coastal State can draw students from all directions.   

The perception is that Southern State University is distant when compared to the 

remainder of the state.  Taylor, current president of Southern State, commented that people in the 

Central Office or members of the Board of Regents say, “You’re doing a great job down there.”  

For some students, the location of Southern State University in the state is an attractive feature.  

Some students have commented, “It is as far away from home as I can possibly get and still get 

the [state merit scholarship]” (Taylor, interview, 2007). 

 Six of 17 stated that the transportation corridor which provides access to the institution 

was important.  Coastal State and Southern State each are near a major interstate and/or highway; 

however, many consider the drive to Coastal to be easier and the drive to Southern State to be 

too far (Henderson, interview, 2007).  A map shows that perception not to be the case.  Coastal 

State is positioned 209 miles from the state’s capital, and Southern State is positioned 228 miles 

from the state’s capital, only an additional 19 miles.  Southern State is actually an easier 

destination because it is located directly on an interstate, while Coastal State requires the use of 

both interstate and secondary roads.   

Athletics and Football 

Twelve of 17 interviewed stated that the presence of a football team and other athletic 

teams, including relevant facilities, influenced growth at the institution.  The chancellor of the 

state university was opposed to the establishment of football programs because of their 

expensive costs; however, athletic programs were supported by outside funding and student fee 

money so the decision to begin the programs was relegated to the president, with support by a 

student referendum (Perry, interview, 2007).  Both institutions started a football program in 1982.  

When Coastal State implemented its football program in 1982, the budding football program 

attracted students to Coastal (Culbertson, interview, 2007).   

In Harrodsburg, Coastal State added college football in a town which did not have a 

winning tradition of high school football, but it did have a reasonably successful county high 
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school program.  Coastal State worked with local alumni to have its football games broadcast on 

radio and television which generated publicity for the college in the neighboring counties (Perry, 

interview, 2007).  The fans’ support of football in Harrodsburg was described favorably as 

“almost fanatical.”  The resulting “zeal for football carried over and these people went back and 

recruited their classmates from their high schools” (Lane, interview, 2007).  That same effect did 

not occur at Southern State when it implemented football.  In Palmyra, home of Southern State 

College, a championship high school football tradition had been in place for 60 years, so the 

local community supported high school football instead of college football.   

After the decision was made to reinstate the football program, President Perry recalled, 

the students said to him:  “[Coastal State] was a place I would like to come but it wasn’t an 

option because you did not have a football team” (Perry, interview, 2007).  With the 

reconstitution of a football team at Coastal State and the constitution of a football team at 

Southern State, additional programs such as a marching band were added.  A football team 

brought not only players but an additional 150 people who would participate in a marching band.  

As both institutions’ football teams grew, spirit wear was printed and proudly displayed by 

students, alumni, and community supporters (Perry, interview, 2007).   

The new head coach at Coastal State was a “positively recognized figure throughout the 

state” and helped draw students, athletes, and coaches (Norris, interview, 2007).  The man 

motivated players and students and led the team to two national championships which brought an 

influx of applications (Perry, interview, 2007).  Coastal State also experienced a “dramatic 

growth spurt when it went to division I-A football” (Maxwell, interview, 2007).   

Enrollment at Coastal State College and Southern State College increased after the 

installation of a football program.  In five years of football, Coastal State increased from 6,648 

students to 9,158 students, a gain of 37.7%.  In five years of football, Southern State increased 

from 4,667 students to 5,818, a gain of 24.6%.   

Academic Programs 

 Eleven of 17 suggested that the academic programs offered by the institution influenced a 

student’s decision to enroll.  Prospective students often investigate whether an institution has the 

academic program he or she desires.  Having an assortment of academic programs housed in 

quality facilities is an enrollment determinant for many students (Nall, interview, 2007).  

Academic programs at an institution can directly impact the need for new facilities.  The Central 
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Office of the State University System has a requirement that before new academic programs are 

approved, the proposal be submitted to the Facilities Office staff so they can evaluate what the 

impact on facilities will be (Overton, interview, 2007).  Coastal State has a highly ranked 

chemistry department which prepares students to enter the medical field and other graduate 

science areas.  The next capital project in its plan is a new science center (Norris, interview, 

2007).   

Reputation 

 Nine of 17 stated the reputation of the institution was responsible for attracting students 

to boost enrollment.  Over time, both institutions have developed a reputation among state 

leaders, high schools, and alumni.  Historically, however, most citizens of the state, when 

considering higher education, think of the state’s flagship institution or engineering school 

because of their football and basketball teams (Overton, interview, 2007).   The legacy attitude 

passed from those who attended the state’s flagship institution has been present through many 

generations of citizens and legislators in the state.  However, the reputation and respect of the 

two regional institutions and other senior colleges “as viable institutions of higher education and 

not just somewhere you had to go if you couldn’t get into the University” has increased 

(Culbertson, interview, 2007).   

 For the past 27 summers, Southern State University has hosted an academic program for 

gifted high school juniors and seniors sponsored by the Governor.  This program serves as a tool 

to attract quality students to Southern State.  Students attend the program, leave with a “generally 

favorable impression and a lot of them come back” (Lane, interview, 2007).  Because students 

are selected from every public high school in that state, the program has helped to increase the 

reputation of Southern State in the high schools.   

Availability of Land 

 Eight of 17 interviewees stated the size of the campus influenced capital outlay decisions.  

The availability of land on or surrounding the campus is related to this issue.  The acreage at 

Coastal State provided the administrators and planners a blank canvas with which to work; 

however, of their 675 acres, approximately 150 acres are wetlands which will always remain in a 

natural state (Culbertson, Norris, interview, 2007).  A legislator concurred and stated, “[Coastal] 

had a bigger campus to work with and [Southern] was restricted by land size” (Stephenson, 

interview, 2007). 
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One of the long-standing, unwritten policies of the Board of Regents has been the 

aversion to purchasing old buildings for an institution’s use.  Southern State University is located 

near a downtown area of a city and is surrounded by residential neighborhoods in a historic 

district.  It has another unique constraint because it is bordered on the south side of the campus 

by the city cemetery (75 acres) (Taylor, interview, 2007).  Because Southern State University is a 

land-locked campus, it has had to purchase surrounding homes and property on adjoining streets 

as its only option to expanding the land size of the campus (Lane, interview, 2007).   

The Southern State University foundation began working in 1994 to acquire surrounding 

property for the college’s use.  Numerous parcels have been purchased but, overall, these pieces 

were purchased in a method which did not fit well with the master plan.  This piecemeal system 

of purchasing property has decelerated the possible growth and expansion of the campus (Taylor, 

interview, 2007).  The institution is in the process of expanding and purchasing property which 

will soon border the city cemetery on three sides (Taylor, interview, 2007).  The campus has 

grown from 107 acres in 1975 to its current size of 169 acres.   

Campus Look and Feel 

 Eight of 17 stated that the look and feel of the campus affected a student’s decision to 

enroll at a particular institution.  Mr. Winchell, a certified higher education planner, stated, 

“Facilities is one thing that comes up time and time again in surveys about students’ first 

impressions.  The campus facilities make far more lasting and important an impact in terms of 

choosing a school than academic programs or almost any other factor.”  Different types of capital 

investment have different levels of influence.  For example, capital investment having to do with 

amenities (student recreation, athletic facilities, and residence halls) has a greater influence on 

enrollment than other types of facilities such as academic buildings (Cain & Reynolds, 2006a).  

This contributes to the look of a campus which are all part of student expectations.   

Mrs. Thomas offered her analysis, “If both the regional institutions had not developed 

any additional student housing, their enrollments would have been stagnant.”  In 2005, Southern 

State University opened its first new residence hall since 1969.  Coastal State opened three new 

residence halls in the early 2000s which added 1,800 beds to the campus.  It also constructed five 

new academic buildings to serve the academic core (Norris, interview, 2007).  These facilities 

add to the first-impression of the institution.  Mr. Norris commented about the new facilities, 
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“People look at those and go, ‘wow’!  Our conversion of students who visit the campus is about 

75%.  For a lot of students, we are just the right look and feel.”   

Preexisting Factors 

 Factors which were in place prior to the study’s time period help to explain the 

institutions’ cultures and why they grew and developed as they did.  Five of 17 interviewed 

stated that the historical beginnings of the institutions positioned the campuses on a certain 

growth track.  Although the institutions were chartered in 1906, one was chartered as 

coeducational and one was chartered as female.  Both were coeducational by 1950, twenty-five 

years before start of the time period 1975.  Coastal State College began as a District A&M which 

followed a prototype building plan used at all the A&M schools.  Five other institutions started 

out with the same building footprint in similar rural areas, yet those institutions did not increase 

in enrollment and physical size the way Coastal State did (Culbertson, interview, 2007).   

Central Office Staff Member Who Formerly Worked at an Institution 

 Four of 17 interviewees mentioned the importance of staff members in the Central Office 

having experience working at an institution.  Although initial thinking might be that an employee 

who worked at an institution and then transferred or was promoted to a higher position in the 

Central Office would exhibit loyalty and preference toward the campus, the belief is that campus 

experience makes for a more effective Central Office employee and, therefore, would be of 

greater benefit to all System institutions.  At Southern State College, the comptroller was 

promoted to Vice Chancellor for Fiscal Affairs and served in that position from 1969 to 1984.  

During that time, there is little evidence to substantiate any claim that he showed any preference 

toward Southern State College regarding capital appropriations.  A vice president for academic 

affairs at Southern State was promoted to Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.  During his 

tenure as vice chancellor, he pushed for programmatic advances at Southern State and Coastal 

State, but the chancellor and Regents resisted much educational advancement in the southern 

portion of the state (Ponsford, interview, 2007).  

Student Portability 

 Four of 17 discussed the fact that student portability has made it more difficult to retain 

students.  In the past, many students were restricted to a particular region of the state or to their 

hometown college due to financial and transportation constraints.  Federal and state financial aid 
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can be transferred to any Title IV institution in the state, and the majority of students now have 

automobiles which has helped students overcome these restraints.   

The General Assembly and state Board of Regents have set a policy to establish some 

form of higher education within commuting distance of every citizen in the state.  They 

recognized early that some students are place bound, and the Regents “feel it’s incumbent on 

them to meet the demand” (Nall, interview, 2007).  As the state’s large research institutions 

reach capacity, an increasing number of students are selecting the regional state universities as 

their postsecondary institution of choice (Overton, interview, 2007). 

Backup Institution 

 Three of 17 interviewees mentioned that students consider Coastal State University as a 

backup school for those students who were not admitted to the state’s flagship research 

institution.  No one referenced Southern State University as a backup school.  The state 

university system itself has recognized that all students cannot be admitted to the flagship 

research university, so it has begun to market and direct more students towards the feeder 

schools and two-year institutions (Deadwyler, interview, 2007).  By completing one or two years 

at the regional institution, the student could transfer to their preferred institution.  Mr. Norris, 

vice president at Coastal, confirmed that the institution enrolls a large number of freshman 

students but loses a lot to transfer (Norris, interview, 2007).  The retention rate at Coastal State 

University for freshman students, according to the 2006-07 fact book, is 76%, and 43% of the 

students graduated within six years of initial enrollment.  Southern State rates are slightly lower; 

according to the 2006-07 fact book, its retention rate for freshman students is 73.6%, and 42.2% 

graduated within six years of initial enrollment.  Both institutions rank less than the system wide 

average for retention and graduation rates.   

Federal or State Grants 

 Three of 17 indicated that the receipt of federal or state grants attracts students who are 

interested in certain research areas.  Both Coastal State University and Southern State University 

have increased their levels of state grants.  However, these institutions are comprehensive 

doctoral, not research intensive which has influenced their ability to attract certain faculty 

members who bring large grants.  Also, the focus of both institutions historically has been 

teaching, not research; so many students interested in pursuing scientific research would have 

selected one of the state’s research universities instead of a regional university.  
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Technology 

 Three of 17 indicated the availability of technology at the campus influenced a student’s 

enrollment decision.  An impetus for capital projects has been the need to provide modern 

scientific and computer facilities including their associated technologies.  This technology is 

required not only to meet programmatic demands but student expectations.  Both institutions 

offer similar technology, such as wireless internet, to campus patrons.  Mr. Nall stated, “Newer 

buildings are built in such a way they can be more easily configured every few years.  The way 

the wiring is done through the false ceiling or the false floor allows for future technological 

improvements.  The use of the technology has an impact on the way classrooms are designed.”   

Alumni Giving 

 Two of 17 stated that institutions should begin to rely more heavily on alumni giving to 

support capital programs.  As state appropriations to higher education decrease, institutions must 

identify and locate additional sources of revenue.  Common sources include auxiliary enterprises, 

federal grants, and alumni donations.  Both institutions have a tradition of producing qualified 

teachers.  Historically, those in the field of education have earned smaller annual salaries than 

those in other fields such as business and medical.  This fact may have contributed to the lower-

level of alumni giving to the institution (Norris, interview, 2007).  Coastal State College began 

its first capital campaign in the 1980s (Perry, interview, 2007), and Southern State was already a 

regional university before it began its first capital campaign.  Over the years, Coastal State has 

raised more private funds than Southern State.  The implementation of a capital campaign at the 

regional state universities may have affected the spirit and willingness by alumni to give and 

started a tradition by which the institution can effectively raise money for institutional projects.   

Enrollment Management Officer 

Two of 17 interviewed suggested a campus master plan which works in conjunction with 

an enrollment management policy may have a far reaching affect on the institution’s growth.  

The presence of an enrollment management officer, not simply an admissions officer, can be a 

contributor to planned and strategic enrollment growth.  Coastal State College has employed an 

enrollment management officer since in 1982.  Southern State College did not designate an 

enrollment management officer until 1998.  The presence of a full-time employee to work in 

conjunction with admissions and academic affairs helped to implement planned enrollment 

growth at Coastal State for 16 years prior to Southern State’s implementation of a similar officer.  
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One vice president recognized that employing an enrollment management officer is one 

important step towards institutional growth; he also recommended the establishment of a change 

officer for the campus to foster this growth (Deadwyler, interview, 2007). 

Museum and Community Activities 

 One interviewee credited the establishment of a museum and engaging community 

activities with helping grow the institution’s enrollment.  In the 1980s, Coastal State established 

a museum on its campus and fine arts activities to involve the community.  Former President 

Perry stated, “We bused kids into our museum and to hear our band.”  The purpose was to help 

the prospective students to begin to feel comfortable on the campus and hopefully select Coastal 

for their postsecondary education.  A festival and arts program was held annually on the school’s 

front lawn where thousands of participants came to campus (Perry, interview, 2007).  In 2006, 

Southern State University opened a museum on campus as part of its Centennial activities. 



 

 117 

CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

The concluding chapter of this study consists of three sections.  The first section contains 

a brief summary and connection of the study’s results to the literature review.  The second 

section contains the study’s implications to policy and practice, and the third section contains 

recommendations for future research. 

Summary and Connection of Results to the Literature Review 

The research study identified and described factors which influenced capital investment 

and enrollment growth in the state’s public higher education system from 1975 to 2005 

specifically at two institutions, Coastal State University and Southern State University.  This 

section discusses and relates those themes to the literature review.   

The following themes which emerged from the study were present in the literature review. 

1. Federal and state funding.  No interviewees mentioned the receipt of federal funding to 

the regional institutions during 1975 to 2005 as a cause for institutional growth, all 

mentioned state funding.  From the study’s time period, the state has appropriated over 

$2.6 billion in capital outlay to the State University System.  This supports Manns’s 

(2001) conclusion, that, in most public higher education systems in the country, the state 

has shouldered the greater burden of funding capital facilities.   

2. Inequitable appropriations.  A survey by Manns and Katsinas (2006) concluded that 

decision-making for state appropriations was an irrational and inequitable process.  Over 

the past 30 years, the State University System has shifted from a very closed-capital 

process to an open, data-driven capital process.  Of the $2.6 billion in capital investment 

made to the 35 institutions in the system, $1.1 billion alone was allocated to the four 

research universities (Winchell, interview, 2007).  This large discrepancy shows the 

unequal distribution of capital investment and supports the survey results of Manns and 

Katsinas.  

3. Political interference.  Mann, Katsinas, and Medlin (2004) stated that the political process 

often overrode the state’s higher education governing board during the capital decision-

making process.  All those interviewed in the study acknowledged this was a reality in 

the state and offered several examples when this occurred during the study’s time period.  

The elevation of both Coastal State College and Southern State College to a regional 
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university was entirely political.  Had it not been for the intervention and support of 

members of the General Assembly, these institutions would not have been positioned to 

enjoy the growth they have and to better serve the needs of citizens in the southern 

portion of the state.   

4. Governor and General Assembly.  A survey by the Texas Council of Public University 

Presidents and Chancellors (2006) found that in 30 states, the governor or state legislature 

determined capital project funding.  In this study, the State University System was found 

to be one of those 30 states that fits this model.  The System submits capital request 

priorities to the Governor and his recommendation has traditionally been honored by the 

General Assembly.  The Governor and General Assembly have been very influential in 

awarding capital in the state.   

5. Operational and capital funding.  A survey of all states revealed that many states that 

historically have provided high operating appropriations do not provide proportionately 

high capital appropriations (Texas Council, 2006).  In this study, actual data and the 

perceptions from legislators and higher education professionals disagree with this finding 

and confirm that the state has provided higher education with relatively high levels of 

capital and operating appropriations.   

6. Master plan and capital plan.  Caruthers and Layzell (1999) encouraged the coordination 

of a master plan to the capital improvement plan and capital budget.  Manns and Katsinas 

(2006) found that most states did not have a system master facilities plan.  For the first 

twenty years covered by the study, the system had a planning process for capital 

appropriations.  It was not until 1994 that the state implemented a more methodical 

planning process for the system and the institutions (Culbertson, interview, 2007).  Since 

then, the process has been refined and continues to evolve.  Now, all institutions are 

required to submit and regularly update their master plans, and their capital requests must 

forecast needs for the next five years.  The state in the study has developed a system 

strategic plan and is cognizant of how each institution fits into this plan.   

7. Demographics and population projections.  Filipic (in Texas Council, 2006) stated that 

most capital decisions were unrelated to demographic projections.  For the majority of the 

interviewees, demographic projections were not highly weighted in the decision-making 

process; although at sporadic points throughout the 30 years, attention was given to them.  
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The actions of the State University System confirm Filipic’s analysis about the 

relationship between capital decisions and demographics.  A comprehensive state 

population forecast and a system capacity study conducted in 2003 have been used to 

give more attention to areas where populations have increased or are projected to increase.   

8. Lobbying.  A survey by Cook (1998) found that over half of higher education institutions 

in the country maintained a lobbyist, either for federal or state purposes.  In the study, 

both Coastal State University and Southern State University have retained a lobbyist at 

various time intervals.  An intent of the consolidated state university system is to speak 

with one voice for all 35 institutions, and lobbyists representing individual institutions, at 

times, interfere with this objective.  Although more decisions and processes are being 

based on data in order to remove bias, available literature supports the fact that a lobbyist 

is an effective method by which an institution attracts funds (Cook, 1998).   

9. Land availability.  Muller and Maeher (2000) found that public institutions maintained a 

large spread of land (acreage) at their disposal.  Administrators interviewed in this study 

acknowledged that land size was more of a limiting factor for Southern State University 

than Coastal State University.  A sprawling campus has room to grow, and institutional 

administrators are less concerned about the availability of land; however, administrators 

of a land-restricted campus struggle with the sustained challenge of accommodating 

growth under that restriction. 

10. Current facilities.  Cain and Reynolds (2006) surveyed over 16,000 students regarding 

their impressions of campus facilities.  Results indicated that students heavily weigh their 

decision to enroll on an institution’s facilities.  Only half of the interviewees commented 

on the importance of facilities as they related to a campus’s look and feel to prospective 

students.   

11. Enrollment management.  DesJardins (2000) and Lapovsky (1999) credited the 

importance of an enrollment management office/program on campus as a method to 

predict and promote an institution’s enrollment growth.  Only two interviewees 

mentioned enrollment management as a tool for projecting enrollment and ultimately 

future capital needs.  Coastal State has been actively employing enrollment management 

techniques for a longer period than Southern State.  
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12. Culture change.  Fullan (2001) described change and the willingness to change, 

especially in government, as a slow and arduous process.  The evolution of the capital 

process models and the mindset/perception issues mentioned by the interviewees confirm 

that change is slow in higher education, but not impossible.  Several interviewees 

credited the negative perception against the southern part of the state for hampering the 

growth at some of the state colleges in the system.   

13. Institutional Leadership.  In certain instances, capital outlay projects were actually funded 

during one president’s tenure and constructed during a subsequent president’s tenure.  

Table 11 contains the amount of state general obligation bond funded awarded to Coastal 

State University and Southern State University separated by institutional presidencies.  

The table does not include capital outlay generated from private funding sources.  Over 

the study’s time period, the presidents of Coastal State University have generated and 

received nearly three times the amount of capital funding as Southern State University.  

 
 
 
 
Table 11 
Capital Outlay by Institutional Presidency  

Terms of Institutional 
Presidents 

Dollar Amount 
(nominal value) 

Dollar Amount 
(current 2006 

value)* 

Coastal State 
1975-1978 

5,591,000 18,596,693 

Coastal State 
1978-1986 

21,926,000 
 

45,806,026 

Coastal State 
1986-1999 

107,166,000 145,780,469 

Coastal State 
1999-present 

101,129,000 
 

110,802,208 

Total 235,812,000 320,985,396 

Southern State 
1975-1978 

0 0 

Southern State 
1978-2001 

80,381,500 109,344,874 

Southern State 
2002-present 

4,500,000 4,645,161 

Total 84,881,500 113,990,035 

*current value computed using the consumer price index 
Sources: Capital Outlay 1980-2007, Office of Facilities, State University System; Coastal State University, 
2006-07 Fact Book; Southern State University, 2006-07 Fact Book 
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Using definitions of transactional and transformational leadership, Table 12 

identifies transactional and transformational leadership by presidential term at Coastal 

State University and Southern State University.  After interviewing presidents, both 

sitting and retired, and gaining a better understanding of those presidents not interviewed, 

they have been categorized by this researcher using the transformational and transactional 

nomenclature.  This table is not intended to praise or criticize any particular term of 

leadership but offers the information, from this researcher’s perspective, as an 

explanation of leadership styles during the study’s time period, and as an explanation 

why Coastal State College experienced more physical and economic growth. 

 
 
 
 
Table 12 
Identification of Transactional and Transformational Leadership 1975-2005 

Terms of Institutional Presidents Elements of 
Transformational 

Leadership 

Elements of 
Transactional 

Leadership 

Elements of Both 

Coastal State University 
1975-1978 

  
X 

 

1978-1986 X   
1986-1999   X 

1999-present  X   

Southern State University 
1975-1978 

  
X 

 

1978-2001  X  
2002-present X   

Source: author classified based upon descriptions provided by interviewees and books 

 
 
 
 
When asked about being a transformational leader, Perry, who served Coastal State from 

1978 to 1986, acknowledged his actions fit the model of a transformational leader but 

described himself as “being unconsciously competent” during his tenure (Perry, interview, 

2007).  A key to the success of the institution and its growth is the proactive nature of the 

president.  A good president can manage an institution, but if he or she does not take the 

creative risk, the rewards will be limited (Perry, interview, 2007).   
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14. Various historical elements of the State University System, Coastal State University, and 

Southern State University were mentioned by interviewees as factors which have 

positively and negatively influenced their ability to grow.  Some of them include: 

a. availability of financial aid/state merit scholarship (positive influence) 

b. strength of a consolidated state system (positive influence) 

c. two state issue (north/south) (negative influence) 

d. football program (positive influence) 

e. regional university status (positive influence) 

The following elements emerged during the course of the interviews which were not 

anticipated as factors by the researcher, and subsequently were not present in the literature 

review.  Because they were described in detail in Chapter 4, they are only listed here in the 

original order they were presented: 

1. Strength of the individual chancellor. 

2. Various political variables such as alma mater of the legislator, seniority of the legislator, 

political party in the majority, power base in the general assembly, and the role of 

committees. 

3. Mission and vision of the institution. 

4. Partnership with community and service area. 

5. Marketing, publicizing, and recruiting. 

6. Student diversity. 

7. Various capital request variables such as length since last project, matching funds, 

construction costs, minor capital projects, facilities office staff vetting process, 

presentation and voting, and public/private ventures program. 

8. Mindset and perception of those in authority. 

9. Competition with other agencies. 

10. Rural base of the state. 

11. Overall size of the state. 

12. Racial issues. 

13. Location of the institutions in the state. 

14. Reputation of the institution. 

15. Student portability. 
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16. Backup institution. 

17. Technology availability at the institution. 

Results revealed the capital request policies at the onset of the study were more 

subjective in nature and appropriations were made to the institutions in an inequitable manner.  It 

was also found that decisions were easily affected by the internal and external politics of the 

State University System and state government.  The state policies and capital request models 

have evolved and have architecturally shifted to become more data-driven.  Decision-making is 

more objective and in line with the system and institution master plan.  The growth of the case 

institutions was not solely caused by capital appropriations; but in many cases, capital outlay 

allowed the institutions to sustain enrollment growth.  Additional factors besides capital 

appropriations such as institutional leadership, school choice variables, and state policy issues 

also influenced and contributed to the differences in overall enrollment and size at the two case 

institutions.   

Implication to Policy and Practice 

 The themes extracted from this study can have important implications for policy 

decisions made at the state and institution level.  This section includes an analysis and 

recommendation of how these influencers can be maximized to regulate and promote student 

enrollment growth and to secure capital funding for an institution.   

Strategic Planning 

 During the first two-thirds of the study’s time period, strategic planning was weak; but 

the system increased its emphasis on and directed more resources to the planning process.  

Adherence to a master plan and capital improvement plan is a focus of each capital appropriation 

decision; this includes adoption of appropriate missions and visions for the institutions.  If an 

element of an institutional vision is enrollment growth, planning for it should be thorough and 

aggressive.  

 A regional institution, by its mission, is driven to serve and be responsive to its service 

area.  For example, if the state has a deficiency of nurses, the institutions can strive to increase 

their production of nurses.  However, an institution has several external forces which affect 

implementation.  One is the lead time necessary to propose, fund, and construct a new nursing 

facility.  Another is the accreditation bodies which require the institution to maintain a specified 

academic quality, and in order to maintain this quality, the institution cannot increase nursing 
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production in abnormally large increments (Norris, interview, 2007).  One consideration with 

this example is, if the state has a shortage of nurses immediately and a capital project takes seven 

or eight years to be funded, will there still be a nursing shortage in eight years by the time the 

project comes online? (Maxwell, interview, 2007).  Institutions could consider specific facilities 

which attract students more than others and that they should direct capital investment to those 

facilities which will reward them with higher enrollment.   

A conclusion reached from the study is that the institutional president with the more 

aggressive, broader vision (a strong institutional plan) and strong political ties received funding 

over and above that of the institution with the narrower vision.   

Transparency for Funding Partners 

 The changing political environment in state and public opinion has brought scrutiny to 

public higher education.  Competition for resources in the state budget will always exist, but the 

System can become more transparent with its needs to better sell itself.  Funding partners can 

easily recognize their return on investment.  The System is in the process of becoming more 

responsive to the needs and priorities of the state, in addition to contributing to the economic 

development of the state.   

 The state examined in this study has done a remarkably good job in providing 

postsecondary education to its citizens; however, many citizens see higher education as a private 

benefit.  System administrators must accept the fact that politics always will be a part of public 

higher education; and university presidents always will be somewhat political.  Educating the 

system’s presidents and institutional representatives to strategically tell the story of higher 

education to its funding partners will be a public benefit.  Early in the study’s time period, a 

Coastal State College president was the first in the system to take this step, but the system 

leaders discouraged his behavior.  Since that time, the system has exacerbated the chasm of 

understanding between the funding partners and State University System; this chasm must be 

closed in order for system institutions to realize continued capital outlay.   

Changing Political Capital 

 During the majority of this study, administrators at Coastal State College leveraged their 

political capital to their benefit far more adroitly than Southern State College.  However, even 

without active political involvement by Southern State administrators, the elected representatives 

and senators from the Southern State College area were actively supportive.  The political capital 
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of Southern State University has seriously eroded because the local delegation remains 

Democratic in what is now a predominately Republican state.  In 2008, Coastal State University 

was represented by one Republican senator and three Republican representatives whereas 

Southern State University was represented by one Democratic senator and three Democratic 

representatives.   

 Two influencers now strongly direct the capital appropriations to these two universities.  

They are the status of the local political representation and the effects of the new strategic capital 

funding model which tends to diminish the influence of the local delegation.  At the end of the 

study, the transition toward more data-driven analysis in capital appropriations has begun to 

diminish the effects of Coastal State’s tradition of involving their local legislative delegation to 

attract support for capital funding.  It is the opinion of this researcher that as long as the 

legislative delegation from Southern State University remains Democratic in what is now a 

predominately Republican state and as long as the delegation from Coastal State remains 

Republican, the influence of Southern State’s delegation will erode at an even faster rate leaving 

Coastal State University at a more advantaged position. 

Demographics and Enrollment Projections 

 In the past, the system paid little attention to demographic and enrollment projections 

when making capital investment decisions.  Decisions were based primarily on current need as 

the system maintained a policy to provide higher education where there is the greatest need.  

Capital investment should be made in areas which have the current and projected demographics 

to meet a measurable need.  The system now maintains extensive state population and student 

enrollment projections.  In the next 12 years, it anticipates adding 100,000 additional students to 

the system.  The realistic expectation is that capital outlay will never keep pace with the demand, 

so the system can consider adopting a policy whereby it directs students to institutions which 

have capacity, instead of allowing unlimited expansion to certain institutions.  

Economy and Enrollment Management 

 Year after year, the system requests more and more funding without regard to the 

economic and business cycles in the state.  An enrollment management officer with a business 

background can monitor both short-term and long-term economic factors which contribute to 

college student enrollment.  Humphreys (2000) suggested local economic conditions impact 

appropriations more so than aggregate state economic conditions.  College enrollment is counter 
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cyclical; during economic downturns, there is increased enrollment, yet decreased tax revenue.  

States reduce higher education appropriations to balance budgets.  When enrollment increases 

concurrently as appropriations are cut, institutions, especially public, four-year, feel strained.  

Humphrey (2000) concluded, “state appropriations to higher education are quite sensitive to 

business cycles” (p. 400).  Economic research has confirmed that tax revenue and state 

appropriations to higher education rise and fall together (Humphreys, 2000).  An institution 

giving attention to state business cycles can coordinate its capital funding and bond issuance in 

order to achieve favorable financing terms.   

Influence of Intercollegiate Athletics on Enrollment 

To many students, the ideal American university is one that offers athletic programs.  

Participating in intercollegiate athletics has numerous effects on an institution’s budgeting and 

enrollment.  For many schools, the sport which has the greatest affect on both finances and 

enrollment is football; and the institutions in this study were no exception.  Both institutions have 

experienced championship football teams.  Statistically, championship seasons have been proven 

to increase applications and enrollment; yet, it has not been credited for increasing graduation 

and retention rates (Tucker, 2004).  In 2007, Southern State University won a national division 

football championship, and the immediate implication to the institution was an increase in 

applications over the next three years.  Institutional administrators must be careful how football 

and sports are managed at the institutions.  

Influence of the State Merit Scholarship Program on Enrollment 

Few interviewees mentioned the dramatic impact that the state merit scholarship program 

has had on institutional enrollment.  It was anticipated that the establishment of the state merit 

scholarship program would increase student college enrollment at four-year colleges (Dynarski, 

2004).  The scholarship has in fact impacted college enrollment in the state.  After the 

scholarship began in 1993, college enrollment rose 8.6% in this state (as compared to other 

Southern states) (Dynarski, 2004).  The politically-popular program is expected to continue; and 

as it does, the strain of increased enrollment on current facilities and the need for capital 

investment at many campuses.  

New Strategic Capital Model 

 This study, through its historical focus, traced the unpredictable and inequitable nature by 

which capital appropriation decisions were made to state institutions during 1975 to 2005.  It 
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supports the recently adopted strategic capital planning model which justifies requests to the 

General Assembly.  Efforts of the system to collectively and transparently make its needs known 

through this model will be an asset provided it is honored by presidents and legislators.  In the 

past, the individual strength of the system chancellor and influence of the governor and local 

political delegation have impacted the capital process.  The Director of Planning for the State 

University System, Mr. Winchell, speculates that some presidents will try to continue to operate 

under current practices, and some presidents will embrace the strategic model. 

External Funding Sources and Maximize Internal Debt 

 The state in this study has a long history of capital outlay for higher education, but 

competition from other state agencies is slowly forcing the State University System and 

institutions to seek outside funding sources for its facilities needs and to become more reliant on 

its own funding sources.  Examples of the external funding sources include private bonds issued 

through an institution’s foundation and donations.   

The state currently maintains a sinking fund for its general obligation debt.  A sinking 

fund is money set aside to help repay a bond issue.  If the time ever comes when the state ceases 

to provide capital outlay for the State University System, the System, provided it could acquire 

political approval, could establish its own sinking fund.  Institutions would be able to borrow at 

an appropriate rate and repay directly to the System’s sinking fund.  This combined system debt 

could be leveraged and issued in a manner to provide the institutions funds without the issuance 

of bonds.   

Institutional Collaboration 

 Throughout the interviews, it was apparent that all institutions were in competition for 

capital funds.  The investigation of the capital appropriation process in the state revealed no 

mention of institutional collaboration during capital requests.  The possibility of institutions 

combining their proposals or current facilities to serve the citizens of the state is a possible policy 

direction for the system. 

Efficiency Model for Current Space 

 One benefit of having a strong consolidated system of higher education is the ability to 

cluster services to gain economies of scale.  This study has investigated how capital investment 

was made in the system and to institutions over a 30-year period.  An impression held by the 

public is that higher education is wasteful and inefficient (Parsons, 2005).  One method to 
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address a taxpayer’s concern is to better evaluate current space utilization at campuses and 

establish a plan or model for more efficient use of current space.  To accommodate more 

students, although many traditional students may prefer to attend class from 10:00 to 2:00, a 

campus must deliver instruction at atypical times such as the early morning, late in the evening, 

and on weekends and offer more online learning opportunities.  The institution can accommodate 

more students by maximizing its current space usage without additional capital investment.  This 

purposeful culture change is a plausible solution.  Facilities are the physical core of a higher 

education institution but erecting a new building is not always the best or most economical 

method to accommodate enrollment growth.   

 The policy implications derived from this study are immediately applicable to the 

administration of higher education in the state.  Factors such as strategic planning, working more 

closely with the legislature, and increased tracking of demographics, the economy, and 

enrollment are all pertinent to current and future capital needs.   

Recommendations for Future Research 

 This research study was an important step in investigating the higher education capital 

appropriations process, the influencers on that process, and the ultimate effects on enrollment 

growth at regional state universities.  Further pursuit of the study’s factors could be worthwhile 

to governments, systems, and institutions, and broaden the general knowledge base on capital 

appropriations.  Recommendations for future research include:  1) examine policy changes in 

State University System since the end of the study’s time period of 2005, 2) examine private 

capital financing used by the institutions, 3) investigate the change in and effect of feeder school 

enrollments on the regional state universities, 4) develop a comprehensive list of process 

influencers, and 5) replicate the study in other states and institutions. 

Examination of the State University System since 2005 

Officials in the State have been active in refining its policies related to capital projects.  

Since the end of 2005, the Board of Regents of the State University System and the General 

Assembly have accomplished two main steps (State Higher Education Facilities Authority and 

Strategic Capital Model) toward better capital and facilities planning for state higher education 

and two plans (Guaranteed Tuition Plan and Comprehensive Building Plan) to address 

enrollment growth and revenue predictions for institutions.  
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State Higher Education Facilities Authority (SHEFA)
84

   

The 2006 General Assembly passed Senate Bill 562 which established the State Higher 

Education Facilities Authority (SHEFA).  This authority will play a key role in higher education 

facilities planning and the issuance of state bonds.  The State University System and the 

Department of Technical and Adult Education will be the principal benefactors of this newly 

formed agency.  The five-member authority will be able to consolidate capital projects into one 

bond issuance, thereby lowering finance charges, obtaining better interest rates, and diversifying 

risk to the individual institutions (Board of Regents of the University System, 2006d). 

Strategic Capital Model 

In November 2006, the Board of Regents of the State University System passed a new 

policy to address capital allocations for new facilities.  The new Strategic Capital Model is 

“designed to be more responsive and dynamic than the current process” (Board of Regents of the 

University System, 2006d, ¶1, 2006e).  The new model is data driven and based on enrollment, 

anticipated enrollment, square footage, age/condition of current facilities, and the priorities of the 

Board of Regents.  The SUS Office of Facilities staff members have worked to develop a more 

comprehensive and efficient system for capital requests.   

The new model will better match and help implement the long-term strategic plans of the 

system and institutions.  Under the new model, $250 million of general obligation bonds would 

serve as the base capital investment annually and that amount would increase by five percent 

each year.  The system’s Director of Planning stated the new model will provide institutions “a 

predictable financial basis for facilities master-planning” (Board of Regents of the University 

System, 2006e, ¶7). 

The Strategic Capital Model allows the Regents to plan in advance over multiple years.  

Because the new model will be data driven, the Regents can better manage expectations relative 

to maintenance and the aging of facilities.  The model will go into effect immediately and will be 

used in the fiscal year 2009 budget request (the fiscal year 2008 having already been submitted) 

(Board of Regents of the University System, 2006e).  Because of its data driven foundation, a 

former assistant vice chancellor predicted it will be “the closest thing there is to being able to 

pull some of the politics out” (Maxwell, interview, 2007).  This new model will provide for a 

                                                 
84 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
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more equitable and planned allocation of resources.  One legislator stated, “You can’t take the 

politic out of politics” (Stephenson, interview, 2007). 

Although recent efforts by the Board of Regents and General Assembly promote an 

increased and more reliable method of capital planning and capital spending, the model will take 

at least three fiscal years of completion before the actual results can be properly evaluated for 

effectiveness and fairness.  In addition, the legislature of the state must agree to commit the 

required financing over time in order for the New Strategic Capital Model to work as designed. 

Guaranteed Tuition Plan 

In April 2006, the Board of Regents passed a guaranteed tuition plan for the University 

System.  This plan, effective at all 35 public institutions, allows freshman students to lock-in 

their tuition rate for four years of college.  The tuition rate is guaranteed; however, institutional 

fees can be increased annually by Regents approval.  Similar plans are in place in other states, 

but this is the first time the State has enacted such a plan.  It will assist families with financial 

planning and, according to the Chancellor, will “strongly encourage students to graduate in a 

timely manner” (Board of Regents of the University System, 2006f, ¶7).  This plan will help to 

remove some of the financial barriers for the State’s students, and thereby also serve to increase 

system wide enrollment accessibility to higher education.  The Guaranteed Tuition Plan is 

intended to assist institutions to better forecast revenue and enrollment impacting their strategic 

and capital improvement plans.  It will take several fiscal years of implementation before an 

evaluation of this program and its impact on the capital improvement plan can be fully assessed.   

Comprehensive Building Plan 

The System has projected an enrollment gain of 100,000 students by the year 2020.  To 

accommodate this growth, a comprehensive building schematic has been created as part of the 

System’s strategic plan and an estimated $1.7 billion of capital investment is forecasted through 

the year 2014.  The process of requesting and allocating capital outlay will be based upon the 

new, data-driven, strategic capital model (Board of Regents of the University System, 2007b).  A 

continuation of this study might be to examine capital appropriations made from 2008 to 2020 to 

ascertain how these decisions were made and to what extent the new data-driven process has 

affected the decision-making process (e.g., was political influence lessened?).  Additionally, 

tracking institutions (research, regional, state college, or two-year) with enrollment gains could 
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ascertain if the system did experience an increase in 100,000 students over the next 12 years as 

projected.   

Examination of Private Capital Funding  

This study examined only capital outlay which the General Assembly approved and 

funded, principally, through general obligation bonds.  To expand the study, an investigation of 

all private capital projects at the two regional institutions would provide a more thorough total of 

capital improvements and new facilities construction.  The role of the university’s foundations as  

private financing mechanisms fulfills a different function at the research, regional comprehensive, 

and two-year institutions. 

Further research could include an examination of the public/private ventures program 

which started in 1994, and appears to have many positive results for the institutions.  It allowed 

the rapid approval and construction of facilities on campus.  All the facilities established through 

a public/private venture have a revenue stream to pay back the debt for the facility.  It would be 

especially prudent to examine how much public/private ventures funding was generated because 

this funding is principally used to construct student facilities such as residence halls, recreation 

and athletic facilities.  Because these types of facilities attract students, a future study could 

identify and correlate any private ventures to enrollment gains after the facilities come online.   

Decline in Feeder School Enrollment to Regional State Universities 

 The most recent edition of the State University System’s semester enrollment report, Fall 

2007, has some observable trends which may affect the appropriation of capital funds to both 

institutions within the case study.  Coastal State University had a 2.9% increase in FTE from the 

Fall 2006 to Fall 2007 while Southern State University had a 4.5% increase in FTE during that 

same period.  As regional institutions, both Coastal State University and Southern State 

University have two or more two-year institutions which serve as its primary feeder schools.  

Both of the two feeder schools to Coastal State University have experienced a two-digit 

percentage increase in enrollment during the past three years.  Of the four feeder schools to 

Southern State University, three have experienced a single-digit decrease in enrollment during 

the past three years.  This trend affects current capital outlay decisions because certain feeder 

schools may require additional capital investment to accommodate their enrollment.  This trend, 

if it continues, could affect both regional state universities:  Coastal State may continue its 

increase in enrollment and, subsequently, may require more capital outlay while Southern State 
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may experience a decline in enrollment and, subsequently, may not require as much capital 

outlay as previous plans have forecasted.   

Comprehensive List of Influencers on the Capital Appropriations Process 

This study, particularly in Chapter Four, names numerous factors and influencers on the 

capital appropriation process, but some factors may have been unintentionally omitted.  A future 

study which assembles and ranks a list could be useful to increasing an understanding of the 

capital appropriations process and other enrollment variables.  A formula to develop a ranking 

could assist higher education administrators in learning which influencers are more heavily 

weighted, so that they will know where to focus their efforts and which influencers have proven 

successful at other institutions.  For example, based upon an analysis by former Governor Finnell, 

it would be prudent for the system to identify those individuals who hold seniority in the General 

Assembly or who exhibit special knowledge related to higher education and capital outlay and 

work to develop systematic, effective ways of communicating with them. 

Replicate the Study in Other States 

 The process of capital appropriations to higher education is a macro-problem in all states.  

To expand this research study, it could be replicated in one or more different states.  If an 

appropriate sample of institutions and administrators were gathered, this research study could be 

generalized to other regional institutions, not only in the south but in other areas of the country.  

States could be selected and a study of the capital appropriations process in those states could be 

conducted in a like manner by interviewing key individuals at the institutional, central office, 

legislative, and outside levels.  Other states, especially those with a consolidated higher 

education governing board and institutions similar to those in the study, will probably have 

experienced nearly identical issues in their historical capital funding/appropriation process.   

 This study has been a worthwhile historical look at the capital appropriations process in 

one southern state, with special attention given to its two regional institutions.  The study 

addressed the evolution of one state’s capital investment strategies and other factors which 

influenced the physical and enrollment growth at the two institutions.  It is hoped that this 

research will serve to fulfill a gap in the current literature and extend understanding of capital 

appropriations in higher education.   
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APPENDIX A 

HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE APPROVAL 

Office of the Vice President For Research Human Subjects Committee  
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673 
FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date:  11/19/2007 
 
To:  Michael Black 
Dept.:  EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP 
 
From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Capital Funding and Institutional Growth: A Case Study of Regional State Universities 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the proposal 
referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members of the Human Subjects 
Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR § 46.110(7) and has been approved by an 
expedited review process. 
 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to weigh the risk 
to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk and benefit. This approval 
does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be required. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent form is 
attached to this approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent form may be used in recruiting 
research subjects. 
 
If the project has not been completed by 11/17/2008 you must request a renewal of approval for continuation 
of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your expiration date; however, it is 
your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request renewal of your approval from the 
Committee. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee 
prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol change/amendment form is 
required to be submitted for approval by the Committee.  In addition, federal regulations require that the 
Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks 
to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is reminded that 
he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving human subjects in the 
department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that the project is being conducted in 
compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The Assurance 
Number is IRB00000446. 
 
cc: Robert Schwartz, Advisor       HSC No. 2007.820 
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APPENDIX B 

COVER LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS 

[letter was mailed to all interviewees with fields modified based on their work experience] 
 
 
 
xxx 
xxx 
xxx 
 
Dear xxx: 
 
I am currently beginning research for my doctoral dissertation which will lead to a doctor of 
education degree in Higher Education Administration from the Florida State University.  My 
research examines higher education capital funding in the State University System, specifically 
capital appropriations to Coastal State University and Southern State University during a period 
of 30 years, 1975 to 2005.  The state policies governing these institutions were the same.  The 
two case study institutions had similar historical background, size, political support, and 
enrollment until approximately 1975.  At that time, there was a dramatic increase in 
appropriation and enrollment at one of the institutions.  The purpose of this study is to determine 
why this occurred and elucidate factors which may explain this change.  My hope is that 
administrators and policy makers within the State University System will find this information 
useful in making future decisions. 
 
Because of your tenure in the General Assembly, I consider your knowledge to be critical to any 
valid assessment of the political and policy aspects of capital funding in the state’s higher 
education.  If you consent, I would like to interview you for my dissertation.  To ensure 
anonymity, your name and the actual names of the institutions will not appear in the document.  I 
have guiding questions, but they are structured in a format to allow freedom of response.  I have 
enclosed these questions so you may know what to expect.  The interview will require 
approximately one hour.  There are no foreseeable risks to you as an anonymous participant in 
the study.  This study will benefit higher education administrators responsible for policies related 
to capital improvement by providing a clearer understanding of the deployment of capital 
appropriations during a specified period of time within a state university system. 
 
I sincerely hope you will agree to be interviewed.  I will contact you in several days, or you may 
call me at my home number xxx-xxx-xxxx or cell number xxx-xxx-xxxx. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael M. Black 
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APPENDIX C 

INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT 

I HAVE BEEN INFORMED THAT: 
 
1. Michael Black, who is doctoral student at Florida State University, has requested my participation in a 
research study at this institution.   
 
2. The purpose of the research is to examine the methods employed to generate capital appropriations, the 
extent to which policy issues and other factors influenced capital appropriations, and ultimately overall 
growth of institutions of higher education at two, regional state universities in a southern state.  
 
3. My participation will involve an interview of 10 to 20 questions requiring approximately one hour. 
 
4. There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts if I agree to participate in this study. 
 
5. Although there may be no direct benefits to me, the possible benefits of my participation in the research 
will be to benefit higher education administrators responsible for policies related to capital improvement 
by providing a clearer understanding of the deployment of capital appropriations during a specified period 
of time within a state university system. 
 
6. The results of this research study may be published but my name or identity will not be revealed.  The 
researcher will do the following to maintain confidentiality of my records:   Michael Black will use 
fictitious names in the study so that no statements or references to your actual name or employer will 
appear.  The master list corresponding participant’s name to the fictitious names used in the study will be 
destroyed at the conclusion of the study or by January 1, 2010.  
 
7. In case of injury I expect to receive the following treatment or care which will be provided at my 
expense: none. 
 
8. I will not be paid for my participation. 
 
9. Any questions I have concerning the research study or my participation in it, before or after my consent, 
will be answered by the professor directing Michael Black’s study:  Robert A. Schwartz, Department of 
Educational Leadership and Policy Studies, 113 Stone Building, Florida State University, Tallahassee, FL 
32306, 850-644-6777, rschwart@coe.fsu.edu 
 
10. If I have questions about my rights as a subject/participant in this research, or if I feel I have been 
placed at risk, I can contact the Chair of the Human Subjects Committee, Institutional Review Board, 
through the Office of the Vice President for Research, at 850-644-8633.  
I have read the above informed consent form. I understand that I will be audio recorded by the researcher. 
These audio files will be kept by the researcher on a password protected computer at the researcher’s 
home.  I understand that only the researcher will have access to these files and that they will deleted by 
January 1, 2010.  I understand that I may withdraw my consent and discontinue participation at any time 
without penalty or loss of benefits to which I may otherwise be entitled. In signing this consent form, I am 
not waiving any legal claims, rights or remedies. A copy of this consent form will be offered to me. 
 
Subject's Signature ___________________________________ Date ________________ 
 
FSU Human Subjects Committee Approved on 11/19/2007. Void after 11/17/2008. HSC#2007.820 
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APPENDIX D 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

Research Question 1. 
What policy issues were the dominant influencers of capital appropriations to Coastal 
State University and Southern State University during the period 1975 to 2005? 

Subsidiary Research Question 2. 
What evidence exists to suggest that the Board of Regents, State Legislature, and/or 
Governor appropriated funds to its higher education institutions in a planned and 
equitable manner? 

Subsidiary Research Question 3. 
To what extent did institutional leadership contribute to an institution’s receipt of capital 
appropriations? 

Subsidiary Research Question 4. 
How did capital appropriations influence enrollment growth? 

Subsidiary Research Question 5. 
What other factors, besides capital appropriation, substantially influenced and contributed 
to the differences in the overall growth of these two institutions? 

 
 
 
 
Table 13 
Research Questions-Interview Questions Matrix 

Question Addresses: Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 

Questions for system office administrators and 

institutional administrators 

     

In your experience, what has been the position 
of the Board of Regents toward higher education 
in the state and in the southern portion of the 
state in particular? 

X X    

In your experience, what has been the position 
of the state legislature toward higher education 
in the state and in the southern portion of the 
state in particular? 

X X    

What is the level and type of interaction between 
the System Office and institutions regarding 
capital projects from 1975 to 2005? 

X  X   

What is the level and type of interaction between 
the System Office and the legislature regarding 
capital projects from 1975 to 2005? 

X   X  

What is the level and type of interaction between 
the institutions and the legislature regarding 
capital projects from 1975 to 2005? 

X  X X  
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Table 13—continued.      

Question Addresses: Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 

What have been the policies of the BOR 
concerning construction of capital facilities and 
how have they changed in the past 30 years? 

X   X  

How have decisions been made to award capital 
funding to the institutions? 

X X  X  

To what extent do Regents consider state 
population growth and state needs when 
awarding capital appropriations? 

X X  X  

Did capital funding drive enrollment or did 
enrollment drive capital funding at the 
institutions during the study’s time period? 

   X  

What common elements of the capital 
appropriations process in the state are found in 
other states and/or at other regional state 
institutions? 

   X  

Questions for institutional administrators      

How would you describe the history, tradition, 
and culture of CSU/SSU? 

    X 

How do institutional administrators respond to 
the policies of the Board of Regents? 

X X X   

What is the level of interaction between the 
System Office and institutions regarding capital 
facilities? 

X X X X  

What individuals, policies, or funding initiatives 
do you credit as those that helped to expand 
CSU/SSU? 

X X X X X 

In your opinion, which aspects of CSU/SSU 
(e.g., culture, leadership, size) affected capital 
funding decisions at the Central Office level? 

 X X X  

How have political relationships influenced the 
awarding of capital funding? 

X X X X  

What other factors, besides capital 
appropriation, substantially influenced and 
contributed to the differences today in the 
overall growth (physical size and enrollment) of 
these two institutions? 

  X X X 

How have leadership strategies influenced the 
awarding of capital funding? 

  X   

What are the most influential factors which 
determine capital funding appropriations? 

  X X X 

How has CSU/SSU used enrollment and 
forecasted enrollment to plan capital projects? 

X   X  

*An X represents which research question in the study will be answered by the interview question. 
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APPENDIX E 

INTERVIEW DISCLOSURE 

In the course of this research, two individuals were interviewed who have a professional 

and personal association to the principal researcher.  This fact is recognized and both the 

interviewees and researcher have made effort to eliminate any conflict of interest.   

One interviewee was formerly president of one of the institutions in the study and also 

serves as a dissertation committee member.  Because of the critical role this individual played in 

the development of the institution, it is imperative that he be one of the interviewees.  Because 

the research is ex post facto, non-experimental, and results will not be based solely on this 

interviewee, the chair of the Department of Educational Leadership and Policy Studies granted 

permission for this individual to serve in both the capacity of committee member and interviewee.   

One interviewee is currently vice president for finance and administration at one of the 

case study institutions.  This individual is also the father of the principal researcher.  With 35 

years of employment at the institution, his experience and knowledge are critical to 

understanding and tracking of both current and historical development of capital investment 

process at the institution.  Because this individual is one of 17 to be interviewed, his comments 

will not skew results of the study.  The research is ex post facto, non-experimental, and results 

will not be based solely on this interviewee, so the chair and members of the dissertation 

committee have granted permission for this individual to participate.   
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APPENDIX F 

DESCRIPTION OF INTERVIEWEES 

 The following paragraphs are descriptions of the 17 interviewees participating in the 

study.  They are presented in four categories: Institutional Administrators, Central Office 

Administrators, Legislative, and Other Administrators Outside the System. 

Institutional Administrators 

Thomas R. Perry 

 Dr. Perry served as President of Coastal State College from 1978 until 1986.  During his 

time at Coastal State, he proposed many changes to encourage the college’s growth.  While some 

changes were made during his tenure, many were enacted after his tenure, and he is credited with 

being responsible for much of the growth and positive change at Coastal State.  He subsequently 

was president of two different state institutions on the east coast and is currently a professor at 

one of them. 

Calvin R. Norris 

 Mr. Norris is the Vice President for Business and Finance at Coastal State University.  He 

has been affiliated with the State University System for 36 years, having been a full-time 

employee at Coastal for the past 25 years.  Since becoming Vice President, he has been actively 

involved with all capital funding projects at Coastal State.   

Presley C. Lane 

 Dr. Lane served as President of Southern State University from 1978 until in 2001.  At 

the time of his retirement, he was the senior president in the State University System.  As 

president of Southern State University for 23 years, Dr. Lane was the principal leader of the 

university.  His academic training makes him a subject able to recall detail, and his first-hand 

knowledge as president allows him to describe the most pertinent gains and constraints faced by 

Southern State during these years.  Dr. Lane is retired and is active in the Palmyra85 community.   

James M. Taylor 

 Dr. Taylor serves as President of Southern State University (SSU), having begun 

employment there in January 2002.  During his time, he has recognized the growth potential at 

SSU and worked with the members of the state’s Board of Regents and private foundations to 

secure capital funding for three new residence halls, parking garages, student center, and student 

                                                 
85 A fictitious name is used to promote anonymity of the case institution. 
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health facility.  As the current president of SSU and former president of a state college in another 

state, he offers a perspective about the direction of the university, both as it relates to enrollment 

and capital investment.  He is able to apply his knowledge and experiences of capital 

appropriations in other states to his experiences at SSU and within the State University System.   

Joseph P. Deadwyler 

 Mr. Deadwyler has been affiliated with the State University System since 1962 and with 

Southern State University since 1969.  He currently is Vice President for Finance and 

Administration.  As a chief financial officer, he attends all Board meetings and has considerable 

knowledge relative to the present and past enrollment, capital financing, and construction 

decisions.  He has been active in the preparation for construction of eight new facilities and the 

renovation of four facilities during the past decade.  During his tenure as Vice President for 

Finance and Administration Southern State University has executed $192 million in 

private/public ventures. 

Central Office Administrators 

Susan H. Culbertson 

 Mrs. Culbertson is a registered architect who worked in the private sector before moving 

to public higher education in 1992.  Working in a number of positions for the State University 

System, she was promoted to Vice Chancellor for Facilities for the System.  She and her staff are 

responsible for evaluating all capital and facilities projects proposed for the system, working 

with individual institutions as they develop their plans for capital investments, and ultimately 

presenting all plans for capital improvements to the Board of Regents for consideration and 

approval.  Moreover, her office is responsible for and very active in anticipating the need and 

planning for new capital projects within the System 

William G. Overton 

 Mr. Overton is the Project Manager with the State University System.  As senior project 

manager, he is responsible for working directly with an institution’s staff on each facility-related 

project.  He serves as an advocate for the institutions at the Central Office level and ensures that 

state policies are followed for all real estate transactions (e.g., new construction, renovation, 

purchases, or leases) and in accordance with the institution’s official, accepted master plan. 

Homer H. Winchell 
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 Mr. Winchell is currently the State University System’s Director of Planning.  Coming 

from the private sector, he brings knowledge of real-estate research and commercial planning.  

For several decades, there has been an office of planning, but the Central Office has refocused 

this position to work proactively on the System’s master plan.  He is responsible for applying 

capital appropriations to institutions in manners which address the state’s higher education needs.  

Mr. Winchell’s knowledge of the System, its history, and its current needs will be key to the 

success of this study. 

Michael Henderson 

 Mr. Henderson has served as a member of the state’s Board of Regents since 1975, the 

beginning year of the study.  He has worked in the public schools, higher education, and in 

private educational consulting.  Because of his tenure in the state and as a Board member, he is 

able to provide information regarding the background of many of the Regents’ decisions 

regarding state capital appropriations.  He took a personal interest in the elevation of both senior 

colleges in this study to regional universities.   

Martin F. Nall 

 Mr. Nall has been employed in state government since 1975, the beginning year of this 

study.  He is currently Senior Vice Chancellor for External Affairs for the State University 

System.  In that role, he serves as the direct liaison to the state General Assembly on behalf of 

the Board of Regents and the institutions.  He works closely with the system’s funding partners 

during each legislative session to secure both operating and capital appropriations.  Prior to 

working at the Central Office, he was a staff member in a governor’s office.  He provides his 

thoughts on capital funding policy from both perspectives. 

Legislative 

John S. Finnell 

 Mr. Finnell has served a long and distinguished career of public service to the state.  He 

was elected a state representative in his 20s and served as Chairman of the House Appropriations 

Committee.  He was served as Lieutenant Governor and later Governor of the state from 1983 to 

1991.  He was later appointed a member of the state’s Board of Regents and served as chairman 

during the final two years of his term.  Having served in several important capacities which have 

had direct impact over capital appropriation decisions in the state, Mr. Finnell is able to provide 

perspectives about the capital appropriations process from several viewpoints.   
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Richard G. Stephenson 

 Senator Stephenson was elected as senator to the State General Assembly in 1974 and 

served for 24 years, representing counties in the southern portion of the state.  He has served as 

member and/or chairman of the senate higher education committee and the senate appropriations 

committee.  Dr. Stephenson is retired from active service in the senate, but spent many years in 

key positions in the legislature which makes his knowledge and insight into the higher education 

appropriations of the State especially pertinent to this study. 

Humphrey W. Peake 

 Senator Peake has been involved in public service in the State General Assembly for 17 

years, first as a member of the House of Representatives and currently as a Senator.  His time in 

office and his service on the State’s Higher Education Committee can provide insight into the 

legislature’s thinking and help to delineate specific political factors which would have impacted 

the institutions in the study.  

Other Administrators Outside the System 

Andrew Maxwell 

 Mr. Maxwell served as Director of Facilities and Planning at a State College before 

moving to the Facilities Office at the Board of Regents as Assistant Vice Chancellor of Facilities 

for Design and Construction.  Mr. Maxwell offers first hand insight about the System’s central 

office decision-making process for capital investment during the 1990s and 2000s.  He is 

familiar with state capital investment and with all aspects of capital financing and construction.  

He is the principal of his consulting firm located within the state. 

Henry Yelland 

 Dr. Yelland is a retired professor of Higher Education and Psychology, having served at 

the state’s flagship university for 40 years.  Being affiliated with the State University System 

since 1946, Dr. Yelland has extensive knowledge of the political, policy, and financing 

machinations of the system and has authored two books on the System’s history which cover the 

time period of this study.   

J. William Ponsford 

 Dr. Ponsford was Vice President and Dean of Faculties at a senior state college for 15 

years before being promoted to Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs for the State University 

System.  He left the state system to become head of public higher education in another state until 
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1994.  He returned to the state of this study and is currently president of a private, liberal arts 

college in the northern portion of the state and has been so since 1995.  As a former employee at 

the Board of Regents central office in the state’s capital and now that he is out of public higher 

education, Dr. Ponsford can add a tremendous amount to the study on the Regents attitudes 

towards the institutions.   

Sarah E. Thomas 

 Mrs. Thomas is a registered architect who served as Director of Planning for the State 

University System from 1994 to 2001.  She has extensive experience in facilities planning, 

technical issues with buildings, and the capital funding process in the state.  She is currently 

principal in a facilities services consulting firm in the state.  Her input in this study will be useful 

as a former system employee who is now working in the private sector.   
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APPENDIX G 

REFLECTIONS ON THE PROCESS 

When I was accepted to the doctoral program, I was excited about the opportunity to 

continue my education in a nationally-recognized program at a major research university.  I have 

maintained this excitement; the program and its faculty have never disappointed me.  A key 

principle which has helped me during this process has been staying organized; proper planning 

and attention to deadlines helped me to avoid any unforeseen obstacles during the coursework 

and the final rite of passage, the dissertation.   

 I am grateful for the chance to offer reflections on the research process.  I have been the 

instrument for data collection and am steeped in the information acquisition and analysis.  

Explaining the process I followed will, in a sense, help bring closure to this important part of my 

doctoral program and help me transition to a new stage in my professional life.  This also helps 

me to synthesize how I obtained the knowledge and what I did with it.   

 Although I had conceptualized what areas to research in my study, the dissertation 

journey really began for me in the fall 2006, when I had an opportunity to search and review 

literature related to institutional growth and capital outlay.  What I found were numerous studies 

on school choice variables and operating appropriations, but little on state capital appropriations 

to institutions.   

At the beginning of this research project, I set out to ascertain why the two case 

institutions, Coastal State University and Southern State University, developed as they did and 

whether capital appropriations were the cause of the institutions’ growth (enrollment and 

otherwise).  I worked to adhere to my proposal which contained the majority of the first three 

chapters of the dissertation.  Throughout the process, the members of my dissertation committee 

have offered constructive criticism, all with intentions to help me create a scholarly work and to 

become a valuable scholar. 

 Prior to sending official letters requesting an interview, I engaged several of these 

individuals in discussions about my research idea.  All the interviewees were responsive and 

willing to participate in the research.  I thought two or three interviewees were a long-shot, such 

as a retired governor, but they recognized the benefits of my research and agreed to participate.  

My 17 interviewees represent a combined 509 years experience in higher education, facilities, 

and public service.  I hope this fact adds validity to the study.   
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At the conclusion of this project, I gained a tremendous amount more knowledge about 

state financing policies from the individuals I interviewed.  My knowledge of the policies and 

capital outlay process in the state advanced as I interviewed more individuals, and the interview 

process became easier for me so that I was better able to interact with my interviewees.  I was 

also able to help them clarify their thoughts by asking more probing questions without leading 

their responses.  I thought my interview questions all supported the dissertation’s research 

questions; however, I found during the actual interviews, that many of the questions overlapped 

and an interviewee’s response applied to multiple questions.  I was able to recognize this fact and 

avoid asking duplicate questions so as not to waste the respondent’s time.   

 Verbally and in writing, I assured the interviewees that their statements were anonymous; 

however, several made comments such as "I’ve got my 30 years in" or "I’m old, you can use my 

name."  This gave me confidence that they were forthright and straightforward in their responses, 

adding more validity to the research.  Many were interested in the topic and recognized that 

studying the past process was a good foundation for future research.  They understood that this 

research examined policies and was not intended to be critical of anyone (president, regent, 

chancellor, governor, or legislator) in particular.   

 By the end of my strict interview schedule (the last five interviews), I felt that I was no 

longer obtaining any new information.  What was comforting was that the same themes were 

emerging multiple times from different individuals.  I believe that, even if I added 10 or 15 more 

people to the interview schedule, I would not have gained any additional information.   

I started this process with a good concept.  I wanted my primary data sources to be 

interviewees and supplement those interviews with published and official data sources.  I 

transcribed all interviews and coded them in order to perform content analysis which allowed me 

to extract themes.  When I compared interviewees’ comments to actual records, the match was 

fairly supported by documents; however, there were instances where people’s perceptions were 

not supported by the data.   

 At the beginning of the study, because of my affiliation with one of the case institutions, I 

thought there was a chance of bias on my part.  I found that not to be the situation.  Throughout 

the paper, I strived to be especially fair in my reporting regarding the institutions and state 

activities during the time period.  What I learned was that the capital appropriations decisions 
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were made at the state level, and state policy determined directions for an institution’s growth 

more than institutional decisions.   

When I started this paper, I thought that institutional decisions would be the primary 

actions that promoted growth; but I learned that the decisions at the Board of Regents and 

legislative (state) levels influenced growth more.  I also better understand how the perception 

and mindset of those making the decisions encouraged, or in some cases discouraged, growth at 

the regional institutions.   

During this study, I advanced and honed my skills as a researcher and author.  I became 

more familiar with the individuals who are knowledgeable about the process and learned more 

about the wide variety of sources that are available.  I learned that, in many cases, a researcher 

must formulate the right questions in order to gain the most applicable responses.  People were 

helpful; but I had to ask for specific types of information and, even then, it was difficult 

sometimes to keep interviewees on point.  Only the past 15 years of enrollment reports were 

available online; records before that had to be scanned by a student assistant and emailed to me.   

I remained focused during the dissertation process; I adhered to my initial interview 

schedule and writing timeline.  I was careful not to let life’s activities prevent me from 

progressing with the dissertation.  I do not view this dissertation as an end product, but as a 

jumping off point for my future research and career.  After completing this process, I will reenter 

the field of higher education a more knowledgeable, productive, and far more professional 

employee, better prepared to serve.  I am grateful for such a wonderful opportunity.  
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