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The problem with which this investigation is concerned 

is that of providing research on the development of the 

Coordinating Board, Texas College and University System, and 

to describe the manner in which it presently functions. In 

order to implement the study, data were obtained by the util-

ization of interviews, surveys of newspaper accounts, official 

minutes and legal documents. Questionnaires were distributed 

to persons who have served terms on the Coordinating Board 

and to the presidents of both public and private four-year 

institutions in the state. 

The study is organized into four sections. The first 

chapter deals with the development of higher education on 

the national and state levels. The second chapter concerns 

the development of coordination at each level. In Chapter 

Three, the results of the questionnaires and interviews 

about the current operation of the Board are presented. The 

final chapter is composed of conclusions along with certain 

implications which seem apparent as a result of the study. 

From the earliest stages of Texas' development, the 

coordination of higher education has been seriously considered 

by legislators. Nevertheless, although the state consti-

tutions have provided for such coordination, the efforts 



of the institutions themselves have kept a coordinated system 

from developing. The institutions either opposed the statutes 

or simply disregarded them. During the past fifty years, as 

the number of Texas' institutions of higher learning has 

multiplied rapidly, their individual demands for public 

support have increased to a corresponding degree. As a 

result of these individual demands, strong competition and 

intense friction has developed within the state's system of 

higher education. 

As early as 1910, statewide studies began strongly to 

advocate close articulation and better planning in the 

development and operation of public institutions of higher 

education. However, these studies generally had very little 

impact upon the operation of the institutions. The state 

Board of Education was designated in 1929 to exercise control 

over all public education. However, the Board was never able 

to maintain effective control over higher education, and until 

the early 1950's, it simply retreated from the problem 

altogether. 

A threat from the State Board to exercise its statutory 

control resulted in the establishment of the Texas Commission 

on Higher Education in 1955• The Commission survived for ten 

years and, even though it experienced some success, it was 

unable to establish an effective operational process. This 

failure was due principally to its inability to develop and 

enforce the role and scope for individual institutions. 
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Conflict over this role and scope led to the demise of the 

Commission. 

The Coordinating Board, Texas College and University-

System, was created to replace the Commission. As a means 

of determining its operational effectiveness, Lyman Glenny's 

four functions of coordinating boards were used. The Board 

operates in each of these functions; however, the effectiveness 

of the Board varies widely. The only area in which the 

Board seems to function in an effective manner appears to be 

Program Allocations. The legislature effectively retains its 

control over all financial areas, and the institutions continue 

to resist any effort on the Board's part to define a role and 

scope, or a- state-wide master plan for institutions. 

This study suggests that there are five functions of 

coordinating boards instead of the four defined by Glenny, 

the fifth function being communication. The study also 

indicates that Texas could profit by the establishment of a 

Higher Education Policy Commission which would have as its 

primary task the development of the major goals to guide the 

system of higher education in Texas for the next decade. These 

goals, developed by the various participants, would then 

provide the framework by which the Coordinating Board would 

establish objectives for institutional accountability in the 

state. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Coordinating boards are a relatively new agency in the 

field of higher education. Regardless of the recency of 

their inception, a study by Brouillet completed in 1963 

revealed that all but five states had some form of coor-

dinating mechanism in operation."'" Of vital importance to 

coordinating agencies is the manner and success with which 

they are able to assume their designated roles. The 

assumption and implementation of an organizational role is 

a complicated process and involves a considerable degree of 

political awareness on the part of the various participants. 

Masters alludes to the complexity of this process by 

stating, "The lack of political sophistication, failure to 

recognize the realities of politics, or just plain inertia 

on the part of its members frequently prevents an organ-

ization from achieving its maximum resources." A new 

organization, such as a coordinating board, must therefore 

guard against each of these potential hindrances if it is 

to successfully achieve its designated role. 

"'"Frank B. Brouillet, "An Analysis of the State of 
Washington's Method for Coordinating Higher Education," 
unpublished doctoral dissertation, School of Education, 
University of Washington, Pullman, Washington, 196$. 

2 
"Nicolas A. Masters, Robert Salisbury and Thomas H. 

Eliot, State Politics and the Public Schools: An Exploratory 
Analysis(New York, 1^68), p. 251. 



If a coordinating board is to function, this function 

must be within the constraints of a political environment. 

This thought generally dismays educators due to the fact 

that they have traditionally assigned a concept of negativism 

to political procedures and thus have perpetuated the 

slogan, "Keep politics out of education." Lutz and 

Iannaccone, however, dissent from this view by suggesting 

that "Education is one of the most thoroughly political 

3 

enterprises in American life."' They contend that the 

concept of education and politics being separate is simply 

an educational myth. As a result, they feel that this 

myth has allowed politically orientated professionals 

to keep considerable control of education in their hands 

and at the same time escape public accountability for its 

shortcomings. Kimbrough discusses this process and places 

a great deal of stress upon an informal power structure^" 

which was first described by Floyd Hunter as he studied 
5 

the decision-making process. A major task of educators 

is that of understanding and functioning within both the 

informal and formal political structures that influence 

educational decisions. A coordinating board in like, manner 

"Frank W. Lutz and Frank Iannaccone, Understanding 
Educational Organizations(Columbus, Ohio, 1969), pi 2Tl. 

^Ralph B. Kimbrough, Political Power and Educational 
De ci sion-Making(Chi cago, 1964). 

5 
• Floyd Hunter, Community Power Structure: A Study of 

Decision-Makers(Chapel Hill, 1953 ). ~ 
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must be able to develop quickly the ability to determine 

where the power lies in educational decision-making. It 

must also develop the sophistication required to utilize 

its maximum resources to implement its decisions in order 

for the board to have a meaningful existence. 

The establishment of coordinating boards in our system 

of higher education signifies a process of very rapid change. 

This rapid process of change which brought on the need for 

6 
coordination is attributed by Glenny to two basic reasons. 

He identifies these reasons as being (I) the increasing 

size of state governments, and (2) the increasing 

complexities of higher education. He states, however, 

that more immediate forces and interests have actually 

brought the central coordinating systems into existence. 

These immediate forces are defined as the demands of 

economy- and efficiency-minded legislatures for expert 

appraisal of relative needs and projected expansion of the 

several institutions. 

This determination of relative needs of institutions is 
7 

nor a simple problem, however. With this in mind, Hungate 

points out, "The interests of individuals or individual insti-

tutions may conflict with the requirements envisioned in the 

state-wide plans." To the extent that such conflicts are 
6 
Lyman A. Glenny, Autonomy of Public Colleges; The 

Challenge of Coordination(New York, 1959J, p. 2o2. • 
7 
'Thad L. Hungate, Management in Higher Education, 

(Columbia University, 1964)> p. 211. 
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possible, one problem of state-level decision making becomes 

that of resolving, reducing, or otherwise handling these 

conflicts. The process of resolving conflict of interests 

of necessity requires that some groups achieve their 

purposes and objectives while others are frustrated, or 

only partially successful, as they attempt to gain approval 

or support for their particular concerns. 

The concept of coordination of higher education is not 

a new one for the state of Texas. Works points out that in 

action taken in 1$71> Texas became one of several states 

that made constitutional or statutory provision for unified 

control or close coordination of higher education. He 

states that at that time Texas specifically mentioned the 

state university and the land-grant institution in this legal 

relationship. However, the provisions for this coordinated 

relationship were not adhered to and, as a consequence, 

separate institutional control and direction resulted. 

As other institutions were added to the state system, each 

likewise pursued a course of independent action and self-

defined goals. 

In the early period of the development of higher edu-

cation in the state, the ingredients which might lead to 

institutional conflicts were minimal. By the 1920's, however, 

3 
Charles D. Byrne, Coordinated Control of Higher Ed-

ucation in Qregan(Stanford University^ l94<3),p. 16, citing 
George A. Works, "Needed Readjustments in the Organization 
and Administration of State Systems of Higher Education," 
Needed Readjustments in Higher Education, ed. by William S. 
Gray (.Chicago, 1933 )t pp. 107-lOFI 
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development of the several institutions led to concerns in 

both curriculum and economic areas. From that time to the 

1960's, several attempts were made to establish some system 

of state-wide coordination. None of these attempts made a 

lasting effect upon the development of a coordinated approach 

to higher education in the state. 

After World War II the problems of higher education 

began to develop rapidly. The surge of veterans to the 

campuses swamped the resources of the state. Institutions 

were faced with demands for facilities and programs. These 

demands led to intense competition between institutions, as 

each attempted to have its requirements given top priority. 

In 1955 Texas became one of the first states in the 

nation to establish a coordinating agency for higher 

education. This agency, the Texas Commission on Higher 

Education, experienced a stormy existence, and as a result, 

the Commission was reorganized after ten years of service. 

The reconstituted agency, the Coordinating Board, Texas 

College and University System, was an attempt to revitalize 

its function, but the Board continues to experience many 

of the same basic problems that led to the downfall of its 

predecessor. 

This study is an attempt to provide research on the 

development of the Coordinating Board in Texas and to 

describe the manner in which it presently functions. 

Higher education in the state, as is true on the national 

v 



level, is faced with many demands for change and for 

institutional accountability. The Coordinating Board has 

a challenging role in coping with this change process and 

is undergoing a cautious but systematic integration into 

the state system of higher education. 

As a background for this study, a review of the 

literature relating to coordination of higher education is 

helpful in order to develop a general understanding of 

the coordination movement in higher education. Due to the 

fact that coordinating agencies had their beginning in the 

1940's and did not gather any real momentum until the late 

1950*s and the early 1960's, the literature is limited until 

very recently. As late as I960, Martorana and Hollis notes, 

"Contrary to what may be expected, the subject of State-

level structure and control of higher education is discussed 

9 

meagerly in the scholarly and professional journals." To 

substantiate this fact, they point out that an annotated 

bibliography being published at that time contained only 

eighty-three references on the subject of higher education 

administration from a total bibliography of 2,70$ titles. 

The following is a review of the literature which 

relates more directly to the coordination movement. No 

attempt is made to review studies that relate to indi-

vidual states. At this time, virtually every state has 
a 
S.V. Martorana and Ernest V. Hollis, State Boards 

Responsible for Higher Education(Washington7 I960), p. 

VI 



authorized or conducted a statewide study. 

One of the earliest studies relating to institutional 

cooperation was made by Sanford.^ The study was confined 

to cases of formal and written agreements between insti-

tutions. He found 115 of these agreements between various 

types of institutions. He did find, however, that there 

was not an extensive number of agreements on the part of 

each school, with 102 institutions reporting only one 

agreement each. 

In regard to cooperation between private and public 

institutions, he found several instances. He felt that 

there was a considerable additional number of informal 

agreements and that the total number of all agreements 

would be impressive to those who had been unaware that 

such cooperation actually existed. 

He also noted two points relative to these agreements: 

(1) the cases reported are safely within the classes of 

cooperation that contemplate no sacrifice of institutional 

identity, and involve no curtailment of institutional 

activities already established; and (2) the instances of 

cooperation are relatively trivial when compared with the 

obvious needs and opportunities that exist. 

"^D.S. Sanford, Inter-Institutional Agreements in 
Higher Education(New York, 1934)• 
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Another early study was a report by the Subcommittee 

on Cooperation and Coordination in Higher Education pre-

sented to the Committee on Problems and Plans in Education 

of the American Council on Education in February, 1938."'""'" 

In analyzing the factors relating to the development of 

higher education, it was stated that "these processes and 

influences have resulted in what, under present conditions, 

is an amazingly unintelligent and wasteful distribution of 

higher educational institutions." Along with other states, 

Texas was offered as an example of this wasteful distribution. 

The report presented two examples in Texas that it considered 

as being "typical." Abilene had three private colleges,Vbut 

a letter from the president of one of them said, in substance, 

that he saw no opportunities for cooperation with other 

colleges in his area and knew of none nearby "with proper 

ideals" with which cooperation would be possible. The second 

example was at Denton, where two institutions, both supported 

by the state, are within a mile of each other. The report 

states that a former faculty member reported, "until recently 

there had been very little effort made by the two insti-

tutions to cooperate in any significant way, or even to 

discuss common problems." 

This report makes this interesting list of the obstacles 

to coordination at that time. They are identified as being 

(1) narrow institutionalism, (2) ignorance, (3) special 

11 
American Council on Education Studies, Cooperation 

and Coordination in Higher Education(Washington, 1938). 
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interest groups, (4) denominationalism, (5) race antagonisms, 

(6) politics, (7) personal ambitions, ($) administrative 

procedures, and (9) legal difficulties. 

An additional report in this area was prepared by the 

Council of State Governments for presentation to the Gov-

12 

ernor's Conference in 1952. Its concern was the organ-

ization and financing of state programs of higher education. 

Basically, the report devoted attention to such educational 

areas as program, financial expenditures, financial income, 

and organization. 

Under the heading Organization, coordination is 

mentioned very briefly. Three approaches to this process 

are mentioned as being evident at that time: (l) voluntary 

coordination, (2) grouping of institutions under governing 

boards, and (3) central state coordinating agencies. Only 

Oklahoma, New Mexico, and New York were listed as states 

having central agencies. However, in its conclusions, the 

report states, "Close coordination of the programs and 

activities of state institutions of higher education is 

urgently needed in order that available resources and 

facilities may be utilized most effectively." 

A study by Glenny, which was financed by a Carnegie 

Corporation grant, is one of the most comprehensive 

studies relating to coordination in higher education that 

12 
Council of State Governments, Higher Education in 

the Forty-Eight States(Chicago, 1952). 
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has been made. He deals extensively with four functions 

of central agencies and lists them as being (1) that of 

planning for the higher educational needs of the state and 

its state-supported institutions and establishing the goals 

and policies which meet them; (2) the allocation of functions 

and programs to state institutions in such a way as to 

maximize educational opportunities while creating a system 

out of several institutions; (3) the determination of the 

operational financial needs of the institutions in the 

system and the collation of budget requests in preparation 

for legislative appropriations; and (4) the determination of 

the needs of the various institutions, and the preparation 

of a capital budget to finance these needs for two or more 

years.^ 

In his chapter on conclusions, he notes that these 

four functions are being carried out with varying degrees of 

success. Of the four functions, Glenny felt planning was most 

deficient. He felt that agencies and their staffs apparently 

failed to understand planning concepts and were seriously 

inadequate in their collection and analysis of data on insti-

tutions and state needs. Glenny felt that formal agencies of 

coordination had also been deficient in long-range planning 

for capital construction in accordance with the relative needs 

of the several institutions. He did state that under the 

13 
^Glenny, 0£. cit., p. 59 
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coordinated systems new functions and programs have usually 

been allocated in such a way as to prevent unnecessary over-

lap or duplication, and that central agencies were most 

interested and most successful in providing equitable 

budgets for institutional operations. 

The U.S. Office of Education authorized a study by 

Martorana and Hollis in I960. The study identified 209 

state boards concerned with higher education, as well as 74$ 

public higher institutional units for which they were res-

ponsible. A concise description is given of each state 

organization of higher education at that time. In relation 

to the need for coordination, this report states, 

When one studies the overall picture of college 
administration within the State, coordination is seen 
as a means for developing and improving curriculum to 
serve all significant post-high school education needs. 
It offers an approach to establishing comprehensive 
programs, standards for quality, costs to students, and 
eliminating wasteful duplication. Simultaneously, 
coordination would encourage the development of a 
master plan to enable a state or larger region to 
bear the cost of expensive training programs it could 
not otherwise afford its citizens. 

The report discusses the importance of developing 

coordination across state lines and recommends an active 

relationship between state boards and regional boards. 

As a part of his book Management in Higher Education, 

Hungate devotes a chapter to the topic "Management and State 
1^ 

Responsibility." •" Coordination is a basic theme of this 

"^Martorana and Hollis, ojd. cit., p. 13 

15 
^Hungate, 0£. cit. 
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chapter, and he describes five organizational patterns 

that exist within the states to implement coordination. 

Organizational Pattern ]].—States with institutional 

governing boards directly responsible to the governor or 

general assembly. Six states were listed as being in this 

category in I960. The state of Washington was the example 

chosen to represent this pattern. 

Organizational Pattern II.—In this pattern, thirteen 

states were characterized as having a single governing-

coordinating board. The university system of Georgia was 

chosen to represent this pattern. 

Organizational Pattern III.—This category was repre-

sented by states with two governing-coordinating boards or 

one such board, or one governing board for a single insti-

tution. Eleven states were listed in this category, with 

New Jersey chosen as the example. Nine institutions 

were governed by state boards; two were governed by local 

boards that were supervised by a state board. 

Organizational Pattern IV.—This category is described 

as having a complex organization without a statewide coor-

dinating board. Eight states were found to be in this 

classification. The state chosen as the example of this 

pattern, Michigan, had five institutions governed by 

separate governing boards, four governed by a governing-

coordinating board, and fifteen governed by local boards 

supervised by the state board of education. 

XI i 



Organizational Pattern V.—This pattern is also char-

acterized by a complex organization, but has a statewide 

coordinating board. Of the twelve states listed in this 

pattern, Texas was described as the example. At that time 

in Texas there were nine state governing and governing-

coordinating boards; six governing boards each responsible 

for a single institution; three governing-coordinating 

boards each responsible for four, five, and six institutions 

respectively. There was an overall coordinating board and 

a board to supervise institutions governed by local boards. 

Two-year colleges with local institutional boards were not 

under the control of the coordinating board. 

Hungate offered the following apparent weaknesses of 

governing-coordinating boards: (l) understanding and par-

ticipating of faculty cannot be suitably fostered by and 

through such boards; (2) advisory boards provided by such 

governing-coordinating boards have not proved satisfactory; 

(3) the governing-coordinating board has neither the time 

nor the energy required for effective governance and 

effective planning and coordination; (4) due to a lack of 

full knowledge of and identity with any single institution, 

the board may place greater reliance on the president or on 

an employed central staff external to the institution. 

Hungate noted the number of statewide surveys relating 

to higher education during this period. He notes that 

Martorana and Hollis found that in the period 1957-1961, 

Xlll 



thirty-one states authorized statewide surveys of facilities, 

finances, and administration of higher education. In 

addition, Martorana and Hollis identified thirteen such 

surveys as being authorized in 1961. 

Hungate had a critical attitude toward these surveys, 

although stating that studies such as these, sometimes to 

assist the state in design of the system, sometimes to aid 

in fixing objectives and the requirements for them, are 

useful to all types of state organizations for higher 

education. However, he felt that some states had relied on 

them in lieu of long-range plans developed and integrated 

into overall state plans and responsibilities. 

He summarized his concepts by stating, 

In sum, the need is for a new emphasis on continuous 
centralized long-range planning and coordination in 
which responsibility is assumed by a designated state 
board. Such a board will study, consult, and propose 
in regard to objectives, system design, and institutional 
roles, and it will guide development in light of the 
plans. A lay governing board is needed for each insti-
tution, and the freedoms of the institutions should 
be safeguarded through a strengthening of their autonomy. 

Conant wrote a very interesting book relating to edu-

cational decision making. His book is composed of two 

divisions. The first part relates to policy formation on 

the public school level; the second division concerns itself 
1 f\ 

with policy formation for higher education. 

x6 
James B. Conant, Shaping Educational Policy 

(New York, 1964). 
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Conant begins his discussion of policy formation in 

higher education on a highly critical basis. He describes 

higher education as being a process of intense conflict. 

This conflict is represented as having no boundaries; 

the "Public institutions compete with each other and with 

private institutions; even the resident campuses within the 

same university compete with each other and with the parent 

body." As a result, he says, this conflict extends into the 

legislatures, where universities are represented by lobbies 

supported by alumni groups. This, he maintains, has led 

many governmental bodies to adopt policies based on 

favoritism rather than on responsible and objective analysis. 

Conant then proceeds to present Illinois and Pennsylvania 

as examples of what he terms "a fragmented pattern and lack 

of overall direction and planning." In the next chapter, 

the systems of California and New York are presented as 

"approaching an ideal solution to part of a total problem." 

A portion of his discussion concerns the role of private 

institutions in higher education, his basic theme apparently 

being that the state should maintain some control over the 

programs offered in these institutions. He was very critical 

of "diploma mills," stating that a modest estimate would con-

clude that one hundred bogus degree-granting universities 

and colleges did an estimated business of $75*000,000 

in a recent year. 
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Conant's recommendation for the solution of problems 

facing higher education would be to form a nationwide 

educational policy. He makes a distinction between a national 

educational policy and a nationwide policy. The former 

would experience constitutional problems, while the latter 

would not necessarily encounter this restriction. He notes 

that the federal government has long been involved in higher 

education, and has helped to institute many programs. He 

does note that ultimate powers lie within the state in this 

area, so the government must rely on "Federal bribery" to 

accomplish its purpose. 

He cites the formation of regional compacts as a step in 

the right direction. He notes the existence of the Southern 

Regional Education Board, the Western Interstate Commission 

for Higher Education, and the New England Board of Higher 

Education. He further notes that two of these regional 

boards or commissions are based on formal interstate 

compacts approved by Congress. 

Conant praises the accomplishments of these compacts 

and notes a movement for all remaining states to be so in-

volved. However, in his opinion, this was not adequate. His 

culminating recommendation is that "the fifty states, or at 

least fifteen to twenty of the most populous states, enter 

into a compact for the creation of an Interstate Commission 

for Planning a Nationwide Educational Policy." This com-

mission would be concerned with drawing up plans, and not 

xvi 



with administration for institutions. The final portion of 

the chapter is devoted to an outline of how the compact 

might function effectively. 

The major critic of the coordinating process appears 

to be Chambers, who wrote a book in direct reply to 

17 

Conant's. In his thoughts on coordination, Chambers 

makes the following points: 

1. Voluntary coordination is to be desired over a 

state agency for coordination. 

2. Regional coordination [on a voluntary basis] is 

highly desirable. 

3. If coordinating boards are to be established, they 

should be composed mainly of college administrators 

and board members. 

4. Planning is desirable, but statewide control of 

education as exhibited by New York and California 

is questionable. 

5. Each institution should have its own governing 

board. [Chambers quotes Hungate to this effect, 

but at the same time seems to commend state 

universities that operate several campuses.] 

6. The evolution of junior colleges into four-year 

colleges is to be desired. 
17 
'M.M. Chambers, Freedom and Repression in Higher 

Education(Bloomington, 1965 J. 
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7. The larger the institution the better. 

8. Public colleges will increase in prominence and 

should become tuition-free. [Chambers seems to 

question practices which entail public support for 

private education. Tuition grants in New York 

are given as an example.] 

Chambers seems to represent a solitary voice, at 

least publicly, in opposition to organized, legislatively 

mandated coordination on the state level. His suggestions, 

in many instances, seem to represent what institutions 

should have done but neglected to consider before it 

became too late. 

Chambers has a second book relating to coordination 

in which he identifies three main ways in which states 

have sought to accomplish the continuing correlation of the 

services, function, and financing of several state insti-

tutions of higher education. The three ways he identified 

lg 

are 

1. Consolidation by abolishing all or several insti-

tutional governing boards and placing the institutions under 

the control of a single statewide governing board. He lists 

twelve states which used this method. He also states that 

in more than twenty other states the principal state 

M.M. Chambers, Voluntary Statewide Coordination in 
Public Higher Education(Ann Arbor^ 1961), pp. 2-4. 
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university has-been left undisturbed under the control of 

its own institutional governing board, while some or all 

of the other state institutions have had their control 

consolidated in the hands of a single board. 

2. Compulsory coordination, whereby all existing 

governing boards are left undisturbed except that a new 

board without the responsibility of operating any institution 

or system is superimposed as an agency of coordination, 

with mandatory or at least persuasive powers. He considers 

this concept as beginning in 1941, when Oklahoma created 

a state agency. 

Chambers continues to define two distinct concepts of 

coordinating boards as being (1) a board having broad 

powers of mandate, such as complete authority to allocate 

state funds to several institutions, and thus being 

definitely superimposed above the governing boards, and 

constituting an additional stratum in the state admin-

istrative structure; and (2) a board conceived as an agency 

of lateral cooperation among the several governing boards 

and having powers that may be more accurately characterized 

as permissive or persuasive rather than wholly coercive.-

He considers the earlier boards as being of the first type 

and later ones as being of the second type. 

3« Voluntary coordination, whereby the several governing 

boards and presidents, recognizing the dangers of "unguided 

anarchy," and cognizant of the necessary role of 
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institutional liaison in maintaining a well-ordered state-

wide service of higher education, have on their own initiative 

formed a statewide organization through which they accomplish 

such primary functions as continuing studies, etc. 

Chambers considers that the distinguishing feature of 

voluntary coordination is that there is no new statutory 

official body set up, either above or between the insti-

tutional governing boards. One of his major concerns seems 

to be that of having state fiscal agencies in control of 

the institutional budgets and "an organization of underpaid 

fiscal clerks who know no essential difference between 

19 

higher education and road-paving." 

An annotated bibliography published in March, 1970* 

by the Institute of Higher Education of the University of 

Florida, provides an excellent and comprehensive source of 
20 

references in the area of coordination. This bibliography 

is in booklet form and includes papers presented at 

conventions, speeches, and reports of various statewide 

studies. 
19Ibid., p. 5. 

20 
James L. Wattenbarger and others, Coordination of 

Higher Education: An Annotated Bibliography(Gainesville, 
1970 j . 
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CHAPTER I 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

ON THE NATIONAL AND STATE LEVELS 

The development of higher education in America is 

unique, as is the development of the nation itself. An out-

standing characteristic of the country from the time of the 

original thirteen colonies has been intense independence. 

This same characteristic can be said to be true in higher 

education. As a result of this rigid devotion to the 

concept of freedom, there has been a high degree of 

resistance to any effort which might threaten in any way 

the autonomy of institutions either in the realm of 

curriculum or in institutional governance. 

An examination of the literature relating to higher 

education illustrates this concern for independence and 

portrays the development of higher education as a very com-

plex process. Therefore, no attempt will be made to identify 

all the factors that have influenced this process. The 
X A / 

major emphasis sill be placed on certain events that seem 

to have had the greatest influence on curriculum, institutional 

governance, and the financial support of higher education. 

There are two sections in this chapter. The first 

deals with the historical development of higher education 

on the national level. The second section will relate to 



the development of higher education in Texas. 

Development of Higher Education 
on The National Level 

Higher education in the United States has been molded 

and influenced by a variety of historical forces. The two 

most bagid influences, however, are the patterns and tra-

ditions of higher learning brought over from Western Europe, 

and the native American conditions which have affected and 

modified the development of these transplanted institutions. 

The interaction of these two elements, plus the growth of 

democracy in every area of American life, according to 

Brubacher and Rudy, have developed a truly unique system 

of higher education."*" 

Oxford and Cambridge Universities are considered to 

have been the original models which the colonial colleges 

sought to copy. This is due chiefly to the fact that 

approximately one hundred Cambridge men and a third as many 

Oxford men emigrated to New England before I646. In fact, 

this alumni group led a very active campaign in England 

for funds to help establish an institution in the 

colonies. Harvard College represents the result of this 

_ John S. Brubacher and Willis Rudy, Higher Education 
in Transition(New York, 195$), p. 3. 

2 
Richard Hofstadter and Wilson Smith, editors, American 

Higher Education: A Documentary History(Chicago, 196TTT 
pp. 5-lY. 



initial effort to bring old-country culture to the new 

lands.^ 

English college tradition continued to influence the 

American college system during the formative stages in the 

colonial states. Brubacher and Rudy further note that, as 

late as the middle of the eighteenth century, President 

Clap of Tale prepared himself for his administrative duties 

by borrowing histories of Oxford and Cambridge and by seeking 

information from Americans who had secured English college 

degrees. 

It soon became apparent that it would be impossible to 

duplicate English colleges in America, for a variety of 

reasons. ' One of the most significant reasons was probably 

that, due to the heterogeneity of the American population, 

collegiate boards of control were interdenominational in 

makeup, and at least one board was completely under secular 

control. In conjunction with this divergence from the 

English norm, there was the Scottish influence, which placed 

the universities under the control, not of the faculty, but 

of prominent lay representatives of the community. It is 

also significant to note at this point that even though 

Harvard was considered to be a private religious institution, 

it was chartered by the Massachusetts General Court through 

a legislative act and was immediately supported in varying 

3 
^Brubacher and Rudy, loc. cit. 



degrees with public funds.^ The same can be said of William 

and Mary, Tale, Princeton, and others. This support ranged 

from land grants, revenue from the Charleston Ferry, tobacco 

taxes, export duties on skins and furs, to a tax on ped-

5 

lers. One unique type of support occurred when Yale was 

the recipient of a captured French vessel brought into the 

port of New London. Indirectly, almost every colony aided 

the developing colleges within its borders by granting them 

the right to conduct one or more lotteries. 

The Struggle for Institutional Control 

The matter of institutional control revolved around two 

principal conflicts. One occurred within the power structure 

of the college itself, and the second existed between the 

college and public authorities, at first the English Crown, 

then later the colonial governments, and still later the 

state legislatures.^ The tradition of English colleges and 

universities since medieval times had been one of faculty 

self-government, but as colleges werefounded in American 

there was no class of professional teachers from which to 

organize a governing body. As a consequence Harvard started 

with a Board of Overseers composed of magistrates, clergy, 

^Frederick Rudolph, The American College and University 
(New York, 1962), pp. 13-13*7 

5 
Brubacher and Rudy, o£. cit., p. 37; Rudolph, loc. cit. 
6 
Brubacher and Rudy, o£. cit., p. 26. 
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and the president.. A supplementary body was formed as 

an administrative body, the Corporation, which consisted of 

the president, five fellows, and the treasurer. The Cor-

poration represented some attempt to place the real control 

of the institution in the European tradition.7 Brubacher 

and Rudy state that William and Mary came closest to 

realizing this method of control. The Congregationalists of 

Yale, on the other hand, seeing a struggle for control at 

Harvard, adopted a form of control fashioned after the uni-

versities of Geneva, Edinburgh or, possibly of Holland. 

This form of lay control went so far as even to deny a 

seat on the board to their chief administrative officer. 

The University of Pennsylvania adopted the same pattern. 

This concept did not work well, and Yale realized its 

mistake and made the president the ranking member of the 

Corporation. The University of Pennsylvania did not make 

the change until in the nineteenth century. 

As noted above, faculty effort for control of the insti-

tutions in America began with Harvard. The President and 

the Corporation, who were disturbed by the exercise- of power 

by lay overseers, attempted to have the charter revised 

in order to establish an English system of control. The 

Crown disallowed each proposal. The overseers then 

7Ibid., p. 27. 

gIbid., p. 2d. 



proceeded to appoint lay members to the administrative 

body, the Corporation, and after 1&06 no more faculty 

overseers were chosen to the governing board. Harvard 

9 

thereafter operated as Yale had operated from the beginning. 

As a result of these struggles, it seems that a differen-

tiation gradually came to pass, in which a board of control 

had responsibility for the material welfare of the insti-

tution, and the faculty exerted its greatest influence over 

the instructional areas. 

The second type of conflict which existed within the 

developing colleges and universities was that of public 

versus private control of the institutions. In that period, 

no corporation could come into existence without the consent 

of the Crown. The problem for higher education was basically 

that of incorporating under public statutes, but preserving 

academic independence. Harvard solved the problem by not 

applying for a charter from the Crown; instead Harvard 

proceeded ^o obtain one from the colonial legislature."^ 

The reason for this procedure was that the founding fathers 

feared a reservation by the Crown of the right of visitation. 

Harvard thereafter operated without an English charter and 

received comfort from the legislature, who directed the 

college authorities to regulate the institution according 

to the provisions of the colonial charter. Oddly enough, 

^Ibid., p. 30. 

~^Hofstadter and Smith, OJD. cit., p. 10. 
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neither the Crown Governor nor the advisors to the Crown in 

England took exception to this arrangement."^ Other colleges, 

seeing Harvard's success, used various methods to preserve 

their autonomy. Those who maintained close relations with 

the state had few problems; however, those who reflected 

narrow sectarian or even single political control were in-

volved in continuous struggle with public authorities. 

The matter of visitations did not die with the in-

difference of the English Crown. In 1763 an appeal was 

made to the colonial legislature to appoint visitors "to 

make Yale more responsive to other interests of the 

12 

colony." The principal argument was that, because it had 

accepted financial support from the legislature, Yale had 

made itself a public institution. Yale won the first round 

by gaining recognition of the fact that the only proper 

visitors must be original founders, or their successors. How-

ever, the state had its day when, after the Revolutionary 

War, Yale had to go to the legislature to beg funds. Yale 

received the requested support, but was obligated to accept 

the governor and other dignitaries of the state government 
13 

to ex-officio membership in the Corporation. 

A landmark in the struggle over control proved to be 

the Dartmouth College Case. This case originated in what 

appeared to be an insignificant struggle for control of the 
^"Brubacher and Rudy, o£. cit., p. 32. 

^Ibid., p. 33 "^Ibid., p. 34. 
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board of trustees.^ As the struggle progressed, the matter 

reverted to the courts for a legal settlement. This opened 

the gates and reopened the old issue of the incorporation of 

Yale, Harvard, and Princeton without the assent of the 

Grown. Dartmouth requested aid from the other colleges, but 

despite a friendly interest, none was forthcoming. The other 

institutions preferred that the issue had never come before 

the courts in the first place. 

Daniel Webster carried an appeal to the Supreme Court 

and won the major point of holding the college to be a pri-

vate rather than a public corporation. The decision had 

far-reaching implications. Thomas Jefferson wrote to the 

15 
governor of New Hampshire prior to the decision: 

The idea that institutions established for the use of 
the Nation can not be touched or modified even to make 
them answer their end, because of rights gratuitously 
supposed in those employed to manage them in trust for 
the public, may, perhaps, be a salutory provision 
against the abuses of a monarch, but it is absurd 
against the nation itself. 

Jefferson became one of the strongest advocates of 

public supported higher education and was instrumental in 

the establishment of the University of Virginia soon there-

after. The colleges had successfully maintained their 

ljfIbid., pp. 34-33; Rudolph, o£. cit., pp. 207-212: 
Hofstadter and Smith, op. cit., pp. 202-213. 

15 
Brubacher and Rudy, 0£. cit., p. 36, cited in 

Charles Warren, The Supreme Court in United States Historv 
(Boston, 1922), Vol. I. p. 457^ 



status as private corporations, even though the state had 

gained ex-officio representation on some boards of control. 

During this period, another matter that the colleges had not 

bargained for began to come very clear: "the grants to 

1 

private colleges became more and more sporadic." A new 

era in American higher education was to begin. 

Prior to moving to the development of public insti-

tutions, however, a more comprehensive look must be taken 

at the development of private colleges. The Dartmouth Case 

legalized the existence of a great sector of American higher 

education, immune to governmental interference.17 Now, as 

a result, there began a vast multiplication of such insti-

tutions of the most diverse types. Tewksbury noted, "with 

the exception of a few state universities, practically all 

the colleges founded between the Revolution and the Civil 

War were organized, supported, and in most cases controlled 
1 $ 

by religious interests." He also discovered, in a study 

of institutional mortality in sixteen states, 412 extinct 

colleges before the Civil War. In the remaining eighteen 

states, with 7$ surviving colleges, a comparable ratio 

would give approximately 309 additional fatalities.1^ 
"^Brubacher and Rudy, Ibid., p. 37. : 

17Ibid., p. 59 

13 
Donald Tewksbury, Founding of Colleges and Univer-

sities Before the Civil War(,New Yoj-k, 1932). p. 5 5 ~ 

^Ibid., p. 28. 



10 

Brubaeher, in commenting on this explosion of institutions, 

stated that the fierce rivalries which raged between the 

newer American communities in seeking settlers were a 

principal factor. Klein and Thomas noted that sometimes 

an educational institution would be awarded as a consolation 

prize to a community that had been unsuccessful in securing 

20 

the insane asylum or the penitentiary. Rudolph notes 

that the American people went into the American Revolution 

with nine colleges, but later went into the Civil War with 

250, of which 1$2 still survive.^ 

The Advent of the State Colleges 

The advent of the publicly supported state colleges has 

been the result of several important influences, and, as 

true with other movements, there is some controversy as to 

the date of the establishment of the first of these 

uniquely American institutions. The factors contributing 

to the establishment of these institutions will now be 

considered. 

A first factor, as noted in the section above, is un-

doubtably the backlash from the Dartmouth Case. As a 

result of that decision, the provision of public monies 

20 
Arthur J. Klein and Franklin V. Thomas, Cooperation 

and Coordination in Higher Education(Washingtont 1938), 
p. 2. 

21Rudolph, 0£. cit., p. 47. For a full des-
cription of this era, see Rudolph, Chapter 3; Brubaeher 
and Rudy, Chapter 4; Richard Hofstadter and C. DeWitt 
Hardy, The Development and Scope of Higher Education 
(New York, 1952), Chapter 1. 
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for private institutions became controversial and therefore 

erratic and unreliable. This did not deter private insti-

tutions, including Dartmouth, from requesting continued 

22 

financial aid, but it did affect this aid significantly. 

The second factor in some respects was an outgrowth 

of the first. The Dartmouth decision was reached in 1&19. 

In 1$25, as a culmination of a long-cherished dream, 

Thomas Jefferson established America's first real state 
23 

university in Charlottesville, Virginia. There were 

earlier so-called state institutions, such as the Universities 

of North Carolina, Georgia, Vermont, Ohio, Tennessee, 

Maryland, South Carolina, and Transylvania University in 

Kentucky. However, Brubacher states that none of them 

gave instruction which was advanced enough to be char-

acterized as university work; and in addition, they were 

more nearly private than public.^ 

The University of Virginia had three basic character-

istics that distinguished it from its predecessors: (l) it 

aimed from the beginning to give more advanced instruction 

than the existing colleges; (2) it was, by the express 

intent of its constitution, a thoroughly public enterprise; 

and (3) it was distinctly and purposely secular and 
n p 
Rudolph, 0 £ . cit., p. 193. 

23 
Brubacher and Rudy, 0 £ . cit., p. 144. 

24Ibid. 
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25 

nondenominational. 

There was no great movement evident at the time to 

copy Jefferson's institution. In fact, it received a 

great deal of criticism,from the private and denominational 

sector.2^ However, forward-looking legislatures through-

out the Republic watched Charlottesville closely. Its 

greatest influence was probably on southern and western 

institutions, but it also appears that Harvard was affected 
27 

to some extent by its program. ' 

A third possible factor involved in the development 

of public colleges was the Yale Report of 1&2$. Brubacher 

terms this report "probably the most influential publication 

in the whole history of American higher education between 

the Revolution and the Civil War." The report is basically 

a defense of the traditional curriculum,with the aim of 

the college being that of laying a general foundation 

common to all the professions through a course in the 

liberal learning. The spirit of the Yale Report Effectively 

ruled the colleges, possibly until very recent times; and, 

as a result, demands for collegiate reformation subsided, 

although these demands were not completely stilled;2^ 

25Ibid. 26Ibid., p. 152. 27Ibid., p. 149. 
2g 
Brubacher and Rudy, Ibid., pp. 101-102; Rudolph, 

££• £!!•> P» 201'> Hofstadter and Hardy, op. cit., pp. 15-16; 
Hofstadter and Smith, o£. cit., pp. 275-291. 

29 
'Brubacher and Rudy, loc. cit. 
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Rudolph suggests another movement which may be con-

sidered as being significant in the development of 

30 

public institutions. In 1$2$, the year of the Yale 

Report, Andrew Jackson was elected to the presidency of 

the United States. The Jacksonian election signified 

a movement of the people. Rudolph states, "It committed 

itself so fully to the Jeffersonian faith in the people 

that all of Jefferson's fine distinctions, all of his 

careful reliance on the aristocracy of talent, all of his 

wise reservations on human capabilities were abandoned in 
31 

a heady embrace of the people.''^ Rudolph noted that 

the colleges were hard pressed to accomodate Jacksonian 

ideals to their traditions and purposes. As a result, 

Rudolph observed, "The pious conservative leaders of the 

colleges found themselves enveloped by conditions with which 
32 

they could hardly cope."^ 

The colleges then began a frantic reaction to this 

movement. The Dartmouth Case protected private colleges 

from state interference, but, on the other hand, as Rudolph 

noted, "The height of the Jacksonian movement was probably 

a historical low point in legislative generosity to 

33 

colleges." The legislators objected to "using the 

people's money for institutions of privilege." As a 

^Rudolph, ££. cit., pp. 201-220 "^Ibid., p. 202. 

32Ibid., p. 204. 33Ibid., p. 212. 
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general result, colleges and a college education lost much 

of their appeal. In fact, for a period of time, a lack 
O I 

of formal training became a more acceptable attribute. ^ 

The college had a commodity that it suddenly could not sell. 

The Jacksonian contribution to higher education then be-

came that of helping to force an extensive evaluation of 

the educational product, and of providing for the demo-

cratization of the institution of higher education in 

order that it might truly and adequately benefit more of 

the people. 

The Jacksonian surge for democratization of higher 

education eventually made itself felt. One of the most 

significant factors contributing to the growth of public 

colleges and universities was the federal government's 

provision of financial grants to public higher education. 

Brubacher states, "The Morrill Acts were unquestionably 

the most important actions taken by the federal government 

in the field of higher education in the whole of the 

nineteenth century.'*35 T h e l g 6 2 a c t f e l 1 b e l o w expectations, 

but the 1&90 act not only provided annual federal 

appropriations for these institutions, but also encouraged 

state authorities to furnish similar financial aid.3^ 

Brubacher summarizes the significance of land-grant 

"^Brubacher and Rudy, ojd. cit., p. 152. 35Ibid., p. 155. 
O £ 

Ibid., p. 156; Rudolph, cjd. cit., pp. 254-255$ 
Hofstadter and Hardy, ojd., cit-., pp. 38-40. 
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colleges by stating that (1) they were among the first 

institutions of learning in the United States to welcome 

applied science and the mechanical arts and to give these 

subjects a recognized place in the college curriculum; 

(2) they fostered the emancipation of American higher 

education from a purely classical and formalistic tradition; 

(3) these colleges stood pre-eminently for the principle, 

increasingly important in the middle of the twentieth 

century, that every American citizen is entitled to 

37 

receive some form of higher education. ' 

The Morrill acts were further supplemented by the 

Hatch Act of 1$$7> "the Nelson Amendment of 1907, the 

Smith-Lever Act of 1914» "the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917» and 

the Bankhead-Jones Act of 1935. Since World War II, 

there has been a flood of federal legislative activity in 

the field of higher education. 

Public aid to education has not been without its 

critics and adversaries. Farmers and farm organizations 
3 $ 

opposed the early concepts of land-grant colleges, and 

the denominational educators continued to exercise the 

strenuous opposition to public institutions that they had 
39 

exhibited for a great length of time. To combat the 
37 
'Brubacher and Rudy, OJD. cit., p. 64. 

•^Rudolph, OJD. cit., pp. 25$-259; Hofstadter and 
Hardy, OJD. cit., p. 797 

39 
Brubacher and Rudy, op. cit., p. 157; Hofstadter 

and Hardy, OJD. cit., pp. 34-J5. 
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public college movement, it was quite common for religious 

groups to gain control of boards of trustees, and for one 

of their clergy to occupy the position of president of the 

institution. In fact, Rudolph, in commenting on this 

aspect, points to the l$90's as the period of time when 

colleges finally began to break from this clergy-dominated 

leadership pattern.^ 

The final factor in the development and growth of the 

state colleges to be considered was the rapid expansion of 

the public school system on the pre-collegiate level.^ 

In many instances, the early American college was no more 

than a high school that had been transformed into a college 

by the principal of an academy. "An unwritten law of the 

early history of education in the United States would be: 

Where there are no elementary or secondary schools, there 
i 2 

you will find a c o l l e g e . I n time, the importance of the 

elementary and secondary school began to gain its rightful 

recognition, and with the democratization of the Jacksonian 

influence after the Civil War, a gradual increase in the 

number of elementary and secondary schools began to take 

place. It was only natural and normal that more and more 

of these graduates of lower levels sought higher training 

^Rudolph, ££. cit., p. 419. 

^Brubacher and Rudy, op. cit., p. 157' 

I 2 
^ Rudolph, 0£. cit., p. 
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as a result of the social and industrial revolution in 

the nation. The state colleges therefore were greatly 

affected by this surge for learning. 

The early 1900's can be characterized by the attempts 

of colleges to find their roles in a changing social order. 

State colleges were young and had to go about the process 

of becoming established. To complicate this process, 

colleges were faced with World War I, its aftermath, the 

Great Depression, and then World War II. The end of World 

War II signaled a flood of students to the institutions 

of higher education. Colleges could not build facilities 

nor programs fast enough to keep up with the demand. 

Higher education at last was truly becoming accessible to 

all who cared to enter its doors. 

Development of Higher Education 
in Texas 

The development of higher education in Texas followed 

the same general pattern that occurred on the national 

level. American settlers began to arrive in the early 

1800's. Thereafter, Texas was to experience the direct 

effect of the rapid proliferation of private colleges that 

occurred on the national scene. Evans, in commenting on 

the impact of private colleges, states that a study by 

Eby shows that thirty-one colleges were established by 

the Baptists alone from 1313 to 1$35; and by 1$60 the 



id 

various religious denominations had established a total of 

130 colleges.43 

As was true on the national level, however, the 

mortality rate was very high, and of the entire group 

established prior to 1&60, only Baylor University, es-

tablished in 1$45» and Austin College, established in 1$49> 

survive.44 It should be recalled that the term college 

was a deceptive one, and many were no more than high 

schools. However, there appeared to be an unlimited zeal 

for the establishment of private schools, and no hesitancy 

on the part of the legislature to charter any institution 

which saw fit to apply. 

There can be no doubt that private education has 

played a major role in the development of higher education 

in Texas. In a 1912 report prepared by the Alumni Asso-

ciation of the University of Texas, glowing tribute is paid ' 

to the contribution of private education to the development 

of the state. "Each institution, whether State or denom-

inational or private, has a definite function to perform, 

each is entitled to a rational existence, and in their 

proper relation each should be bound to the other by ties 

43C.E. Evans, The Story of Texas Schools(Austin, 1950), 
p. 309. 

44For a listing of all colleges established between 
1$46 and 1$73t see Frederick Eby, Education in Texas: Source 
Materials(Austin, 191$), pp. 394-4^3. 
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A 5 

of mutual sympathy and respect." 

The annual report of the Coordinating Board for the 

1969 fiscal year showed thirty-five private senior colleges 

or universities, and eighteen private junior colleges. 

Recent events seem to indicate that these institutions are 

now being forced to turn to public support for their sur-

vival, although struggling for survival seems to be a way 

of life for these colleges. Private institutions first 

moved into the public sector when federal legislation pro-

vided assistance for buildings and for various programs. 

During the Sixty-second Legislature, legislation was 

passed which provided tuition grants to needy students 

who wished to attend these institutions. The outcome of 

this aid remains uncertain due to the probability of a 

court test of the constitutionality of such aid, but there 

can be no doubt that Texans have an intense respect, ad-

miration, and concern for the private colleges of the 

state. 

The public sector of higher education in Texas de-

veloped ^t about the same time and the same rate as public 

education developed on the national level. The signers of 

the Texas Declaration of Independence criticized the Mexican 

government for not providing public schools, but Evans says 

^Organization for the Enlargement by the State of 
Texas of its Institutions of Higher Education, The State 
Institutions of Higher Education in Texas(Austin, 1912), 
pp. 28-31. 
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these same men made only indefinite references to education 

in the constitution that was framed in 1$36.^> Evans 

points out that, in addition, the first Congress made no 

mention of schools, and that its only action concerning edu-

cation was to grant charters to five institutions. In the 

second Congress, he continues, higher education received its 

first consideration in the new republic with the introduction 

of a bill to incorporate the University of Texas. This effort 

was to no avail, but in 1&3$ Congress began to give more 

active consideration to education when it established the 

First Congressional Committee on Education. The first 

real impetus to education came, however, with the election 

of Mirabeau B. Lamar to the presidency of the Republic of 

Texas.^ His first address was a discussion of education 
I G 

and is considered as a classic in the field. This 

speech apparently laid the groundwork for the estab-

lishment of a landed endowment for the support of public 

schools and the university. The recommendation for land 

endowment encountered some opposition from Sam Houston, 

but on January 26, 1$39, "the Congress approved a law that 

appropriated 13,2$4 acres of land for the establishment of 

a primary school in each county, and 221,400 acres for the 

establishment and endowment of two colleges or universities. 

^Evans, op. cit., pp. 45-46. ^Ibid. 

^Eby, • OJD. cit., pp. 150-152. 
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The provision for two universities was significant because 

a great deal of controversy revolved around this fact for 

years to come. Lamar's administration ended in serious 

financial problems, however, and his program was not put 

into effect. 

Additional activity in the realm of public education 

came in the State Constitution of 1$45« Emphasis was 

given to the establishment and maintenance of free schools 

throughout the state, even though there was no direct 

49 

reference to higher education. It was not until the 

regular session of the Third Legislature that a resolution 

was adopted by the Committee on Education "to consider the 

practicality and expediency of establishing a college or 

university as was contemplated by the congressional act of 

1339."5° 

After 1$50 and for several years thereafter, there 

were periodic attempts to make some provision for public 

higher education in the state. However, no definite 

action was taken. Two areas of interest were actively 

debated, one area being whether to build two universities 

or one, and the other area being the location of the 

institutions if they were built. Generally resolutions 

L9 
Texas Educational Survey Report, Higher Education 

(Austin, 1925), p. 23. 
5°Ibid. 
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called for one college to be in the eastern part of the 

state and the other to be in the western part. 

The Civil War effectively diverted the state's 

interests into other more pressing matters, and it was not 

until the post-war era that Texas was to give further con-

sideration to the matter of higher education. 

The first positive development in the establishment 

of higher education in the state came soon after the Civil 

War. This first public institution came, not as a result 

of a state program, but with the passage of the federal 

Morrill Act of 1&62. The Texas Legislature accepted the 

provisions of this Land Grant Act in 1&71, and on 

October 1+, 1$76, the first public institution of higher 

51 

education opened in Texas. Bizzell reveals an irony in 

the situation in that the Agricultural and Mechanical 

College was made a branch of the University of Texas al-

though the University did not open until seven years later. 

Bizzell made a special point of the fact that Texas A&M 

began as an independent institution and had exercised 

independent status throughout its history. However, even 

though Bizzell rejected any connection with the University 

as far as control was concerned, he did lay strong claim 

to "an equitable division of the landed endowment granted 

51Ibid., p. 30. 
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to the University of Texas." He also pointed to an 

agreement in 1913 between the governing boards of the two 

institutions that would divide the lands^with two-thirds 

going to the University and one-third going to A&M. The 

Texas Legislative Council Report noted, however, that no 

sharing of the University Fund occurred until 1931, when 

the Forty-second Legislature passed an agreement to give 
5"} 

A&M a share of this fund. 

The University of Texas finally came into being when 

on March 30, 13$1, Senate Bill 9$ of the Seventeenth Leg-

islature carried out the constitutional mandate.^ It 

is significant to note also that the constitution was again 

revised in 1$76, and the landed endowment'received a change 

which resulted in the original grant being increased to 
55 

approximately 2,000,000 acres. Only time would reveal 

the real value of this provision. The role of the Univer-

sity began to expand with the opening of a medical branch 

at Galveston in 1$91. Several medical branches have sub-

sequently been established at various locations, and several 
52 
Ibid. It should be noted that the Constitution of 

1$76 again specifically designated the Agricultural and 
Mechanical College in Brazos County as a branch of the 
University of Texas. 

53 
Texas Legislative Council, Public Higher Education 

in Texas(Austin, 1950), p. 114. 
^Evans, 0£. cit., p. 265. 

55 
Texas Legislative Council, 0£. cit., p. 114. 



24 

more were in the planning stage in 1972. The first 

expansion of the academic campuses occurred in 1913, when 

the legislature created the State School of Mines and 

Metallurgy at El Paso and placed it under the Regents of 

the University of Texas. In 1927 the program of the School 

of Mines in El Paso was expanded to include the liberal 

arts. As the present study was being completed, the 

University was engaged in an extensive expansion program 

and academic campuses had recently been located at Dallas, 

Arlington, San Antonio, and Midland-Odessa. 

Between the establishment of the University of Texas 

and of Texas A&M, another development in higher education 

in Texas occurred. This development was similar to the' 

development of A&M, due to the fact that the impetus for 

its creation was not necessarily on the state's initiative. 

In 1379 Sam Houston State Normal was established. Its 

purpose was for the training of white teachers, and the 

school came about with the assistance of a |6,000 subsidy 

56 

from the Peabody Educational Board. The school was 

located at Huntsville in the building vacated when Austin 

College moved to Sherman in 1#7$. This first of the normal 

schools was soon to be followed by a succession of other 

teacher-training institutions. At first, normal schools 

were governed by the governor and other high state 

56 
Evans, op. cit., p. 2S6. 
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officials plus three citizens from the local area of the 

college. In 1911 the Thirty-second Legislature revised 

this procedure and created a Board of Regents for the State 

Normal Schools.57 In 1923 the normal schools changed their 

names to State Teachers Colleges. This name change began 

a process that only recently came to a conclusion. In 1949 

North Texas State Teachers College changed its name again 

to North Texas State College, separated from the Teachers 

College Board of Regents, and obtained its own separate 

board. This created a rapid surge on the part of the re-

maining teachers colleges to change their names and to 

obtain their own separate boards of regents. The final 

stage of this movement occurred when the last of the state 

colleges obtained legislative permission to be designated 

state universities. At the time of this study, the State 

Senior Colleges Board of Regents controlled only four 

universities. If the trend held, these institutions might 

have been expected to become independent after the next 

session of the legislature, 

A final consideration in the development of higher 

education in Texas is that of the junior colleges. The 

junior college movement is basically a product of this 

century. In 1917 the legislature enacted a law that gave 

recognition to junior colleges in the state and placed 

57Ibid., p. 232. 
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them under the authority and standards of the State 

Department of Education. At that time there were two 

public junior colleges in the A&M system and one junior 

college in the University system. On the other hand, Evans 

listed fourteen private junior colleges that were considered 

as meeting acceptable standards. Public junior colleges 

began to develop at a fairly rapid rate in the 1920's, 

when sixteen institutions were created. The movement 

slowed considerably in the 1930's, when only two new insti-

tutions came into being. The 1940's showed a renewal of 

interest, especially after World War II, when ten additional 
c a 

districts were added to the junior college system. In 

1972 the Governor's Executive Budget listed forty-five 
/I (*"•) 

junior college districts in the state. 

The public junior colleges in Texas have traditionally 

been under the control of locally elected governing boards. 

Initially, community junior colleges were financed entirely 

from local taxes and student fees. Junior colleges also 

had to finance their building programs with local funds, 

and had continued to do so through 1972. In 194-1 the 

state began its support of junior colleges in the amount 

of 150.00 per full-time student.^ This has been 

^Ibid., p. 161. 59Ibid., p. 163. 

^Executive Budget of the State of Texas: 1972—73 
Biennium, Austin, Texas. 

6l 
Evans, ojd. cit., p. I65. 
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increased gradually to the point where the Governor's 

Budget for the 1972-73 biennium recommended $593.00 per 

62 

full-time equivalent student for junior college support. 

As noted above, public junior colleges were initially 

placed under the jurisdiction of the State Department of 

Education. By their preference they remained under the 

State Board of Education when the Texas Commission was 

created in 1955. With the reorganization of this body in 

1965, however, a change took place, and the academic pro-

grams of the junior colleges were brought under the 

jurisdiction of the Coordinating Board. The vocational 

programs in junior colleges continue to be regulated by 

the State Board of Vocational Education. 

^Executive Budget, op. cit., p. IV-7. 



CHAPTER II 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF COORDINATION 

IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

It is understandable that the concept of coordination 

was of little concern to the founding fathers of higher 

education in the nation. Intense independence of thought 

characterized these church-founded, or church-controlled, 

institutions. The state's primary concern for higher edu-

cation seened simply that of encouraging it to exist. The 

state made some provision for financial support, as has 

been noted in the_preceding chapter, but this support 

generally came with no controls attached. Any suggestion of 

of effort toward state control or regulation resulted in 

very strong institutional reaction. From the standpoint 

of curriculum, there was no deviation from the traditional 

classical studies. Each institution also established its 

own unique religious training, and any thought of coor-

dination in the religious area would have been out of the 

question. 

Development of Coordination 
on the National Level 

During the first century and a half of the nation's 

existence, higher education was provided exclusively by 

the private colonial institutions. It was not until near 

23 
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the end of the eighteenth century that the first semblance 

of public state supported institutions began to appear. 

Byrne noted, "The beginning of centralized administration 

of education can be found in the provisions made by New 

York in 17&4» by Georgia in 17^5, by Michigan in 1&17* and 

by Wisconsin in its constitutional provision of 1$4$ 

The Wisconsin constitution provided definitely for the 

establishment of a state university and "for connecting with 

the same from time to time, such colleges in different 

2 

parts of the state, as interests of education may require." 

During the period of time that state colleges began 

to emerge, an interesting and significant development 

occurred in the academic program of higher education. 

Thomas Jefferson's initial efforts at William and Mary 

and later efforts at the University of Virginia began to 

refashion the academic structure in a really fundamental 

way. This refashioning was a procedure by which students 

were to have complete freedom of choice in the lectures 

they chose to attend. Brubacher placed significant 
3 

meaning on this refashioning by stating, "Indeed the 

central educational battle of nineteenth-century America 

"'"Charles D. Byrne, Coordinated Control of Higher Ed-
ucation in Qregon(Palo Alto, 1940), p. 6. 

2 
Cited by Byrne on page 6. 
3 
John S. Brubacher and Willis Rudy, Higher Education 

in Transition(New York, 195$), p. 3. 
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was fought over the elective system." The University 

of Virginia was the model for this radical approach and 

was closely watched by other institutions. To counter 

this movement, the Yale Corporation appointed a special 

committee to make a study which resulted in the Tale 

Report of lS2$.^ As noted in the previous chapter, 

Brubacher and Rudy state that this report was probably the 

most influential publication in the whole history of 

American education between the Revolution and the Civil 

War. 

This report effectively stilled the elective movement 

for a period of time, but in the post-Civil War period 

Harvard, under the leadership of President Charles Wilson 

5 

Eliot, began to convert to it. The adoption of this 

system by the oldest of American institutions could not 

go unnoticed. A new era in American higher education 

had begun and, as a result, the course offerings of one 

institution began to be strongly affected by the offerings 

of other institutions. 

The conversion to the elective principle made very 

positive contributions to higher education, but at the same 

time it created internal and external chaos. Hofstadter 

^Ibid., p. 101; Hofstadter and Smith, American 
Higher Education: A Documentary History(Chicago, 1961), 
pp. 275-291. 

5 
^Brubacher and Rudy, ojo. cit., p. 107. 
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and Hardy noted that it opened the door to excessive 

vocationalism, a lowering of standards, and an unmistakable 

trivialization of education. This diversity of curri-

culum and of degrees began to have its effect. During the 

latter third of the nineteenth century, colleges were forced 

to cope with the existence of vocational schools, technical 

schools, general education, graduate education, and junior 

college education. The meaning of a college education 

had entered fields and frontiers foreign to institutions. 

Their problem then became that of bringing order to the 

chaos which had been created. All sectors of higher 

education, including private colleges as well as the deve-

loping state institutions, began to experience pressures 

from various directions that caused them to give attention 

to these widely divergent areas. 

The federal government contributed to the development 

of curriculum and to the problem of diversified college 

programs when it established the land-grant colleges. 

Another contribution was a parallel movement of the time, 

which saw the development of the independent university 

movement, characterized by the establishment of Cornell, 

f) 
Richard Hofstadter and C. DeWitt Hardy, The Development 

and Scope of Higher Education(New York, 1952), p. 
n 
'Frederick Rudolph, The American College and University 

(New York, 1962), p. 434» 
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Johns Hopkins, Stanford, and several others. Correlation 

of these various movements became imperative. Admission 

to an institution or transfer between institutions began 

to present problems. The earliest attempt at control of 

the situation was the requirement of intensive oral and 

written examinations. The College Entrance Examination 

Board came into existence during this period. In 1$90 

New York became one of the first states to take definite 

action to control these college programs of elective 

course offerings and course standards, when it laid down 

stringent regulations to ensure a minimum quality in higher 

education. The real breakthrough apparently did not occur, 

however, until 1905 when the University of Berlin informed 

the Association of American Universities that it would 

recognize the bachelor's degree of an American university 

9 

only if the university was a member of the Association. 

The issue had to be faced; a standard for the operation 

of American colleges had to be established. The American 

Association finally and reluctantly began to search for 

ways to handle the process. The first move on the part 

of the Association was to shift the responsibility to the 

United States Bureau of Education, and with some degree of 

success. A list was compiled by the Bureau of colleges 

^Ibid., pp. 436-4-3$• 

9 
Brubacher and Rudy, 0£. cit., p. 341. 
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whose reciepients of bachelors degrees were fitted for 

doing further graduate work. The list was then sent to 

several graduate school deans for consideration and cri-

ticism. The list leaked to the press,and as a result, 

President Taft gave orders to withhold the list inde-

finitely. Woodrow Wilson did not reverse the decision 

and the federal government's efforts at curriculum coor-

dination and standardization ceased. 

Another prospective regulating agency appearing on 

the scene was the Carnegie Foundation. It had established 

an endowment of $10,000,000 to provide retirement allowances 

for professors in American colleges and universities. 

Determining whose professors were eligible for pensions 

turned out to be a very complicated process, so the 

Foundation developed a yardstick to determine eligibility. 

The yardstick developed was similar to that developed by 

New York as it attempted to determine a minimum standard 

12 

of educational programs. The Foundation did not care to 

be involved in this larger responsibility for standard-

ization, so the Association and the colleges were forced 

to turn elsewhere. 

The North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary 

Schools seemed to be the answer. This agency originated 

to accredit colleges and universities as well. The 

^Ibid., p. 342. "'""'"Rudolph, 0£. cit., p. 432, 

12 
Brubacher and Rudy, od. cit., p. 343. 
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Association proceeded to lay down ten requirements drawn 

in part from data used by the Carnegie Foundation and the 

U. S. Bureau of Education. The lead of this agency was 

followed by other regional associations as they began to 

take similar steps. Higher education was now taking serious 

steps to insure standards in the field of higher education. 

Most importantly, the institutions were establishing these 

standards themselves. 

Other regulating and coordinating agencies then began 

to develop in addition to the regional accreditating bodies. 

Brubacher and Rudy noted efforts on the part of church-

related colleges, state universities, and state departments 

of education to develo 

control. The American 

originated during Worl 

of American colleges a 

activities into peacet 

This articulation 

in the early 1930's du 

become too inflexible. 

War, there were many w 

itation altogether," a 

pointed out that the A 

p various standards of curriculum 

Council on Education, which 

d War I to coordinate the war effort 

nd universities, continued its 

14 

lme. ^ 

movement began to fall in disrepute 

e to a feeling that standards had 

"By the time of the second World 

ho were ready to abandon accred-

nd, in fact, Brubacher and Rudy 

ssociation of American Universities 15 
did abandon this area in 194$* 

13 

14 

Ibid. 

Ibid., p. 344. 15 Ibid., p. 345» 
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It does seem safe to conclude, however, that the die 

had now been cast. The need for regulation of educational 

institutions was firmly established. A surge in enrollments 

occurred after World War II, and it brought a corresponding 

demand for public monies in both the public and private 

school sectors. This great outpouring of public monies 

carried with it a concern for the nature and extent of 

public control. Control of institutions required machinery 

that could adequately and effectively function; however, 

the process had become much more complex than the relatively 

simple question of accreditation. The concern now began 

to shift to include the overall purposes and operation 

of each institution. 

Coordinating boards were the agencies created to 

bring this control about. The term "coordinating board" 

has a variety of meanings, as was noted previously. The 

term is gradually evolving to mean an agency formed by the 

state to establish policies which create a system out of 

1 

the independently administered colleges and universities. 

Boards have no power to make decisions for the day-to-day 

government of each institution, but they are designed 

to exercise strong influence on the overall direction of 

higher education in the state. Oklahoma is given the 

Lyman A. Glenny, Autonomy of Public Colleges: The 
Challenge of Coordination(New York, 1959), pi 36. 
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credit for establishing the first coordinating board 

which basically meets the description presented above. 

This board was established in 1941* New Mexico became 

the second state with provision for such a board, in 1951? 

then Wisconsin and Texas followed with similar agencies 

17 
in 1955. Martorana and Hollis noted eight boards 

1£> 

classified as coordinating boards in I960. A study by 

Brouillet in 196$ noted a rapid acceleration in the trend 

toward coordination; he states, "The number of such 

boards has increased rapidly during the past decade, so 

that today all but five states have some form of coor-
19 

dinating mechanism in operation." 

Development of Coordination 
in Texas 

The historical account in the preceding chapter showed 

that higher education was in a very basic, developmental 

stage at the beginning of this century. The enrollments at 

the institutions were small. For example, the enrollment at 

Texas A&M exceeded 500 students for the first time in the 

^Ibid., pp. 37-40. 

S.V. Martorana, and Ernest V. Hollis, State Boards 
Responsible for Higher Education (Washington, I960), p. I"5. 

"^Frank B. Brouillet, "An Analysis of the State of 
Washington's Method for Coordinating Higher Education," 
unpublished doctoral dissertation, School of Education, 
University of Washington, Pullman, Washington, 196$, 
p. 30. 



37 

20 
1906-07 session. Each institution had a basic purpose 

for existence, and proceeded to concern itself with 

attaining that purpose. The normal schools, for instance, 

devoted themselves to the training of teachers, and did 

not range very far beyond those areas of curriculum con-

sidered necessary for the preparation of teachers. 

It seems apparent that from the very beginning coor-

dination was implied in state institutional planning. 

Certainly, the state constitution left little doubt that 

the two universities were to be closely linked. However, 

the forces that brought the early institutions into being, 

such as the Morrill Act, and the Peabody subsidy, had 

separate basic concerns, so these institutions were estab-

lished without too much thought being given to their 

over-all relationship to each other. It is also reasonable 

to assume that no one—educator, legislator, or lay 

citizen—could begin to conceive the extent to which higher 

ecucation would develop in the state. 

One of the earliest considerations of coordination of 

the educational systems in Texas was the Conference for 

Education, in 1910. At that time, there was concern for 

a state system of education. The public schools and higher 

20 
Organization for the Enlargement and Extension by 

the State of the University Plan of Higher Education, The 
State Institutions of Higher Education in Texas(Austin, 
1912), p. 15. 
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education were discused at the conference as comprising 

an entity. This seemed logical because at that time there 

were only seven institutions of higher education in the 

state, and three of these existed for less than ten years 

as state institutions. High schools were in a similar 

state of development, so there seemed to be ample justi-

fication for the conference to consider the entire field 

21 

of education as being one continuous process. 

In discussing the subject of correlation among higher-

education institutions at that time, President R.B. Cousins 

of West Texas Normal College reported "that the statesmen 

have not conceived this work as a whole and have not planned 

22 

it." He then proceeded to point out that the University, 

A&M College, and the Normal schools had practically no 

interaction with each other. He continued to say that the 

State Superintendent "has nothing to do" with the Univer-

sity, A&M, and the Girls Industrial School, and that "two 

of these and the normal schools issue certificates with-

out his knowledge or consent." He urged the strengthening 

of this office along with the development of a State 
23 

Department of Education. 
pi 
"""Conference for Education in Texas, Bulletins(Austin, 

1910), p. 125. 
22 
Ibid. 

23Ibid., p. 128. 
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Another speaker, Superintendent H. F. Triplett of the 

Beaumont Public Schools, presented a recommendation for a 

strong state Board of Education "which should have general 

22l 

control of all the educational institutions of the state." ^ 

He then enumerated proposed functions of such a board. He 

also noted the lack of correlation between the state higher 
25 

educational institutions. He recommended, as did Pres-

ident Cousins, a very strong office of the State Super-

intendent, feeling that "many of the defects of the Texas 

school system could be readily remedied by him." 

The proceedings of this conference demonstrated very 

clearly that inadequate coordination in the Texas educational 

system was a very definite problem in its earliest develop-

mental stage. It remains to be seen that several years 

ensued before the recommendations of this conference began 

to bear any fruit. 

The next apparent step toward coordination in Texas 

was the Committee on the Survey of the Higher State Insti-

tutions of Education created by the Thirty-seventh Leg-

islature in 1921. The committee began to function, but 

found that, before it could make an intelligent report, 

it needed to have information which could only be assembled 

by those qualified to make the inquiry. It therefore 
24Ibid., p. 111. 25Ibid., p. 115. 

26Ibid., p. 119. 
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made the following recommendations: (1) that further 

provisions should be made for a thorough, comprehensive, 

scientific and impartial survey of our higher institutions, 

and (2) that there was need of some correlating agency to 

improve higher education, such as a State Board of Higher 

27 

Education. ' 

As a direct result of this committee's recommendation, 

the legislature authorized the Texas Educational Survey 

Commission to be directed by George A. Works. Eight volumes 

on the Texas educational system were published by this com-

mission. This study represents a very comprehensive picture 

of higher education in the state at that' time. Volume 71 

of that report related to higher education. The number 

of public institutions of higher education in the state 

had now increased to fifteen, or double the number that 

existed in 1910. The commission noted, "Already many 

institutional difficulties have arisen, due to the lack 

of a well-defined policy and the formulation of a 

fairly definite program for higher education in Texas. 

It pointed out that Texas had provided no coordinating 

policy-making agency, but that the legislators may have 

^Senate Journal, 3$th Legislature, R.S., 1923, p. 203. 

Texas Educational Survey Commission, Texas Educational 
Survey Report, Volume VI, Higher Education(Austin, 1925). 

29Ibid., p. 39. 
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had that in mind when it required all budgets to be sub-

mitted to a State Board of Control. This board was noted 

to be ineffective because institutions could appear before 

the legislature to argue for budget requests irrespective 

of Board recommendations. The commission also noted that 

"New schools in the field of higher education have been • 

30 

established in Texas largely on political considerations." 

These political considerations also were said to create 

pressure for the expansion of each of the institutions. 

To cope with the problems of higher education in the 

state, the Commission recommended the creation of a State 

Board of Higher Education to study and consider all matters 

of policy relating to higher education in the state. The 

Commission advocated the retention of individual admin-

istrative boards, and cautioned against "anyone connected 

with any of the higher institutions" being eligible for 

membership on this state board. The Commission's recom-

mendations for the duties of the State Board of Higher 
31 

Education were as follows: 

1. Make comparative studies concerning student en-

rollments, dormitory facilities, salaries, room 

space, libraries, and any other features at the 

several institutions which will enable the Board 

to arrive at sound conclusions relative to all 

^°Ibid., p. 42. 31Ibid., pp. 344-345. 
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major questions of educational policy 

2. Approve or disapprove all new courses of study 

which it is proposed to introduce at any State 

institutions of higher education in the future. 

3. Approve or disapprove before presentation to the 

legislature all proposals to establish new State 

institutions of higher education. 

4. Set up standards for all junior colleges which 

may be supported wholly or in part by the State, 

which standards must be met as a condition for 

State aid. 

It seems that very little came of this report, however. 

A constitutional provision for a State Board of Education 

was made by amendment in 192$, and the "1929 Legislature 

assigned to the State Board of Education duties which in-

dicated that the Legislature intended to make the board an 

over-all co-ordinating body for higher education in the 

state. 

One of the most controversial studies relating to 

higher education in Texas was published in 1933. The 

Joint Legislative Committee on Organization and Economy 

authorized Griffenhagen and Associates to conduct a survey, 

as a result of the financial depression and of many 

32 
_ Legislative Council, Public Higher Education in 

Texas(Austin, 1950), p. 151. 
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"irregularities" uncovered by the State Auditor and 

Efficiency Expert. The recommendations of the report 

pertained to all sections of state government and contained 

sweeping proposals for a complete revamping of higher 

33 

education in the state. ^ 

The study recommended a continuation of the State 

Board of Education, but recommended that higher education 

be brought definitely under the Board's control. Higher 

education would then be required to function under a Bureau 

of Higher Education, with a chancellor, appointed by the 

Board, as its head. Each campus would be under the control 

of a president, who would answer directly to the office of 

the chancellor. The report blasted the "timidity and hesi-

tancy" of the 1921 and 1925 proposals. Certainly Griffen-

hagen and his group cannot be charged with these character-

istics, and showed their courage by recommending a 

complete overhaul of the institutions of higher education."^ 

Resulting from this overhaul would be six state teachers 

colleges converted to junior colleges, two campuses combined, 

two institutions changed to colleges of arts and sciences, 

two transferred to cities or counties, and one campus 

abandoned. 

33 
Texas Joint Legislative Committee on Organization 

and Economy and Griffenhagen and Associates, The Government 
of the State of Texas(Austin, 1933). 

^^Ibid., p. 36. 
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Two things apparently occurred: (1) all concerned 

underestimated the political power of the colleges, and 

(2) the State Board of Education, as a new governmental 

agency, had not established a political base that was 

firm enough to enforce its recommendations, even in a 

period which demanded reform. Rogers gives a concise 

account of the manner in which the colleges fought back 

35 

during this era crucial for their survival. The final 

result, he noted, was that not only did the colleges 

effectively blunt all efforts toward reform, but within two 

years of the Griffenhagen and the State Board recommendations, 

several of the same colleges which were threatened with 

"demotion" to junior colleges and other fates had expanded 

their programs and had begun to offer graduate degrees. 

The effects of the depression and World War II appar-

ently relegated further consideration of any additional 

efforts toward regulation and coordination of higher edu-

cation to the background. It should be noted in passing 

that even after its stinging defeat, the State Board of 

Education did muster the courage to prophesy in its 

1936-38 Biennial Report, "The final solution to all the 

problems of the various State supported institutions of 

higher education will probably be in a coordinated State 
o r 
?James L. Rogers, The Story of North Texas(Denton, 

1965), pp. 199-201. 

36Ibid., p. 220. 
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program with the institutional heads and governing boards 

cooperating to assist in the elimination of waste and 

37 

duplication of effort." ' 

After World War II higher education in Texas exper-

ienced the overwhelming student growth pattern that occurred 

throughout the nation. Probably for the first time in the 

history of higher education in the state, the institutions 

did not have to recruit actively and compete for students. 

Instead, the campuses were saturated with students and 

a new type of emergency came into existence. 

From a direction that to some might seem unexpected 

came recommendations for a more effective and more inte-

grated program for higher education in Texas. The Council 

of Presidents of the State Teachers Colleges recommended, 

among other measures, "A procedure by which the various 

agencies now directly concerned with problems of education 

can be brought into closer cooperation." The colleges 

were now beginning to recognize the value of facing their 

problems, of which building programs were most pressing, 

together. 

The matter of building programs was the focal point 

of a significant happening at this period of time. In 1945 

State Senator Preston Smith of Lubbock introduced a bill 

into the legislature which would divide the permanent 

37 
Biennial Report of the Texas State Board of 

Education(Austin"! 1936-Jj?), p. 63. 
3 3 
Minutes of the Council of Presidents, June 17, 1945. 
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funds of the University of Texas and Texas A&M among all 

39 

state colleges and universities. At the same time, 

another bill was being considered which would permit the 

state colleges to benefit from five cents of the Con-

federate Veterans Fund ad valorem tax, for establishing a 

building fund for the state colleges. Both pieces of 

legislation failed. 

The bills have had an effect, however. It is signi-

ficant to note that the Boards of Regents of both the 

University of Texas and Texas A&M College reacted quickly 

and issued joint statements pledging their full support 

to the efforts of other state-supported institutions of 

higher learning to secure comprehensive building programs.^ 

That is, they would support a measure such as the ad valorem 

tax, or some similar measure, but they absolutely would not 

share the proceeds from the Permanent Fund. 

A constitutional amendment which allowed the use of 

the Veteran's Pension Fund for state college building 

funds barely passed the electorate in 1947* A long legal 

battle ensued, but an effective process of cooperation, 

coordination, and log-rolling provided an eventual solution 

to the problem. Building programs involving the expen-

diture of the newly found funds were to occupy the attention 

39 
Rogers, 0£. cit., pp. 321-325. 

^°Ibid., p. 322. 
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of the state institutions for the next several years. 

In 1950 the Texas Legislative Council prepared a study 

titled Public Higher Education in Texas. This report 

represents one of the most comprehensive studies relating 

to higher education in Texas that has been conducted. In 

its evaluation of the organization and coordination of 

higher education, the report was critical. It states, 

"It remains clear that there has been very little over-

all planning and the present arrangement is far from 

orderly."^ It continues, "Institutions have been added 

to the system with little or no attempt at co-ordinated 

developmentand "the tendency in recent years seems to 

be toward even more uncoordinated and disintegrated 

organizational structure. The report then proceeds 

to list the types of problems which had developed in the 

state due to ineffective program coordination in the 

state colleges.^ 

Another part of the report assessed the functioning 

of the State Board of Education. It noted the efforts of 

the Board and pointed out certain effective and some in-

effective recommendations on the part of the Board. The 

Council pointed out that there were high and low periods 

of activity on the Board's part, and attributed this to the 

LI 
Texas Legislative Council, oj>. cit., p. 137. 

42Ibid., p. 13S. 43Ibid., pp. 139-140. 
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make-up of the Board at different times. Since the decade 

of 1930-40, it did note fewer and fewer evidences of any 

activity in relation to higher education on the part of the 

Board.^ 

The Council presented three chief reasons why the State 

Board of Education did not develop into a coordinating 

agency: (1) it was a lay board without adequate professional 

staff, (2) its duties with regard to higher education were 

only a part, and probably a minor part, of its work, and 

(3) it was given no determinative powers whatever. In 

reference to the last reason, the Council noted that "while 

the recommendations were useful and at times influential, 

everyone concerned knew they could not be enforced. 

The final consideration of the Legislative Council 

report dealt with "Possible Plans for Co-Ordination of 

Public Higher Education in Texas." Advantages and dis-

advantages were presented for the following approaches to 

coordination: (l) voluntary coordination, (2) coordination 

under the Texas Education Agency with a Division of Higher 

Education, (3) organization under three major systems, the 

University of Texas, Texas A&M, and the Teachers College 

System, (4) a single, integrated system with a single board, 

and (5) a single central agency with separate boards. 

^Ibid., p. 155. 

^Ibid. 
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The report then outlined certain problems of organ-

ization that would run through all or most of the plans 

outlined. The final comment of the Council seems especially 

pertinent to the problem of coordination in the state in 

1972. In relation to the attitude of the legislature, it 

stated that for a coordinating agency to be effective, the 

legislature must entrust the agency with enough power to • 

attain goals, and exercise a certain amount of self-restraint, 

especially in the initial period, to avoid deciding certain 

details or making exceptions to general requirements on 

matters which have been entrusted to the central agency.^ 

A relatively short time later, definite steps were 

begun to establish a central coordinating agency for higher 

education in Texas when on January 27, 1953> Governor 

Allan Shivers called a meeting of all state college pres-

idents. At this meeting he exerted very strong pressure 

toward the establishment of a better coordinated system of 

higher education in Texas. He reminded the presidents 

that the State Board of Education was empowered to coordinate 

and regulate higher education. He noted that the Board 

had not acted in the college field, "but the commissioner 

has announced that if the law is not repealed this session, 

he will assume that the legislature wants him to carry 

out the provisions of that statute and he will take steps 

46Ibid., p. 173. 
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to do so.»^ A firm positive stand by the State Com-

missioner of Education apparently provided the leverage 

that the governor needed to bring definite action into 

being. Higher education had two alternatives: (1) to be 

controlled by the State Board of Education, or (2) to 

establish its own controlling agency. Faced with these 

prospects, the presidents recommended that the governor 

create a committee to study the problem. 

In response to this recommendation by the presidents, 

the Fifty-third Session of the Texas Legislature adopted 

House Concurrent Resolution Number 20, which called on the 

governor "to set up a 16-man committee to make prelim-

inary studies toward the better coordination of our program 

of higher education in Texas." The committee was given 

thirty days to complete its assignment. The commission 

from the governor noted that this committee was not being 

asked to formulate, in the short period of a month, any 

plan or program for coordinating higher education. 

"Rather," the governor wrote, "the assignment is to answer 

the question: How do you recommend that we go about for-

L9 
mulating such a program." 

^Denton Record Chronicle, January 28, 1953. 

LB 
Letter from Governor Shivers to J.C. Matthews, 

President of the Council of Presidents, March, 1953. 
49Ibid. 
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In response to this assignment, the committee, under 

the chairmanship of J.C. Matthews, President of the 

Council of Presidents, issued a report to the Governor and 

Legislature which basically recommended (1) the formation 

of a 41-man commission to make a study, (2) the employment 

of a staff of professional personnel to conduct the survey 

for the commission and under its supervision, and (3) the 

preparation of a report to be submitted to members of the 

50 

next legislature not later than November 1, 1954* 

The legislature accepted the recommendation of the 

16-man committee and promptly authorized legislation 

sponsored by Senator A.M. Aikin, which incorporated the 

recommendations of this committee, with one basic exception. 

The committee of presidents recommended a study commission 

which, among others, would be composed of the sixteen 

presidents of the state-supported colleges, two state repre-

sentatives, and two state senators. The make-up of the 

committee when it convened included, among others, five 

senators, five representatives, and no presidents of 

institutions. The presidents were, however, invited to 

participate on the commission on an advisory basis.^ 

On September 23, 1953, the first meeting of the Texas 

50 
Recommendations taken from the files of J.C. Matthews, 

President-Emeritus of North Texas State University. 
51 
Dallas Morning News, September 24, 1953. 
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Commission on Higher Education, a temporary commission 

designated to conduct the survey of the need for coor-

dination in the state, was convened. 

The members of the temporary Commission on Higher 

Education and the various college presidents and their 

staffs completed the survey assignment given to them in 

time for legislative consideration in 1955. Two basic 

recommendations evolved from this study commission. They 

were (l) the recommendation of the creation of a permanent 

coordinating body with effective powers to' deal with the 

problems of higher education, and (2) the development of 

a formula concept for appropriating funds to higher 

52 

education. There were varying degrees of enthusiasm 

for the creation of a permanent commission, on the part of 

the affected institutions. Of particular interest might 

be the attitude of the University of Texas and A&M systems. 

The two university systems strongly supported the creation 
53 

of the commission, for two basic reasons. First, the two 

systems recognized the ambitions of several state colleges 

and strongly supported the establishment of the commission, 

because they felt the commission would control the program 

expansion of these colleges. The second reason for 
52 
Unpublished material from the files of Lester E. 

Harrell, Jr., who served as the last Director of the Texas 
Commission on Higher Education and the first Commissioner of 
the Coordinating Board, Texas College and University System. 

53Ibid. 
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supporting the commission was the matter of protecting the 

Available University Fund, which is derived from the Perma-

nent Fund. The Available Fund was used for the universities 

for new construction and for general operating expenses. 

The two universities felt that they had reason to believe 

that the legislature was in the process of appropriating 

the income from this fund for general operations, and that 

this would result in a decrease in other legislative 

appropriations to them. In other words, this fund might 

become their principal source of support. The' solution 

for the universities, therefore, was to establish a formula 

system which would guarantee general operating funds for 

them and the other institutions, but would leave the 

Available Fund for their exclusive use.^ 

The permanent Texas Commission on Higher Education 

was created by Senate Bill 145 of the Fifty-fourth Legis-

55 

lature. The Commission was to be composed of fifteen 

members appointed by the Governor. Members were to represent 

the various geographical sections of the state, but were 

not to be considered as representatives from their respective 

geographic sections. In addition, although the tempory 

commission recommended the appointment of institutional 
54Tbid. 

^Senate Bill 145, Acts of 1955» 54th Legislature, 
Chapter 4^6, page 1217, codified as Article 2919e-2, 
Vernon's Texas Civil Statutes. 
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representatives, the legislature refused to accept this 

concept and the bill provided that no member should be 

engaged professionally in education work during this term 

56 

of office. Governor Shivers appointed the first members 

of the Commission during 1955, and 1956 the first Director, 

Ralph Green, Professor of Economics at Baylor University, 

was selected. 

One of the first and major concerns of the Commission 

was the development of the formula system. The Council 

of College Presidents became the official advisory committee 

to the Commission, and worked actively to establish the 

formula process. In another area, however, there appeared 

to be a different story. This same advisory committee was 

very reluctant to establish a role-and-scope for each in-

stitution. A compromise of a sort came about when each 

college president presented a statement of the role-and-
57 

scope he desired for his institution. In 195$ the Com-

mission approved a role-and-scope statement for higher 

education in Texas, but labeled it "for the 1959-61 

Biennium." Institutions were therefore not bound by the 

statement, and the Commission proceeded to accept any in -

stitutional changes as simply constituting an amendment of 

their statement. The failure to establish an effective 
56 
Ibid., Section 3. 

57 
'Material from Harrell's files, loc. cit. 
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role-and-scope, or master plan, later became one of the 

basic reasons for the downfall of the Commission. 

Prior to turning to the specific reasons for the 

demise of the Commission, consideration should be given to 

some of the accomplishments of this agency. Harrell, 

the second and last Director of the Commission, noted the 

58 

following areas upon the expiration of the Commission: 

1. It has defined the role and scope of each State-

supported college and university. 

2. It has eliminated a great deal of duplication, over-

lapping, and proliferation of courses. 

-3. It has greatly reduced the number of "splinter" and 

questionable college-level courses, and in doing so 

has strengthened the curricula of the various State-

supported colleges and universities. 

4. The Commission has prescribed formulas for 75 per 

centum of appropriation requests by the State-

supported colleges and universities. 

5. It has recommended very substantial increases in 

Legislative appropriations to these institutions, 

particularly in the areas of teaching salaries, 

libraries, and research. 

6. The Commission has enlisted the cooperation of prac-

tically all of these institutions in an endeavor to 
rg 
Material from Harrell's files. 
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improve quality and eliminate wasteful practices. 

7. The Commission has made a comprehensive study of the 

need for higher education in Texas during the current 

decade and how this need can be met after taking into 

consideration existing church-related and independent 

59 

colleges and universities. 

The matter of the expansion of institutions from the 

standpoint of programs and status was one of the major prob-

lems of the Commission. The legislature intervened sev-

eral times, and approved the addition of several institutions 

to the state system contrary to the recommendations of the 

staff of the Commission. This resulted in the addition of 

a total of six new institutions to the state system during 

the life of the Commission. 

In the area of programs, the Commission handled a 

heavy volume of requests from the institutions. In addition, 

the Commission exerted influence to eliminate a large number 

of degree programs and departments in the institutions. 

However, in 1962 the matter of institutional programs 
signaled the beginning of the end for the Commission. East 

Texas State College was able to convince the legislature to 

59 
Report of the Texas Commission on Higher Education, 

Public Higher Education in Texas—1961-71> March, 1963. 

^Material form Harrell's files, 0£. cit. 
6l 
See Appendix E, Public Higher Education in Texas, 

op. ext., pp. $1-84. 



57 

enact legislation that changed its name to East Texas State 

University. At the same time, it pressed the Commission 

to approve doctoral programs in several areas. The 

Commission refused the request for the reason that it 

would be required to approve similar programs at other 

state colleges. An intense struggle followed, which in-

cluded a threat to carry the program request to the leg-

islature. The final outcome was that the Commission 

approved the request submitted by East Texas State. 

This action seems to have been the decision that destroyed 

the Commission as an effective body. Evidence also points 

to the internal operation of the Commission reaching a low 

ebb, characterized by a great deal of strife and friction 
£ q 

among individual members of the Commission. 

It was also in 1962 that John Connally became governor 

of Texas. In his campaign he made improvement of higher 

education one of his major committments. In his first 

address to the legislature, he presented as an emergency 

matter the creation of a committee to study education be-

yond the high school. After some controversy, with opponents 

stressing that there were already sufficient studies, the 

^ A paper giving the position of the University of 
Texas in this matter in the files of Harrell states that 

the action was approved by a one-vote margin in October, 
1962, when several Commission members were absent. 

/T o 
Confidential statements issued in several interviews. 
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legislature approved the establishment of the Governor's 

Committee on Education Beyond the High School. The two 

basic recommendations of this committee became (1) that 

junior colleges must be brought under the same coor-

dinating agency as the senior colleges, and (2) that 

the Commission must go, to be replaced by a strong 

coordinating board.^ 

In 1965 the Texas Commission on Higher Education 

ceased to exist and in its place the legislature created 

the Coordinating Board, Texas College and University 

65 

System. ^ The Board proceeded to adopt a role-and-scope 

for existing institutions pending the completion of a 

state master plan for higher education, and in the process 

made the decision to phase out the doctoral programs at 

East Texas State University. At this time it remains to 

be seen [and there is some difference of opinion] 

whether the Coordinating Board legislation made it a 

stronger agency than the old Commission. It does seem 

apparent, however, that the manner in which the law 

is implemented is as significant as the actual wording of 

the law. 

^Report of the Governor's Committee on Education 
Beyond the High School, Education: Texas' Resource for 
Tomorrow(Austin, 1964). 

°^House Bill 1, Acts of 1965, 59th Legislature, 
Regular Session, Chapter 12, page 27, The Higher Education 
Coordinating Act of 1965. 
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As a culmination of this section, three diagrams will 

be presented to demonstrate the organizational structure 

of higher education in Texas in three recent distinct 

periods. These periods may be identified as being (1) the 

general organizational structure prior to the establishment 

of the Commission in 1955> (2) the general organizational 

structure during the ten-year period of the Commission, 

and (3) the organizational structure of higher education 

at the present time under the Coordinating Board. 

Figure 1 demonstrates the pattern of higher education 

prior to the establishment of the Texas Commission. The 

State Board of Education had regulatory powers over higher 

education since 1929, but did not, or could not, exercise 

this power over the institutions, with the possible ex-

ception of its relations with the junior colleges. There 

were three basic public senior college systems in the 

state during this period, plus a group of independent insti-

tutions that were relatively uninvolved in the state 

process. The University of Texas System consisted of two 

academic campuses and its medical schools. The Texas A&M 

System was composed of the College Station campus, Prairie 

View, Arlington, and Tarleton campuses. The Senior College 

System was composed of several state college institutions. 

During pre-commission days all state institutions, except 

junior colleges that were responsible to the State Board 
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of Education, presented their budget requests and other 

matters directly to the legislature. 

Two types of lines are used in the diagram to illus-

trate relationships between participants. The broken red 

lines represent the process of institutions exercising 

their prerogative of bypassing the coordinating agency 

and going directly to the governor or legislature for their 

needs. The broken black lines illustrate relationships 

between the coordinating agency and the institutions. 

Note that the lines illustrate the fact that in pre-

Commission days, the senior colleges ignored the State 

Board almost completely. 

The insertion of the Texas Commission into the pro-

cess of higher education is illustrated in Figure 2. It 

should be noted that the institutions continued to contact 

the legislature, however, and even though a formula system 

existed, the legislature still provided certain appro-

priations based upon institutional requests. In addition, 

the legislature made changes in the status of several insti-

tutions against the recommendation of the Commission on sev-

eral occasions. The basic organizational structure remained 

the same under the Commission. Two matters are worthy of 

note, however. The first is that junior colleges were not 

brought under the jurisdiction of the Commission, but were 

kept under the State Board of Education. The second deve-

lopment was that several institutions began efforts that 
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resulted in their becoming full-fledged state institutions. 

It might also be noted that during this period the private 

independent colleges began to be included in state planning; 

however, their inclusion was basically a matter of sub-

mitting data for state reports. 

A dramatic change is depicted in the organizational 

pattern for higher education in the state in Figure 3. 

Since the formation of the Coordinating Board in 1965 

several significant developments have occurred. These 

developments are identified as follows: 

1. The University of Texas System has added four campuses 

to its system, plus several medical branches. New 

academic campuses are being located at Dallas, 

Midland-Odessa, and San Antonio. Arlington State 

transferred into the University System from the Texas 

A&M System. 

2. The Texas A&M System has lost one of its branches. 

In addition, for a period of time this system con-

tained the Texas State Technical Institute. Recently, 

the technical branches were removed from the system, 

and the technical schools now have their own gov-

erning board. With the possible exception of programs, 

the A&M System seems to exhibit little interest in 

expansion. 

3. The Senior College System continued to decline as 

three institutions received approval to become state 
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universities. The system gained Angelo State when 

it converted to a senior college from a junior college. 

The Institutions leaving the system were East Texas 

State, West Texas State, and Stephen F. Austin. 

4. Junior colleges in the state were brought under 

the .jurisdiction of the Coordinating Board. How-

ever, the vocational programs in junior colleges 

remain subject to the State Board of Education 

due to the fact that it also functions as the State 

Board of Vocational Education. 

5. In 1972 all public senior institutions had received 

authorization for name changes from "colleges" 

to "universities." In addition, East Texas State 

has basically regained all programs lost when the 

Coordinating Board was reconstituted, and doctoral 

programs are expanding rapidly at East Texas and 

other institutions. 

6. Private independent colleges began to be responsible 

to the Coordinating Board as a result of their parti-

cipation in federal programs. In addition, the 

Sixty-second Legislature approved the provision of 

tuition grants to needy students in private schools. 

The funds for these grants are to be administered by 

the Coordinating Board. Private education should 

therefore be considered as being an integral part 

of the state system of higher education at this time. 



CHAPTER III 

CURRENT OPERATION OF THE COORDINATING BOARD, 

TEXAS COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY SYSTEM 

Public higher education in Texas is now completing 

its first century of existence. As was noted in the 

preceding chapter, coordination has been an integral factor 

in state planning for higher education from the very 

beginning. However, regardless of the existence of the 

recognized need for coordination, it has been very 

difficult to bring about. The institutions have resisted 

a coordinated system and have been able to counteract 

effectively any move which seemed to threaten what each 

institution deemed to be its local autonomy. The State 

Board of Education was originally assigned responsibility, 

but proved to be an ineffective agent in bringing about 

coordination of higher education in the state. It may be 

true that the regulation of the public schools plus higher 

education was too great a responsibility for one agency to 

manage. However, the institutions of higher education were 

also equally able to disregard and bring about the collapse 

of the Texas Commission on Higher Education, which dealt 

exclusively with higher education. Now the Coordinating 

Board is attempting to function in the role in which, 

these two predecessors were unsuccessful. This chapter 

66 
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surveys the manner in which the Coordinating Board 

presently operates as it attempts to bring about a coordinated 

system for higher education in the state. 

In the initial stages of this study several questions 

were posed as guidelines for the study of the recent history 

and current status of the Coordinating Board. These questions 

were grouped into four broad categories of concern: (l) 

the role of the Coordinating Board in Texas; (2) the issues 

and the manner in which the Board handles them; (3) the 

determination of the influential groups who have affected the 

coordination process in Texas; and (4) the effectiveness 

of the Board's operation. These questions then became the 

format for the interviews and the questionnaires used in 

the study. The questionnaires were sent to persons repre-

senting three major institutional participants in the system 

of higher education in the state. They were (l) the thirty 

individuals who have served one or more appointment periods 

on the Coordinating Board, (2) the presidents of state 

senior colleges and universities in the state, and (3) the 

presidents of private senior colleges in the state that had 

enrollments exceeding 500 students. Questionnaires were not 

sent to the junior college presidents due to the fact that 

their governance is through local boards of trustees who are 

elected rather than appointed to office, and also in view of 

the fact that much of their financing, except for a set 

amount per full-time student, is provided by local sources. 
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The questionnaires and follow-ups yielded a response 

from sixty-seven per cent of the members of the Coordinating 

Board who have been appointed since 1965; eighty-seven 

per cent response from public senior college presidents; 

and a fifty-five per cent response from private senior college 

presidents. The lower return rate from the Coordinating 

Board members can be attributed to to the fact that several 

said that they were not members of the Board at that time 

and had lost contact with the process. Several private 

college presidents expressed the point that they were not 

familiar with many or the aspects of state-level decision 

making; however, the efforts of private colleges to gain 

state support in the past session of the legislature 

justifies their inclusion in this study. Attention will 

now be directed to each of the broad categories described 

above. 

The Role of the Board 

The historical background of the Coordinating Board has 

been noted, so the first step in understanding the role of 

the Coordinating Board is to review now the legislation that 

established this agency. The historical section in Chapter II 

gives a brief summary of the events that led to the recon-

struction of the Texas Commission."'" The Report of the 

^Cf. ante., pp. 51-5&. 
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Governor's Committee Beyond the High School recommended the 

2 
creation of a board that would exercise strong powers. The 

enactment of the Higher Education Coordinating Act of 1965 

3 
seemed to authorize a strong agency. The act states that 

the purpose of the Board is 

to provide leadership and coordination for the Texas 
higher education system, institutions, and governing 
boards, to the end that the state of Texas may achieve 
excellence for college education of its youth through 
the efficient and effective utilization and concen-
tration of all available resources and the elimination 
of costly duplication in program offerings, faculties 
and physical plants. 

The act states that the Board shall perform only such 

functions as are therein enumerated and as the legislature 

shall assign it. It also specifies that the "Board shall 

represent the highest authority in the state in matters of 

6 
public higher education. . . . " A most significant 

provision of the act, however, occurs in Section 16. This 

section provides 
that nothing in this Act shall prevent or prohibit 
the Governor, the Legislative Budget Board, the Board, 
or the governing board of any institution of higher 
education from requesting or recommending deviations 
from any applicable formula or formulas prescribed by 
the Board and supporting any such request or recom-
mendation with reasons and arguments in support thereof. 

2 
Report of the Governor's Committee on Education Beyond 

The High School(Austin^ 1964). 

^House Bill 1, Acts of 1965, 59th Legislature, Regular 
Session, Chapter 12, page 27, The Higher Education Coordinating 
Act of 1965. 

^"Ibid., Section 1. ^Ibid., Section 3." 

Ibid., Section 10. 
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This provision is a valid and apparently well-meant 

one; however, it does create problems. It serves the 

function of legally providing an invitation for each 

institution to appear freely before the legislature on any 

matter. In other words, this creates a programmed bypass, 

or threat of bypass, around any Coordinating Board decision. 

Each institution therefore recognizes that it is vital that 

it does appear before legislative committees to plead its 

case. Pleading applies to areas in which formulas exist, as 

well as those financial areas for which formulas have not 

been established. As a result of this programmed bypass, 

-there is a steady reversion to the old procedures, with 

7 

resultant competition for funds between institutions. 

One of the most difficult concepts for the Coordinating 

Board is the extent of the meaning of the term authority. 

One member of the Coordinating Board staff noted, "There 

is a very thin line between coordination and control—almost 

a conflict." As a result of this thin line, conflicts have 

periodically surfaced as the Board has attempted to exercise 

what it deemed to be its authority as defined by the law. 

Two instances of Board action led to Attorney General's 
opinions. One opinion stated that the Coordinating Board 

7 

'Several college officials confidentially stated that 
the formula process is in difficulty and may soon break 
down due to this intense conflict for appropriations. 

Interview with Jack Cross, November 19, 1970. ' 



71 

did not have the authority to set enrollment limits at the 
g 

University of Texas, but the other affirmed that the Board 

did have the authority to establish regions for junior 

colleges. 

The role of the Coordinating Board from the statutory 

standpoint then often becomes, then a trial-and-error 

process in which the Board must move into an area, exert its 

authority, then wait for the outcome. 

It does seem significant to note that the legislature 

has not seen fit to amend the coordinating law in a manner 

that would further weaken its effect. As an example, 

during the past session of the legislature, a bill was 

introduced that would have reduced the role of the Coor-

dinating Board to an advisory status, with most of its powers 

curbed. This bill was withdrawn soon after its submission. 

The legislature obviously continued to feel that the Coor-

dinating Board Should continue to play a reasonably strong 

role, and one legislator seemed to sum up legislative 

attitudes by stating, "We can't continue without one.""^ 

It seems apparent that the law establishing the 

Coordinating Board is adequate and invests the Board with 

reasonable powers. It also seems apparent that there are 

^Attorney General of Texas, Opinion No. M-652, 
June 19, 1970. 

10Attorney General of Texas, Opinion No. M-672, 
August 28, 1970. 

^Interview with State Representative Walt Parker, 
October 19, 1970. 
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several areas of authority in the law that are still in the 

12 

process of being determined. In many instances, these 

fringe areas can only be decided after the Board begins to 

exercise its authority. A very important concept to be 

recognized in this process is that of the introducibility 
13 

or acceptability of an issue. In other words, the Board 

must be reasonably certain of its chances for success, or 

the consequences thereof, before pressing an issue. 

Operation of The Board 

In order to implement the provision of the coordinating 

act and to establish its role, the Board has developed 

several basic operational procedures. The Board staff is 

12 
A reason for the reluctance of the legislators to 

curb the power of the Coordinating Board may be, as several 
interviewees noted, that the Board plays an important role 
as a safety valve for legislators. As legislators are 
pressured by their local institutions for support for some 
project, it is expedient that the legislator vigorously 
support the constituents', cause. The legislator, however, 
can point to the Board as having jurisdiction over the 
matter and can thus use the Board as a buffer between him 
and his constituents'. 

13 
Paul Diesing, "Non-Economic Decision Making," in 

Organizational Decision Making, edited by Marcus Alexis 
and Charles Z. Wilson(Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1967), pp. l$7ff. 

~^A good example of the concept of introducibility or 
acceptability is the matter of a separate governing board 
for the branch campuses of the University of Texas System. 
This is a subject that is not introducible nor acceptable 
at the present time. Another similar issue is that of the 
UT Austin branch sharing the proceeds of the Permanent Fund 
with the branch campuses of the University of Texas System, 
let alone any thought of distributing these funds among 
all institutions of higher learning in the state. 



73. 

relatively small and in itself would not be able effectively 

to handle all functions delagated to it. Therefore a sig-

nificant procedure has been developed. Much of the research 

for recommendations is delegated to the institutions them-

selves. For example, the private colleges and universities 

conducted a study on the role of private higher education 

15 

in the state. The state-supported universities provided 

the research and made the recommendations for the formula 

system. The Texas Research League was commissioned to 
17 

study the community college system in the state. ' The 

Coordinating Board can therefore function in the role of 

studying and taking action on the recommendations of those 

who must live with the recommendations. This process also 

provides for a wide variety of participation in the decision-

making process. 

To implement decision-making further, the Coordinating 

Board operates on a committee system. Assigned committees 

of Board members have the responsibility to make their studies 

in an area and report their findings and recommendations to 

the total Board. The Board then acts on the basis of the 
^Pluralism and Partnership, The Case for the Dual 

System of Higher Education, Coordinating Board, Texas College 
and University System, Study Paper 6, September, 196$. 

"^Designation of Formulas, Coordinating Board, Texas 
College and University System, Policy Paper 9, February, 1970» 

17 
'Texas Research League, Financing A Statewide Community 

College System in Texas(Austin, Texas, August, 1970* 
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recommendation of the committee. It is evident that the 

major work of the Board is done on the committee level. The 

actual Board meeting serves as an opportunity to ratify 

recommendations and to establish new directions. The Coor-

dinating Board minutes indicate that there are instances 

of matters requiring lengthy discussion at the regular 

Board meeting, but this is somewhat rare. 

The Board members themselves seem quite pleased with 

the committee process. The nuestionnaire revealed that 

ninety per cent of the Board members stated that this process 

was very adequate in providing information for member's use. 

One of the major advantages of the committee process is that 

it generally keeps public conflict or controversy to a 

minimum. This is apparently accomplished by extensive bar-

gaining and discussion among the affected interests while 

the matter is still on the committee level. This seems 

effectively to prevent an issue from being submitted for 

public Board consideration until a consensus has been 

reached. This committee procedure is a very vital process 

because it provides a forum for the exchange of views by 

participants, but it may keep the general public insulated 

from the pertinent issues until a decision has been reached. 

A significant point to note is that prior to the establishment 

of coordinating agencies in the state, it was more difficult 

and complicated to get the participants together for the 

purpose of arriving at a solution to an issue. 
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Background Characteristics of Board Members 

An important consideration in the role of the Coor-

dinating Board is the background and experience of the 

members. The enabling act prohibited membership on the 

Board if a person is engaged in the education profession, 

so the Board is composed strictly of lay citizens. Each 

member would be deemed successful in his chosen field or 

profession, and the group represents a wide variety of 

professions. 

A question of interest was that of the governmental 

or political background of Board members, and the experience 

they have had in the governmental process. In the field 

of education Board members have not been too actively in-

volved on the primary or secondary levels. The study 

revealed that only fourteen per cent had served on a local 

school district board of trustees. On the level of higher 

education, however, there is an impressive difference. 

Eighty per cent listed service on a college board of regents. 

All types of colleges are represented in their responses, 

including junior colleges and private institutions. In 

addition to service on the boards of regents of colleges, 

sixty-seven per cent indicated that they have also served 

on college or university advisory boards. Again, all types 

of institutions were represented in the responses. It seems 

reasonable to conclude, therefore, that the Coordinating 
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Board members do have an excellent perspective on higher 

education prior to their appointment to the Board, and 

also that they form a group with concern for the entire 

range of higher education. 

From the standpoint of service on other governmental 

appointive boards and agencies, Board members also have a 

wide variety of experience. Eighty-six per cent reported 

service on other types of appointive boards, commissions, 

or courts. These appointive positions ranged from local 

to national levels. The appointments also included various 

branches of government. It also seems reasonable to conclude 

that the Board has a considerable degree of familiarity with 

the operation of other governmental agencies with which it 

might deal. 

The composition of the Board seems to give an entirely 

different picture from the standpoint of political offices 

held, and of political activity. The members do not seem to 

be extensively involved in the formal political process. 

Thirty per cent indicated on the questionnaire that they 

had been candidates for an elective office. However, most 

of the offices sought were on local district school boards. 

From the standpoint of party offices held, responses in-

dicated participation to a very limited extent only, and 

this participation was basically on the precinct and state 

level. Table I does indicate a fairly active role on the 



TABLE I 

ROLES PLAYED BY RESPONDENT GROUPS IN GUBERNATORIAL 
OR LEGISLATIVE ELECTION CAMPAIGNS 
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Gubernatorial 
Campaigns 

Legislative 
Campaigns 

Respondents Yes No Yes No 

Coor. Board 
Members 

(n = 13) 
54$ 46 $ 37$ 6 l$ 

St. College 
Presidents 

(n = 15) 
7$ 93$ 13$ $7$ 

Pvt. College 
Presidents 
(n = 14) 

14$ 36$ 29$ 71$ 

Composite 
(n = 42) 

24$ 76$ 26$ 74$ 

part of Board members in legislative and gubernatorial 

campaigns. The fifty-four per cent indicating active parti-

cipation in gubernatorial campaigns contrasts with the 

thirty-seven per cent who indicate an active role in legis-

lative campaigns. This may have a significant bearing on 

the effectiveness of the Board. A first impression might 

possibly be that political participation would be reversed, 

with these members more apt to be actively involved at 

the legislative campaign level. This may explain why some 

members do not have the effective relationship with the 



7* 

members of the legislature that they apparently need. 

The political activity noted in the previous table 

raises the question as to the extent to which the Coordinating 

Board, or its staff, should lobby for its programs. Table II 

provides some insight into this process. -In response to the 

questions concerning this process, fifty-five per cent 

of the Board members indicated that Board members should 

lobby for their recommendations. In this group, however, 

TABLE II 

DISTRIBUTION OF OPINIONS AS TO THE EXTENT THE BOARD 
MEMBERS OR THE BOARD STAFF SHOULD LOBBY 

THE LEGISLATURE FOR ITS PROGRAMS 

Coordinating Board 
Members 

Coordinating Board 
Staff 

Respondents 
Should 
Lobby 

Should Not 
Lobby 

Should 
Lobby 

Should Not 
Lobby 

Coor. Board 
Members 
(n = 13) 

55f* 451o 391° 6l/o 

St. College 
Presidents 
(n = 16) 

81$ 19fo 37?° 63fo 

Pvt. College 
Presidents 
(n = 13) 

61 % 39 fo 541° 4 6fo 
A 

Composite 
(n = 42) 

m° 29 fo 431° 5795 



79 

there were some reservations. One Board member responded by-

stating that lobbying should be carried on "only by edu-

cational procedures." Another cautioned, "with propriety." 

A third member noted, "It would be helpful for both the 

members of the legislature and the Coordinating Board if 

there were more consultation in regard to education, 

especially before the introduction of education bills." 

If the Coordinating Board members were somewhat hesitant 

about their own roles in the lobbying process, the same can-

not be said about the opinions of the state college pres- . 

idents. An overwhelming eighty-one per cent emphatically 

endorsed the Coordinating Board taking strong positions. 

Their comments give insight into their role perception, 

however. One felt that this lobbying should be "for 

appropriations." Another expanded on this by stating, 

"They should more actively support requests for funds for 

higher education rather than try to keep the lid on." A 

third president replied, "This has been a major weakness of 

the Board." Another noted, "These individuals are appointed 

by the governor and confirmed by the senate and should be 

able to influence policies on higher education." 

The private college presidents displayed some of the 

reluctance of the Coordinating Board members. A majority 

of sixty-one per cent approved of lobbying by the Coordinating 

Board members, but some of these expressed reservations.' 
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One president said, "Yes, but in person." Another said, 

"They should testify before committees of the legislature." 

Another replied, "While not desirable, I realize that a 

certain amount of this is necessary." 

As an indication of the actual contact between 

Coordinating Board members and legislators, the response 

from the Coordinating Board members indicated that only 

fifteen per cent of the members were contacted regularly 

by legislators regarding issues in higher education. Fifty-

four per cent indicated that they were seldom contacted by 

legislators. Reversing the process, seventy-six per cent 

of the Coordinating Board members stated that they seldom 

initiated contact with legislators, and only fifteen per cent 

indicated regular contact. Along the same line of thought, 

seventy-six per cent of the Coordinating Board members stated 

that they were contacted by the governor or his staff only 

on certain issues. This has significance because it indicates 

a certain lack in the communication process between the Coor-

dinating Board and the executive and legislative branches of 

state government. The Board does not therefore possess a 

ready avenue to implement its desired course of action, and 

suggests there is no real "team" effort toward the solution 

of the problems of higher education on the part of these 

major participants. 

The same question of lobbying applied, to the Coor-

dinating Board staff, gave a somewhat different picture. The 

Coordinating Board members gave only a thirty-nine per cent 
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approval to lobbying by staff members. The state college 

presidents concurred with the Board members, with thirty-

seven per cent approving. The private college presidents 

were the only group giving slight approval to this activity 

by staff members. From the standpoint of the state college 

presidents, one remarked, "Lobby is a poor choice of words." 

Another said, "to some extent." One president stated, "The 

staff could get politically boxed in. The Board members 

should do the lobbying." Still another advocated that "The 

staff should work through the appointed members although 

testimony on policies and their administration could be a 

part of staff function." Responses from private college 

presidents stated that the staff should lobby "only with 

Board approval," but one cautioned, "not in person." 

Another would agree that they "should testify before com-

mittees." One Coordinating Board member seemed to sum up 

the general attitude of all respondents by stating, "I 

believe it is important for the Coordinating Board and staff 

to provide accurate information to the legislature." 

A final concern about the Coordinating Board role 

is the perception that the various participants in the survey 

had about the reason for a coordinating board. Using the 

four functions developed by Glenny as a basic point of 

reference, inquiry was made into these perceptions. 

Table III shows fairly consistent agreement by the 
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participants in all functional areas. In responding to 

this question some respondents indicated two areas as being 

most important, so their double response is reflected in 

the table. All agreed that the most important function in 

Texas is that of the coordination of long-range planning. 

The control of the duplication of programs proved to be the 

second most important function as perceived by the parti-

cipants. A ranking of these functions based upon the 

responses showed them to be (1) long-range planning, 
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(2) control of the duplication of programs, (3) control of 

the creation of new colleges, and (4) increasing the financial 

efficiency of colleges. 

A surprise in this ranking might be the low priority 

assigned to the function of increasing financial efficiency 

of colleges. In view of the fact that many authorities 

place a high priority on this function, this seems to be a 

departure from a generally perceived role of coordinating 

boards—at least in Texas. 

Issues and The Manner in Which 
They Are Handled 

The types of issues and the manner in which they are 

handled are an important ingredient in the decision-making 

process of the Coordinating Board. However, in harmony 

with the concept of there being a very thin line between 

coordination and control, clearcut decisions are somewhat 

rare in controversial areas. In fact, the manner in 

which formal decisions are not reached on controversies 

becomes almost as significant as the manner in which 

decisions are reached. 

It is clear that many issues do not reach the arena 

for a formal decision. This simply means that a preliminary 

sounding period exists, and during this period the informal 

This is also an area in which the legislature seems 
very reluctant to relinquish its control. Responses 
reflect a feeling by the respondents that the legislature 
is not going to permit the Coordinating Board to exercise 
too much authority in this area. 
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negotiations and exchanges give a fair indication of the 

position of each affected participant. If significant 

objections exist, a matter may be quietly dropped. If 

there is conflict, negotiations behind the scene may result 

in the conflicting parties' resolving it, with the Coor-

dinating Board staff, or others, mediating the differences. 

As a result, many issues do not get into the public sector. 

Some issues, however, are so intense, or they are of 

such major importance, that it is impossible to settle them 

in such a manner, and the Coordinating Board must develop 

some course of action. It is seldom that clearcut decisions 

are reached on an intense issue. Most often compromise, 

or some type of built-in delay, becomes the acceptable 

course of action. 

A survey of several of the issues during the past few 

years bears this procedure out. Some of the issues considered 

by the Coordinating Board in recent years have been 

Merger of the South Texas College of Law with 
Texas A&M. 

Merger of the Texas Southern School of Law with the 
University of Houston. 

The provision of state funds for the operation of 
private institutions. 

Establishment of a branch of the University of. 
Texas at Dallas. 

Establishment of four-year institutions at other 
locations: Texarkana, Midland-Odessa, etc. 

Administration of the Hinson-Hazlewood College 
Student Loan Program. 



Role of federal government regulations in relation 
to Board regulations. 

Responsibility of the Coordinating Board for 
organized research at colleges and universities. 

Problem of certain areas rejecting the formation of 
junior college districts at local elections due to 
their having local state universities. 

Relationship of the University of Texas System to 
the Coordinating Board. 

Procedures, if advisable, for the Coordinating Board 
to take a stand on pending legislation during the 
past session of the legislature. 

Limiting student enrollment at the University of 
Texas campuses. 

It is significant to note that out of all of these 

issues, most of them remain in a state of indecision. In 

most instances, there has been some type of programmed delay, 

with the delay generally leading in the direction of some 

type of compromise. This does not mean that the Board has 

not taken some definite actions. They have, but even in 

these cases, often their action has been over-ridden or blunted 

in some fashion. An example is the matter of the University 

of Texas campus at Dallas. The Coordinating Board opposed 

this campus. The legislature created it over the Board's 

objection. The Board then effectively compromised and ob-

tained a stipulation that the campus would be an upper-

division campus only. After the campus was created, however, 

proponents of the institution immediately began to strive 

for the establishment of the lower-division level of the 
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campus. A record-breaking filibuster in the state senate 

was necessary to prevent this lower-division campus from 

being approved by the legislature during the closing days 

of the past legislative session. 

The Board was relatively successful in pressing for 

action on the collection of overdue accounts on the state 

student loan funds, even though there was strenuous objection 

from colleges with a large majority of students from 

minority groups. Other than this instance, the solution to 

several of the problems noted above has been assumed by 

the legislature or the attorney general, or the matter 

remains in a state of suspension. Some issues may remain 

suspended for some time to come; others may dissolve or 

take on a different form in the course of time, and will 

thus make the choice clearer, or even unnecessary. The 

function of the Coordinating Board's delaying a decision 

should be considered as being a very important one; in 

many instances a delay should be considered as being the 

required course of action. 

Influentials in The Functional Areas of The 
Coordinating Process in Texas 

The preceding section attempted to determine the role 

of the Coordinating Board. The basic concern of this section 

is that (1) of identifying the influentials in the operational 

function areas, and (2) of assessing the influence of the 
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Coordinating Board and its staff in each of these areas. 

Each respondent was requested to select from a prepared list 

the two organizational groups most influential or least 

influential for that particular function. The study indicated 

the presence of individual influentials in the system of 

higher education in the state. However, it seems apparent 

that their primary influence base results from their organ-

izational position, which is generally characterized by 

being chairman of a board, on a legislative committee, in 

an elective office, or in an appointive position. The choice 

of groups, while not all inclusive, was apparently sufficient 

in view of the fact that only one respondent named an 

unlisted organization as being somewhat influential. 

Influentials in Budget, General Appropriations 

The first function area to be considered is that of 

Budget, General Appropriations. Table IV summarizes these 

data. The table indicates that two elements of the leg-

islature control this functional area. Coordinating Board 

members see the Legislative Budget Board as being the agent 

that is most influential in this area, with the legislative 

committees being the next most influential. The state 

college presidents reverse the order and rank the legislative 

committees as being the most influential, with the Legislative 

Budget Board being in the second position. Private college 

presidents attach equal influence to both agencies. Each 
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TABLE IV 

PERCENT OF RESPONSES IDENTIFYING THE MOST 
INFLUENTIAL AND THE LEAST INFLUENTIAL 

IN GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS 
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of the three respondent groups acknowledges some influence on 

the part of the Coordinating Board, but this influence rating 

apparently falls well below that of the legislative influence. 

A matter of interest is that sixteen per cent of the Coor-

dinating Board member's responses attached a relatively-

high degree of importance to the Governor's Budget Board, 

whereas neither the state college presidents nor the private 



39 

college presidents ranked its influence as being substantial. 

This fact seems to indicate that the institutions must con-

centrate on the legislature in order to obtain favorable 

legislation and then hope that this legislation will not 

be subject to an item veto by the governor's office. 

In ranking the least influentials in this functional 

area, there was comparative agreement among the respondents, 

who chose Chambers of Commerce, the Texas Research League, 

and the Association of State Colleges and Universities. 

Two organizations included among those considered least 

influential are significant. The Coordinating Board was 

listed as being within the least influential category, along 

with the Council of College Presidents. The low status 

given to the Council of College Presidents in this area 

is somewhat surprising in view of the fact that this group 

was instrumental in establishing the formula system for 

higher education in the state. 

Influentials in Budget, Capital Outlay 

The second functional area in which the influentials 

will be considered is that of Budget, Capital Outlay. These 

responses are summarized in Tabe V. As was demonstrated 

in the preceding table, all respondents consider the 

Legislative Budget Board and Legislative Committees as 

being most influential. In this functional area, however, 

the legislative committee was selected by all three groups 
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TABLE V 

PER CENT OF RESPONSES IDENTIFYING THE MOST 
INFLUENTIAL AND THE LEAST INFLUENTIAL 

IN CAPITAL OUTLAY 
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of respondents as the most influential. The Legislative 

Budget Board is a close second, however. As was true in 

Table IV, the floor of the legislature and the Coordinating 

Board occupies the third and fourth positions respectively. 

The University of Texas Board of Regents enters the scene 

as being influential, and again it is important to note that 

the governor's office does not appear as being influential 
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in this area. 

Those groups listed as being least influential are 

again listed as the Chamber of Commerce, the Texas Research 

League, and the Association of Colleges and Universities. 

The Council of College Presidents also continues to be listed 

as being among the least influential groups. In addition, 

the Coordinating Board staff is listed by the state college 

presidents and the private college presidents as being low 

in influence in this area. 

Influentials in the Creation 
of New Colleges 

Due to the fact that the creation of new state colleges 

has been a lively issue in the state, the capital outlay 

function was sub-divided in order to gain an insight into 

this process. Table VI shows the influence structure for 

this sub-function. There is some.shifting of positions 

from those in Table V. The legislative committees maintain 

their position, but the Coordinating Board moves into a 

position of considerable influence. There is a difference 

of opinion between the Coordinating Board members and the 

state college presidents in rating the next most influential. 

The Coordinating Board members see themselves as being about 

equal with the legislative committees in this function. The 

state college presidents see the floor of the legislature 

and the Board of Regents of the University of Texas in the 
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TABLE VI 

PER CENT OF RESPONSES IDENTIFYING THE MOST 
INFLUENTIAL AND THE LEAST INFLUENTIAL 

IN THE CREATION OF NEW COLLEGES 
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second position. The private college presidents, however, 

apparently agree with the viewpoint of the Coordinating 

Board Members. 

There are two basic differences in this sub-function in 

comparing it with appropriations for routine capital outlay. 

The first change is that the Legislative Budget Board moves 

from the list and the Chambers of Commerce surface as having 
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a reasonable degree of influence in this particular area. 

The ranking of the least influentials is consistent 

with the ranking in consideration of the capital outlay 

function. Chambers of Commerce are listed as being also 

least influential, and this may appear to be a conflict. 

However, it may be explained by considering Chambers of 

Commerce in general and specific Chambers of Commerce. The 

table simply indicates that if a new institution is being 

proposed for a particular community, the Chamber of Commerce 

will become intensively involved. Otherwise, this body 

is not generally influential in the process. 

At this point it seems appropriate to consider the 

effect of the master plan for higher education developed 

for the state. In 1969 the Coordinating Board completed 

study of a plan that projected the needs of higher education 

through 19$0. This study report recommended the expansion 

of the state university system and the development of a 

comprehensive junior college system. New state universities 

90 

were proposed for Houston/u San Antonio, Midland-Odessa, 

Corpus Christi, and Dallas. A most significant recommendation 

pertaining to each of these campuses, with the noted 

19 
o . Coordinating Board, Texas College and University 
System, Challenge for Excellence—A Blueprint for Progress 
•111 Higher Educationplustin« Texas, January, 1969) • 

20 
Housto branch was to be a branch of the University of 
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exception, was that each proposed new campus was to be 

governed by its autonomous governing board. Basically, these 

campuses were envisioned as being complementary to the pro-

grams of local junior college districts. Since the 

publication of the master plan, certain portions of the plan 

have been implemented. However, the plan did not develop 

as the Board envisioned it. Instead of the autonomous 

institutions recommended by the Board, the University of 

Texas System proceeded to establish branch campuses at 

Dallas, Midland-Odessa, and San Antonio. In simple terms, 

the University of Texas System instituted the state uni-

versity portion of the state master plan. By its action of 

undertaking this extensive expansion program, the UT System 

has established a branch academic campus at each major 

population center in the state [with the exception of 

Houston]. Thus, the University of Texas has now established 

itself as a full-fledged governing-coordinating system com-

posed of six academic campuses in addition to its several 

medical schools. 

Clearly this expansion of the University of Texas 

System demonstrates the intent and the ability of the System 

to operate on a plane that closely parallels that of the 

Coordinating Board. A further significant aspect of this 

expansion, however, is that the proceeds from the Permanent 

Fund are not being shared with these new branch campuses. 
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To provide for this expansion, therefore, means for 

obtaining the necessary funds for facilities were required. 

To meet this need the legislature by amendment to existing 

law adopted the Higher Education Facilities Bond Program of 

21 

1971* This legislation provides benefits basically to 

the University of Texas System and Texas Technological 

University. Identical legislation that would extend the 

provisions of the act to the other state universities did 

not gain legislative approval. 

Influentials in the Addition or 
Deletion of Programs 

The final functional area to be considered is that of 

the addition or deletion of programs at the several insti-

tutions. Table VII illustrates the distribution of 

influence in this area. This is the one area in which the 

Coordinating Board seems to have established a strong base 

of influence. All respondent groups rank the Coordinating 

Board as being most influential, and the Coordinating Board 

21 
Higher Education Facilities Bond Program of 1971» 

H.B. 278, Chapter 30, Sixty-second Legislature, Regular 
Session. See also, Section 1, Chapter 763 > Acts of the Sixty-
first Legislature, Regular Session, 1969, Article 2909c-3, 
Vernon's Texas Civil Statutes, and Article 2654c-l, V.T.C.S. 

At this point it might also be noted that Texas Tech 
is located in Lubock, the home of Governor Preston Smith. 
As a state representative at an earlier period, Smith in-
troduced legislation that would distribute the proceeds of 
the Permanent Fund to each institution in the state. By 
including Texas Tech in the legislation, the sponsors of 
the bill may have guarded the bill from a possible governor's 
veto. 
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TABLE VII 

PER CENT OF RESPONSES IDENTIFYING THE MOST 
INFLUENTIAL AND THE LEAST INFLUENTIAL 
IN ADDITION OR DELETION OF PROGRAMS 
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staff as second in position. The legislature does not 

appear in any form as an influential in this functional 

area. The ranking does list two groups who have not appered 

previously. The Boards of Regents of the state colleges 

come into the influence structure, along with the University 

of Texas Board of Regents. The Coordinating Board members 

gave a strong ranking to the Council of College Presidents, 
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although neither the state college presidents nor the 

private college presidents concurred in their opinion. 

In the ranking of least influential groups, the 

position ratings were consistent with those of other 

functional areas. Chambers of Commerce, the Texas Research 

League, the Association of Colleges and Universities and, as 

far as the state college presidents are concerned, the 

Council of Presidents compose this least effective group. To 

dramatize the role of the legislature in this functional area, 

the floor of the legislature was listed as being among the 

group of the least influential in this area. 

The question might be raised as to the effectiveness 

of the Coordinating Board in controlling the proliferation 

or duplication of programs at institutions in the state. 

Some doubt to its effectiveness is demonstrated in Table VIII, 

but it should be emphasized that the table above indicates 

that the Coordinating Board is considered to be very-

influential in this area. 

Lester Harrell made an unpublished compilation of 

the number and type of degree programs approved by the 

Texas Commission and the Coordinating Board from 1957 

through 196$. Table VIII extends these data collected by 

Harrell through 1970. A first impression might be that the 

Coordinating Board is becoming less and less effective in 

this area, and is less effective than the old commission. 



TABLE VIII 

NEW DEGREE PROGRAMS APPROVED FOR STATE 
UNIVERSITIES DURING THE PERIOD 

1957-1970 

9$ 

For the Fiscal Tear Ending August 31 
Degree 

195S I960 Type 1957 195S 1959 I960 1961 1962 1963 

Bachelors 1 6 3 2 1 8 12 

Masters 0 2 1 5 6 16 17 

Doctorate 0 1 0 0 5 2 6 

TOTAL 1 9 4 7 12 26 35 

For the Fiscal Year Ending August 31 
Degree 
Type 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 

Bachelors 7 13 14 4 8 39 35 

Masters 4 19 17 2. 21 42 41 

Doctorate 9 3 4 5 11 16 22 

TOTAL 20 35 35 11 40 97 98 

The annual reports of the Coordinating Board do list a small 

number of programs that have been deferred or terminated 

each year, but this listing is small and does not reflect 

those programs that were quietly withdrawn from consideration. 

As new universities develop, it seems reasonable to assume 

that the total number of programs approved each year will 

increase. The legislature has entered the area of programs, 
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however, by requiring each institution to report the en-

rollment figures for each class section to the Coordinating 

Board. Class sections that do not meet minimum stipulated 

enrollment figures are to be eliminated. This procedure 

should accelerate the deletion of all uneconomical programs 

in the coming years. 

A final concern prior to closing this section on 

influentials is that of determining whom college officials 

contact about institutional programs and problems. The 

respondents were requested to indicate the extent to which 

they contacted the Coordinating Board members, the governor, 

or the legislature. Table IX summarizes these responses. 

Only twenty-six per cent of the state college presidents 

indicated that they contacted the Coordinating Board 

members regularly about institutional problems. Forty-seven 

per cent stated that they seldom contacted the Board members 

and twenty-six per cent stated they never contacted Board 

members. The same question concerning contact with the 

Governor indicated that twenty-six per cent contacted the 

Governor regularly, sixty-nine per cent seldom, and six 

per cent never contacted the Governor. The relationship 

with the Governor is a surprising one owing to the fact that 

Starkey, in a study completed in 1966, indicated a strong 

role for the Governor at the public school l e v e l . T h i s 

22 
A.E. Starkey, "State-level Educational Decision-

Making," unpublished doctoral dissertation, School of 
Education, University of Texas, Austin, Texas, 1966. 
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- TABLE IX 

OFFICIALS CONTACTED BY INSTITUTIONS ABOUT 
INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAMS AND PROBLEMS 
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may indicate a very wide variation of effectiveness of gov-

ernors in the system of higher education; that is, one 

governor may exert a very strong influence while another 

may exert very little influence. 

The relationship of the state college presidents seem 

to reveal a very significant point. That point is that 

eighty-eight per cent of the college presidents maintain 

regular contact with the legislators about their insti-

tutional problems. This fact, coupled with the fact that 

the Coordinating Board members do not generally communicate 
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regularly with legislators, may explain why the institutions 

are able effectively to bypass the Board by going to the 

legislature if they consider that their vital interests are 

at stake. 

Private colleges are relatively new on the state 

political scene, but appear to be learning fast. They 

exhibit a somewhat greater reliance on the Coordinating 

Board than is true of the state college presidents. The 

participation of private colleges in various federal pro-

grams probably explains this fact. Interestingly enough, the 

private college presidents also concentrate mainly upon 

legislators concerning their institutional problems. Forty-

three per cent of these presidents indicate regular contact. 

As was true with the state college presidents, only a small 

per cent regularly contact the governor. The private 

college officials probably display the reluctance of these 

private institutions to become involved in the political 

sector. 

This poses the question of the relationship of state 

government to private institutions and the provision of 

state financial aid to these institutions. The private 

institutions in the state are experiencing financial 

problems that are characteristic of private institutions 

across the nation. Table X results from three questions 

into the matter of state aid to private colleges. 
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TABLE X 

OPINIONS EXPRESSED BY RESPONDENTS ON THE MATTER 
OF STATE AID TO PRIVATE EDUCATION 

Is provision 
of state aid 
crucial to pri-
vate education? 

Do you oppose 
state aid to 
private edu-
cation? 

Can pluralism 
be preserved 
if there is 
state aid? 

Respondents Yes no Yes No Yes No 

Coor. Board 
Members 

(n = 14) 
931° 11° — — 731° 271° 

St. College 
Presidents 
(n = 15) 

kOfo 601o SO 1o 20fo 6$ 30io 

Pvt. College 
Presidents 

(n = 14) 
100 io Ofo Ofo 100 fo 931 71° 

^Doubtful -
**Doubtful 

The Coordinating Board indicated in an overwhelming 

fashion that it considers state aid crucial to private 

higher education as it struggles for survival. The Board 

also felt that pluralism could be preserved if private 

institutions were granted state funds. The Board had 

earlier gone on record, with only one negative vote, as 

favoring the provision of state aid for private institutions, 

so this question was not presented to the Coordinating 

Board members for a respqnse. 
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State college presidents differed substantially from 

the viewpoint of the Coordinating Board and the private 

college presidents. They feel that state aid is not crucial 

to the survival of private education; eighty per cent 

opposed the provision of state aid to private education, 

for various reasons; and thirty per cent stated that 

pluralism could not be preserved if state aid were given 

to private higher education. Another sixty-four per cent 

partially concurred with this viewpoint by saying that it 

was doubtful that pluralism could be preserved if private 

institutions accepted state aid. 

The response from private college presidents to these 

three questions presents a vivid picture of the importance 

that private college presidents attach to state aid to 

private higher education. The respondents were unanimous 

in their opinion that state aid is crucial to the survival 

of private education, and were also unanimous in their 

support of state aid to the private sector. These presidents 

were also overwhelmingly optimistic in their belief that 

they could maintain their autonomy. 

As an indication of their determination to obtain 

state assistance to ease their financial burdens, private 

colleges waged a reasonably successful effort to gain state 

support. One measure, which provided tuition equalization 

grants to needy students at private institutions, was passed 
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23 
into law. A second measure that would have provided 

tuition payments to private institutions for courses other 

than religious instruction did not gain approval. In 

mounting this campaign for state aid the private institutions 

showed a degree of determination, political expertise, and 

unity of purpose that the state institutions would do well 

to note. Even though the private institutions did not obtain 

everything they wanted, they did accomplish a very important 

objective. They were able to get their foot in the door. 

This indicates that they can return to the legislature 

during the next session and obtain more of their objectives 

with the argument that they now have a precedent. For this 

reason private education must now be realistically considered 

as an integral part of public higher education in the state. 

All future planning for higher education must therefore 

reflect this fact. 

Effectiveness of Board Operation 

An appraisal of the value of the Coordinating Board 

in helping to improve the quality of higher education in 

Texas is shown in Table XI. The lowest estimation as to 

the value of the Board's efforts is displayed by the Board 

itself. Only thirty per cent of the Board members gave a 

"definite value" rating to the Board's efforts. The state 

23 
Education—Private Colleges and Universities— 

Tuition Equalization Grants, Chapter 828, S.B. 56, Sixty-
second Legislature, Regular Session. 



TABLE XI 

OPINIONS OF RESPONDENTS AS TO THE VALUE OF THE 
COORDINATING BOARD IN HELPING TO IMPROVE 
THE QUALITY OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN TEXAS 
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Respondents Definite 
Value 

Some 
Value 

Little 
Value 

Coor. Board 
Members 
(n = 13) 

301o 70$ — 

St. College 
Presidents 
(n = 16) 

50fo 50 io — 

Pvt. College 
Presidents 
(n = 14) 

73?° 20 fo 7 f 

Composite 
(n = 43) 

521° k5fo 31° 

college presidents were somewhat more enthusiastic, with fifty 

per cent seeing "definite value" and fifty per cent noting 

"some value." The private college presidents gave the Board 

a strong rating, with seventy-three per cent seeing "definite 

value" in the Board's operation. However, seven per cent 

felt that the Board was of "little value." 

In relation to the value of the Board, the institutions 

were asked to rate the responsiveness of the Board to the 

individual problems of institutions. Table XII shows that 

thirty per cent of the state college presidents feel'the 
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OPINIONS EXPRESSED BY INSTITUTIONS ABOUT THE 
RESPONSIVENESS OF THE COORDINATING BOARD 
TO INDIVIDUAL PROBLEMS OF INSTITUTIONS 
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Respondents 
Is 

Responsive 
Generally 
Responsive 

Not 
Responsive 

St. College 
Presidents 
(n = 17) 

30 % 65/0 5% 

Pvt. College 
Presidents 
(n = 14) 

Wo 50 96 
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i—I 

Composite 
(n = 31) 
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. 

Coordinating Board as being "responsive" and sixty-five 

per cent felt it is "generally responsive." Five per cent 

rated the Board as not being "responsive." Among the 

private college presidents thirty-six per cent listed the 

Board as being "responsive" and sixty per cent listed it 

as being "generally responsive." Fourteen per cent viewed 

the Board as being "not responsive." The results displayed 

in this table seem to indicate that the institutions feel 

that the Board will give adequate consideration to the needs 

of the institutions. 

In order to gain some insight into the success of 

the Coordinating Board in dealing with various issues, the 

participants in the survey were requested to rank the areas 
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TABLE XIII 

OPINIONS OF RESPONDENTS ABOUT THE AREAS IN WHICH 
THE COORDINATING BOARD IS MOST EFFECTIVE 
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in which the Coordinating Board was most effective and the 

areas in which it was least effective. It should be noted 

that in making this ranking some respondents checked two 

areas as being most effective or least effective. Table XIII 

is a summary of the ranking of the most effective area of 

Board operation. It is worthy of note that the respondent 

groups were consistent with each other in their ranking. 

All agreed that the Board has been most successful in the 

function of long-range planning. Program allocations were 

listed as being the second most effective area of Board 



TABLE XIV 

OPINIONS OF RESPONDENTS ABOUT THE AREAS IN WHICH 
THE COORDINATING BOARD IS LEAST EFFECTIVE 
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operation. 

The rating of the areas in which the Board is least 

effective is displayed in Table XIV. This table could be 

expected to be the reverse of Table XIII and this proved to 

be essentially true. However, the table discloses a very 

important fact. Each of the three respondent groups listed 

the control of the creation of new colleges as being a 

least effective area of Board operation. This was expected, 

due to the number of institutions created or expanded 

against Board recommendations. What was not expected was 
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the listing of the function of Budget, General Appropriations, 

as being the next least effective area of Board functioning. 

At the beginning of this study, it was assumed that the for-

mula system was functioning effectively. The survey dis-

closes, and subsequent inquiry into this matter verifies, 

that the formula system is ineffective; the institutions 

are very dissatisfied; and, as a result, there is an 

excellent possibility of a complete breakdown of this 

process. Frank Erwin, of the University of Texas Board of 

Regents, affirmed this in a statement recorded in the minutes 

of the Council of College Presidents.^ He noted that seven 

formula items constituted $0-85$ of the total budget of 

colleges. He charged, however, "The Legislative Budget 

Board has abandoned the formula and is not distributing 

25 

the money on the basis of need." In essence, then, it 

can be stated that it appears that there has been little 

• change in the log-rolling bargaining procedure that preceded 

the establishment of formula systems for higher education 

in the state. 

^Minutes of the Council of College Presidents, 
February 10, 1969. 

25 
A confidential interview with an official of the 

Legislative Budget Board confirmed that the Budget Board 
does not consider itself obligated by the formula system. 
This explains vividly why each institution considers it 
extremely vital to appear before the legislative committees 
to plead its case. The formula therefore becomes only a 
base that an institution hopes to maintain—if indeed it 
can—and also serves as a bargaining point from which it 
also hopes to increase its appropriations. 
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TABLE XV 

OPINIONS OF RESPONDENTS ABOUT THE COORDINATING 
BOARD NEEDING OR EXERCISING MORE 
AUTHORITY IN FUNCTIONAL AREAS 

Respondents 

More Authority 
Needed 

Yes No 

More Authority Should 
Be Exercised 

Yes No 

Coor. Board 
Members 
(n = 14) 

St. College 
Presidents 
(n = 14) 

Pvt. College 
Presidents 
(n = 11) 

Composite 
(n = 39) 

71$ 
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54$ 
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54$ 

To supplement the inquiry concerning the effectiveness 

of the Board, an additional inquiry was made into the need 

for more Board authority or the need for the Board to 

exercise more authority in functional areas. Table XV 

summarizes responses to this inquiry. The Coordinating 

Board members and the state college presidents were in 

identical agreement that more authority was needed in 

functional areas. Two basic areas where more authority 

were identified by state college presidents as being general 
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appropriations and the creation of new colleges. A differ-

ence in opinion is apparent in the response to the idea of 

more authority being exercised by the Board. The Coordinating 

Board members were reluctant to attempt to exercise more 

authority, but the state college presidents apparently felt 

that this is necessary. An explanation, judging from res-

ponses from other areas, seems to be that the presidents 

of the state universities felt that the Board should exert 

itself more forcefully in the areas of appropriations and 

in the control of the University of Texas. On the other 

hand, the University of Texas System apparently feels that 

the Board should maintain tighter control over the degree 

programs of the state universities as well as over appro-

priations. 

The matter of exercising this authority or control 

led to a question concerning the type of issue that is most 

likely to create conflict between institutions. Table XVI 

shows that each group of respondents agreed that the creation 

of new colleges was the most sensitive area. There was 

some disagreement between the state college presidents and 

the Coordinating Board members about the next most sensitive 

area. Twenty-four per cent of the Coordinating Board 

members saw the area of long-range planning as rather 

sensitive. The state college presidents identified appro-

priations for the general fund budget as being just as 
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OPINIONS OF RESPONDENTS ABOUT THE TYPE OF ISSUE 
THAT IS MOST LIKELY TO CREATE CONFLICT 

BETWEEN COORDINATING SYSTEMS 
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sensitive as the matter of the creation of new colleges. 

Table XVII gives some indication as to the results of 

this conflict. In responding to the question concerning 

the areas that institutions are successful in bypassing 

the Coordinating Board, there was agreement that the Board 

had been bypassed in the creation of new colleges. The 

weakness of the formula system again appears when the 

function of appropriation to the general fund budget was 

again identified as an area in which the Board could be 

effectively bypassed. One state college president stated 
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that "the University of Texas System is able to ignore the 

Board." However, several presidents of the state universities 

indicated that their respective institutions had successfully 

bypassed the Board, especially in the area of general 

appropriations. 



CHAPTER IV 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Coordinating Board, Texas College and University 

System, should still be considered as being in its infancy 

even though it has been in existence for half of a decade. 

This is true regardless of the fact that the Coordinating 

Board also had the opportunity to benefit from the exper-

iences of its predecessor, the Texas Commission on Higher 

Education. In some ways, building upon the foundation of 

the Commission may have been a handicap rather than a 

benefit, and the Coordinating Board's greatest task could 

have been that of restoring credibility and confidence in 

its ability to function in the manner delegated to it. 

This was not a simple matter, and it may have been that too 

much has been expected of the Board too soon. The issues 

with which the Board has had to cope may have been too 

complex for a new agency of this type to handle, and in 

addition, the institutions do not seem to be prepared to 

accept the existence of the Board. 

This study has attempted to describe the functioning of 

the Coordinating Board and to analyze the degree of pro-

ficiency with which the Board has been able to operate. 

In the beginning of the study some questions were identified 

for the purpose of determining how this agency has been able 

m 
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to function. The foundation for these questions, however, 

was the basic functions of coordinating boards, as iden-

tified by Glenny. His study, completed in 1959, represents 

an excellent outline of the functions of a coordinating 

board, but his study was completed at the time when the few 

boards that were in existence were definitely in their initial 

stages. These boards were thus in the process of getting 

organized and in establishing a role for their operation. 

For review purposes, the four basic functions of 

coordinating boards as described by Glenny are 

1. planning for the higher educational needs of 

the state and its state-supported institutions, 

and establishing the goals and policies which 

will meet them; 

2. the allocation of functions and programs to state 

institutions in such a way as to maximize edu-

cational opportunities while creating a system 

out of the several institutions; 

3. the determination of the operational financial 

needs of the institutions in the system and the 

collation of budget requests in preparation for 

legislative appropriations; 

4. the determination of the needs of the various insti-

tutions, and the preparation of a capital budget 

to finance these needs for two or more years. 
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As indicated above, it was from these functions that 

the study then identified basic questions to serve as a 

guideline for the research activities. The first area of 

concern was that of the role of the Coordinating Board. 

It is apparent that the Legislature adequately in-

cluded the four functions listed above in the enabling act 

which restructured the old Commission into the Coordinating 

Board. An analysis of the act itself indicates that the 

legislation is adequate and comprehensive. The real 

problem develops with the interpretation or the imple-

mentation of the act. The language that states that the 

"Board shall represent the highest authority in the state 

in matters of public higher education" seems clear enough. 

Realistically speaking, however, it does not appear that the 

participants in the system of higher education are prepared 

to accept this interpretation or this implication of the 

phrase. The Coordinating Board has been unable to function 

as the highest authority in the state in matters of public 

higher education. This doesn't mean that it has not been 

attempting to function in the implied manner; it simply means 

that the system does not permit it to function in such a 

capacity. 

There are several reasons,which are readily apparent,, 

for the blockage of this legislative mandate. A primary one 

is the reluctance and resistance of the institutions themselves 
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to permit the Board to exercise such authority. Institutions 

of higher education have traditionally and jealously exercised 

a rigid self-governance, since the development of the first 

private institutions in the system of higher education in 

this nation. The later development of public institutions 

saw an incorporation of this autonomous attitude in their 

operational procedures. Higher education developed a control 

system in marked contrast to that of the public elementary 

and secondary schools. Among the latter, a concept of strong 

local public control has been a cornerstone of the system. 

The local district, governed by its locally elected trustees, 

with close community involvement, continues to be the dominant 

organizational pattern. In Texas an early control structure 

for higher education did provide for the presence of local 

citizens on the boards of Normal schools. However, this 

procedure faded, and as an example of a lessening of local 

control, some institutions have legislative stipulations 

that prohibit membership on the Board of Regents of people 

who live in the senatorial district in which the institution 

is located. 

Higher education, then, developed a control structure 

different from that of the lower level of public education, 

one that is characterized by the general public's being 

removed a considerable distance from any effective control 

of the operation of these institutions. This is accomplished 
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in the following manner. In order to influence higher 

education, the public must go through a second party, 

namely the governor or the legislature, in order to effect 

change in the institutions. Until recently the general 

public has been content to maintain a passive attitude 

toward this level of public education. However, environ-

mental factors, such as increased resistance to higher taxes, 

and specifically the student unrest which left many colleges 

in turmoil, have focused public attention upon the operation 

of these institutions. Firm, and what can probably be termed 

punitive action by the legislature demonstrates that the 

general public has given to its representatives a mandate 

to hold higher education in the state accountable for its 

actions and conduct. 

As noted above, the regents of state institutions, who 

are appointed by the governor, often reside many miles from 

the institution and meet only periodically to consider the 

needs of the institution. This, for all practical purposes, 

places the actual control of the institution in the hands 

of the administration of that institution. The creation of 

a coordinating board therefore represented a real threat to 

an obviously closed and sacred system of higher'education 

in the state. With the general public demanding accountability 

for higher education from its representatives in government, 

the Coordinating Board represents the agent that has the 
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potential to bring this accountability into being. For the 

first time in the history of higher education in the state 

of Texas, institutions are in the process of being forced 

to realistically account for their operations and for their 

directions. This pressure on institutions was bound to 

cause an opposite reaction from institutions which would 

attempt to blunt this superimposed control as much as possible, 

The Texas Commission met this problem of accountability 

and could not cope with it. It could, and did, analyze 

budgets and make periodic recommendations and reports. It 

could not, however, bring the institutions, dominated by 

administrators, into subjection."'" The Commission could not 

enforce a role and scope for institutions,[even though it 

claimed to have done so] because the institutions refused 

to abide by a role and scope. In addition, they had the 

power, when necessary, to openly defy the Commission in 

other areas, and to make any defiance stand. 

The Coordinating Board simply inherited the same 

problems that destroyed the Commission. The Report of the 

Governor's Committee for Education Beyond the High School 

represented a strong and comprehensive study. However, 

realistically speaking, few lasting results occurred as 

"'"The questionnaires revealed an important point about 
the presidents of public universities at the present time. 
Ten of fifteen presidents of state universities stated that 
they had served as president for five years or less. This 
indicates that state universities now are represented by a 
new generation of leaders who generally have assumed office 
with an acceptance of the existence of the Coordinating 
Board. 
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a result of this report, with the exception that the Commission 

was reorganized and named the Coordinating Board. The Coor-

dinating Board took strong initial action in certain areas, 

particularly in that involving East Texas State, but that 

institution has now regained all that it lost and is now 

expanding its role. It is not surprising to see that if the 

Board could not control East Texas State, it certainly 

couldn't control the University of Texas. The fact that "the 

University of Texas System is able to ignore the Board" is 

a recognized situation, but other institutions have also been 

comparatively successful. An outstanding example is that all 

four-year institutions in the state successfully converted 

their names to "state university." 

A second major reason for the blockage of the imple-

mentation of the Board's role has been the reluctance of the 

legislature to permit the Board to exercise this mandated 

authority. It is interesting to contrast this restriction 

to the freedom granted to the State Board of Education. The 

State Board of Education, through its administrative body, 

the State Department of Education, exercises strong control 

over the operation of elementary and secondary schools. 

The legislature gives strong approval to, and appears to have 

complete confidence in the operation of this system of public 

education. But to extend this same degree of control to the 

Coordinating Board seems to be a different matter. However, 

it must be recognized that this same State Board of Education 



121 

was never able to exercise any degree of control over higher 

education. This seems to indicate strongly that institutions 

of higher education can draw on a reservoir of power that 

lower levels cannot match. 

That power appears to be associated with the relation-

ship that exists between the institution and its legislator. 

The institution's legislator can be described in two ways: 

(l) the local representative and, (2) any alumnus who serves 

in the legislature. By utilizing these legislators the 

institutions have perpetuated a log-rolling process which 

has existed throughout the development of higher education 

in the state. Even the law establishing the Coordinating 

Board made provision for institutions taking their case 

directly to the legislature, and this continues to be 

standard practice. 

This practice of going directly to the legislature for 

its objectives results in a process of selective legislation 

which has the effect of fragmenting higher education rather 

than treating it as a whole. The Council of Presidents 

hired a lobbyist [how else can he be described?] to "contact 

members of the legislature and take the need for higher 

education to them." However, when the next legislature 

passed a Facilities Bond Program, only two institutions 

were beneficiaries of that program. If the Facilities Act 

is a good one, it would seem that the provisions of the act 
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should have extended to all institutions. The obvious 

answer is that the system of higher education is a divided 

house regardless of the surface cooperation of the insti-

tutions. The legislature recognizes this fact, and so it 

continues to treat each institution individually, and will 

deal with each on a separate basis. In the above example 

the UT System and Texas Tech supported a cooperative effort 

toward the funding of higher education but, first things 

being first, concentrated upon efforts for their own funding. 

The legislature perpetuated the process by continuing to 

ignore the overall needs of higher education, and instead 

continued the process of selective legislation. 

Regardless of the relative ease with which the 

Coordinating Board can be bypassed or ignored, the legislature 

is as reluctant to diminish the implied power of the Board 

as it is reluctant to permit it to exercise this power. 

Attempts to amend the enabling act are to no avail, and each 

session of the legislature sees the Board being given the 

responsibility through new legislation of controlling some 

new program. In this fashion, however, the Board is 

gradually expanding its role and authority. 

In the four role areas described by Glenny, an analysis 

of the findings of the Board role shows that the Coordinating 

Board exercises reasonably firm control over only one area. 

That area is that of program allocations. The findings 
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indicate that institutions do recognize the Coordinating 

Board as having responsibility for this area of operation. 

The Board's role in the financial areas is another matter. 

The legislature controls finances, and the Coordinating 

Board's role is basically that of compiling statistics. 

The Board does exercise firm responsibility in the distri-

bution of federal funds, however. The study discloses 

that the formula system adopted by the Board as developed 

by the institutions themselves is ineffective and may soon 

be revised or possibly abolished. However, it is just as 

apparent that all participants recognize the.need for some 

type of formula system. In capital outlay as well as 

general appropriations, the legislature dominates the process. 

The legislature approves appropriations for new facilities 

as well as the establishment of new institutions. 

In the area of long-range planning, the Board made a 

commendable effort, but in this area as well as the areas 

of financial operations, the results do not approach what 

might be defined as being an effective role. In its 

planning document, Challenge for Excellence, the Board 

established a good basis for long-range planning. The only 

problem appears to be that the document, as was true with 

the Commission's role and scope, is not accepted by the _ 

participants. This function will be discussed at greater 

length in the section below on the effectiveness of the 
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Board, but at this point it seems sufficient to state that 

long-range plans have not been a successful part of the • 

Board's operation. 

At this point, another function of the Coordinating 

Board must become evident. Glenny alludes to this role in 

his list of functions, but does not consider it as being a 

distinct function. This study determined that the Coor-

dinating Board has a fifth and most vital role, or function. 

In fact, there is strong evidence to suggest that the 

function should be the first and probably the most important 

one. The function is that of communications. 

One of the most significant contributions of the 

Coordinating Board in Texas has been that of providing a 

forum for the participants. The very existence of the 

Coordinating Board has caused the institutions and the 

legislature to give another dimension of thought to their 

actions. Even though the Coordinating Board is considered 

by many as being a perpetual loser, in many instances it has 

achieved a victory of sorts by simply forcing a debate of 

the issue or by obtaining a delay. This delay contributes • 

to the democratization of the system by giving all parti-

cipants ample opportunity to enter into the decision-making 

process to make their desires known. The result has been 

that whenever a decision is made affecting one area, con-

sideration must be given to the possible effects upon all 
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other areas. In the pre-coordination period this was not 

necessarily the case. 

This communication role, or function, can be categorized 

as a four-fold process: (1) the compilation of statistics 

that relate to the operation of higher education in the 

state, (2) communication between the Coordinating Board 

and the institutions, (3) mediation of conflict between 

institutions, and (4) communication between the Coordinating 

Board and the Legislature. 

The findings of this study indicate that the Coor-

dinating Board is becoming increasingly effective in the 

2 

number and quality of the reports that it issues. The 

Board has wisely provided for a wide variety of partici-

pation in the preparation of these study reports. Of 

course, a vital aspect of this process is the validity and 

reliability of the information provided to the staff by the 

institutions as the staff reports are developed. It appears 

that the institutions see the value of cooperation in this 

process; and the state now has the benefit of an efficient 

process for gathering and analyzing data on higher education. 

There also appears to be an adequate process in the area 

of communication between the Coordinating Board and insti-

tutions. This, however, does depend upon the area in 

2 
For a complete listing of these reports, see Annual 

Report, Coordinating Board, Texas College and University 
System, Fiscal Year, 1970* 
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which communication takes place. There seems to be adequate 

dialogue in the area of program allocation and, to some 

extent, in long-range planning. Budget considerations are 

another matter. A breakdown in communication in this area 

revolves around the perceived role of the Coordinating Board. 

It is very apparent that the institutions expect the Coor-

dinating Board to be their advocate in pressing for adequate 

financing for the institutions. The Board is confronted by 

a role implied by the legislature, however, that says that 

the Coordinating Board should be concerned or responsible for 

financial efficiency of institutions. The legislature may 

also feel that the Board should be a representative of the 

legislature rather than of institutions. 

The area of mediating conflict between institutions is 

one that might be better described as an internal process. 

In earlier periods open conflict between institutions was 

not uncommon. This public bickering, particularly with 

legislators in the middle, did not enhance the influence or 

stature of institutions in the eyes of the legislature. The 

Coordinating Board now makes a forum available for handling 

the differences of opinion between institutions. This 

mediation may take the form of a letter or a phone call or 

a visit to a Coordinating Board official, who in turn relays 

the message or obtains information from the other party, 

or recommends or suggests an alternate course. The 
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mediator allows the systems to bargain or negotiate, and 

the process generally saves the institutions from taking 

public positions from which there may be no graceful avenue 

of retreat. 

One of the major needs of higher education in Texas 

is that of presenting a united front to the legislature. 

As long as each institution persists in going its own 

separate way, and in so doing presents a divided house to 

the legislature, the result will be that the legislature 

will continue to consider higher education in Texas as not 

having the maturity to make its own determinations, and will 

deal with institutions accordingly. The minutes of the 

Council of Presidents contain pleas for and recognition of 

the importance of unity within the system of higher education, 

but as noted above the institutions often immediately there-

after violate this principle of unified action. 

The major area of conflict between institutions is that 

which exists between the University of Texas System and the 

independent state universities. The rivalry is deep-seated 

and shows no real sign of improvement. There can be little 

doubt that the state universities are envious of the favored 

position that the UT System enjoys, and there is also little 

doubt that the UT System resents the encroachment of these 

institutions into the doctoral degree areas that it feels are 

its responsibility. Texas, however, has lost the opportunity 



12S 

to establish a system of higher education similar to that 

of California. It is interesting to note that a recurring 

statement in interviews was that definite action that is 

needed today should have been taken ten years ago. The 

failure to develop and enforce a role and scope for each —*• 

state institution appears at this point to have been a 

major mistake. 

A matter of interest at this point might be that of the 

solidarity of the UT System. It gives an outward impression 

of being a monolith, but there are certain areas of operation 

that cast some shadow on this concept. In some respects 

there is little advantage, with the exception of the prestige 

factor, for an institution to be in the UT System. One 

questionable area is that of there being one board of regents 

governing such a large number of campuses. There is an 

inherent problem in this type of organization in involving 

faculty and student body participation in the decision-

making process. As the UT System develops another major 

problem will be that of developing a role and scope for 

each of the components in the system. A third factor is 

that each branch campus has its independent alumni asso-

ciation which may some day press for local autonomy. A 

further consideration is that it is not necessary in Texas 

to be a part of the UT System in order to grant a doctoral 

degree. A fifth and most important factor is that the 
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main Austin campus does not share the proceeds of the 

Permanent Fund with its sister branch institutions. This 

raises some interesting questions in light of some very 

recent court decisions on the public school level. Can a 

state specifically reserve a source of income for the ex-

clusive use of an institution, or a group of institutions 

for that matter? Does the. constitutional question of the 

unequal distribution of funds apply to the colleges as well 

as the public school level? Texas A&M was successful in 

obtaining a one-third share of the proceeds of the Per-

manent Fund. Could the present members of the UT System 

therefore demand and receive their proportionate share of 

this fund? It is inconceivable that the branch campuses 

will continue long to accept any situation which in any 

manner places them in an inferior position to that of the 

Austin branch of the UT System. 

The final sub-function of the communication function 

of the Coordinating Board is that of communication with the 

legislature. This is by far the Coordinating Board's major 

shortcoming. The isolation of the reason for this lack of 

communication between these bodies is a perplexing problem. 

One point is that the legislature has not followed the 

advice of its own legislative Budget Board given in 1950, 

which was that the legislature must give the Board a 

chance to function. The legislature has been too eager to 
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3 

intervene in the decision process. 

The Coordinating Board is somposed of successful and 

knowledgeable individuals who have the intelligence and 

integrity to make unbiased and informed decisions after 

proper consideration has been given to a matter. The 

Board has demonstrated its intention and ability to gather 

the facts from all who are involved and to give all who will 

be affected by a decision a chance to express their opinions, 

This interchange of opinions is vital to the Board as it 

attempts to carry out its mandate of seeing to the develop-

ment of a system of higher education in the state that is of 

the highest quality. 

The Board, on the other hand, could improve its rapport 

with the members of the legislature by developing and 

cultivating an effective line of communication. The Coor-

dinating Board is at a distinct disadvantage in the state 

political arena due to the fact that it has no real source 

of support for its actions. A college or university can 

mobilize students, faculty, alumni, and other support groups 

as a source of influence to back up its demands. The 

Coordinating Board has none of these support elements, and 
must therefore build its own type of power base. The 

3 

A letter from Glenny to State Senator Walter Richter 
pointed out that it was the willingness of the legislature 
to succumb to the power blocs of the several institutions 
that destroyed the effectiveness of the Commission. This 
same willingness may be crucial to the Coordinating Board. 
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Board has great potential in this area. If each board 

member would develop and cultivate a personal working 

relationship with his local state representative or senator, 

plus senators or representatives from neighboring districts, 

the Board would be in a much more favorable position to 

present and defend its case. In addition, a close relation-

ship with the Higher Education Committee, which is also in 

the process of establishing itself as an effective agent 

in higher education, would be a significant development. 

The private colleges and universities have demonstrated 

how effective this type of relationship can be. The private 

institutions were able to push legislation which provided 

some state aid to private institutions even though the 

study showed that there was overwhelming opposition to this 

aid on the part of the state universities. This occurred 

because the state universities were unable to form an 

effective opposition to this aid; and it also appears that 

the public sector underestimated the ability of the private 

universities to develop a political expertise. 

It is very evident that the Coordinating Board cannot 

compete with the legislature nor the institutions in a public 

confrontation. Realistically speaking, the Board has won 

none of the public confrontations in which it has been in-

volved, although the Board has been effective in obtaining 

a few stalemates. This suggests, therefore, that to compete, 
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the Board must develop an informal legislative power base; 

and wisdom dictates that at least for the time being, it 

must function within this informal structure. 

The major point to be considered is that the Coordinating 

Board must function in a political arena; so it must there-

fore determine the manner in which it can operate most 

effectively. It should then exercise caution and not attempt 

to compete in an arena in which it must operate at a pre-

determined disadvantage. 

To summarize this section on the role of the Coor-

dinating Board, this agency in Texas does attempt to function 

in the four roles defined by Glenny, but the study demon-

strates that the Board has a fifth and most vital role in 

its operation. That role can be defined as one of com-

munication. The functions of coordinating boards should 

therefore be identified as being 

1. Communication, 

2. Long-range Planning, 

3. Program Allocation, 

4. Budget, General Appropriations, 

5. Budget, Capital Outlay. 

A second general area of concern in this study was that 

of the issues that have affected Board operation, and the 

effect of influentials on the decision-making process. The 

study indicates that the Coordinating Board has had various 
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types of issues with which to deal. Basically, the issues 

that have developed would probably be considered as being 

typical of this type of board. The resolving of the 

issues becomes the most significant point. 

The major question for the Board became that of the 

Board determining its authority level, implying differ-

entiation between the concepts of coordination and control. 

The Board discovered that even though it was created to 

represent the highest authority in higher education, there 

were areas where it did not apply. The legislature dem-

onstrated that it represented the highest authority when 

a college wished to change its status to a university. The 

legislature also maintained its authority in all financial 

areas. General appropriations and capital outlay were not 

an area under strong Board control, and the formula system 

represented a good effort, but was only binding if con-

venient. This leaves the Coordinating Board with only two 

areas in which to exert real authority. These areas are 

long-range planning and program allocations. Of these two, 

events showed that only in program allocations could 

the Coordinating Board exert some authority; and this area 

gives evidence of compromise. 

In the study the participants indicated that the Board 

was effective in long-range planning. However, the record 

shows that the Board had problems in this area. The Board-
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proposed master plan is a case in point. This plan made 

specific provisions for the development of higher education 

in the state in all areas, with the possible exception of 

vocational-technical education in junior colleges. The 

plan made definite provisions for the creation and expansion 

of several colleges. It can be noted that'that) this plan 

has been implemented, but in a significantly different 

fashion from that advocated by the Board. The simple fact 

is that the University of Texas System implemented the 

expansion portion of the plan as it related to upper-level 

institutions. This implementation therefore ignored the 

Board's recommendation that these newly created institutions 

be independent. As a board member noted, it may be best 

that the UT System control these institutions, but the 

point is that the implementation of the master plan by the 

UT System does not reflect the fulfillment of the Board's 

proposed plan. Some of the most intense issues were those 

that arose over the establishment of new institutions. The 

UT Dallas campus resulted in one of the most intense of all 

of these issues. 

The Board's master proposal was challenged in another 

area, but there were different results. In the proposed 

blueprint the Board recommended fifty-three junior college 

regions in the state. The issue was taken to the Attorney 

General and the result was that the authority of the Board 
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in this area was affirmed. 

Another type of issue was the question of the authority 

of the Board in setting enrollment limits at state insti-

tutions. An Attorney General's opinion again was the 

avenue pursued in order to settle the issue. The University 

of Texas successfully retained the right to control its ^ 

enrollment limits. 

As noted in the findings section of this study, other 

issues surfaced periodically. Many of them resulted in a 

compromise or possibly a delay in the decision until a later 

date. The matter of settling for a compromise or a delay 

might be considered a sign of weakness,or even a defeat 

for the Board. However, the passage of time may possibly 

indicate that these compromises actually resulted in the 

Board winning its point. 

The matter of coping with issues leads to a consideration 

of the influentials in the decision-making process. The 

legislature controls higher education in Texas. This control 

was constant during the period of the Commission and con-

tinues at the present time. This control signifies a 

disregard of the strong recommendation of the Legislative 

Council report which stated strongly that in order for a 

coordinating board to function effectively, the legislature 

must give it a chance to operate. This has not been the 

case. Institutions have continually used legislators' to 

press for their concerns. The legislature through its 
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log-rolling tactics proceeded to grant institutional needs 

regardless of the recommendation, if indeed one was sought, 

of the old Commission or of the Coordinating Board. An 

institutional threat to go to the legislature has been a 

most effective means of intimidation of the Board. The 

legislature authorized all state institutions to change 

their name to state universities. The Commission pub-

lication in 1963, Public Higher Education in Texas-1961-71, 

was almost prophetic in nature. Included in this report is 

a lengthy description of a university. At that time the 

report classified only six institutions in the state as 

being universities. Less than ten years later, through 

legislative action, each four-year public institution in 

the state has been designated a university. 

In the realm of financing education, the legislature, 

through its budget board, was identified by respondents as 

being most influential. No other influential, including 

the Coordinating Board, came close. The right of the leg-

islature to exercise ultimate control of any branch of state 

functioning is an accepted principle of government. However, 

the legislature specifically charged the Coordinating Board 

to "devise, establish, periodically review, and revise 

formulas" for appropriations. The Board, by utilizing 

recommendations made by the institutions, established this 

mandated formula system, but as the Council of Presidents 

noted in its minutes, "The Legislative Budget Board has 
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abandoned the formula and is not distributing the money on 

the basis of need."^" The institutions therefore are left 

with no alternative but to resort to procedures to secure 

funds which lead tp renewed or more vigorous institutional 

conflict. 

A major surprise in the study was the low rating given 

by respondents to the influence of the governor's office 

in the decision process. In all functional areas the 

governor's office did not rank in the groups of the top 

five influentials. The Coordinating Board members saw the 

Governor's Budget Board as an influence in General Appro-

priations, but the state college presidents did not agree. 

Obviously the governor's primary influence base rests with 

the item veto, which is used frequently. The threat of a 

veto often will result in an item being removed from con-

sideration; however, if it is not removed, the governor can 

selectively eliminate any item which he deems objectionable. 

Again it should be noted that the power of the veto was 

manifested during the past legislative session, with 

Governor Smith vetoing all funds for higher education for 

the second year of the biennium. Whether the power of the 

governor varies with the influence of a particular governor 

is a pertinent question.^ 

"̂Cf. ante, p. 109. 

^For further comments on the influence of the governor's 
office in Texas, see Clifton McClesky, The Goverment and 
Politics of Texas, 3rd edition, (Boston, 1969), p. 200. 
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Ranking influentials in higher education in relation 

to the legislature becomes an interesting process. Basically 

this study resorted to ranking organizational influentials 

rather than individual influentials. Initially the study 

considered the identification of individual influentials 

in the decision-making process. The delicate political 

conditions in the state became so volatile during the 

period of the study that an identification of individual 

influentials was not actively pursued. However, it is very 

apparent that these influentials do exist and play a sig-

nificant role in the decision-making process. One approach 

to identifying individual influentials would be that of 

studying the leadership of the various influential organ-

izations in the state. The leaders of each of the recognized 

organizations would certainly be regarded in most instances 

as being individual influentials. . It must be remembered 

however that the term leader should not necessarily mean 

the officers of that particular organization; instead, it 

should refer to those who actually determine directions for 

decisions. 

An additional surprise in the findings is the apparent 

decrease in influence of the Council of Presidents. This 

group was consistently ranked among the least influential 

in the system of higher education. Considering the 

contributions of this council during the initial stages 
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of the development of coordinating agencies in the state, 

this decrease in influence is somewhat difficult to explain. 

One explanation offered was that of the conflict of interest 

within the organization. This conflict is exemplified by 

the exhortation to unity contained in the Council minutes, 

which is negated as the institutions immediately thereafter 

pursue their individual interests. The Association of 

Colleges and Universities also is an organization that 

contains and represents all micro-systems in higher education, 

so it also must take a general approach to the problems of 

higher education. 

The independent colleges and universities represent 

an example of a different approach. While maintaining 

membership in ACUT, they found it to their definite ad-

vantage, and very effective, to band closely together to 

promote the specific needs of their micro-system. The 

question therefore arises as to whether an organization, 

such as the Council of Presidents, can be effective as long 

as there is a basic conflict of interest within the 

organization. 

The matter of interest groups separating to promote 

their own cause seems to be a trend in other educational 

levels in Texas at the present time. The Texas State 

Teachers Association gives strong indication that Classroom 

Teachers are now in the process of becoming relatively 



140 

independent of the parent organization and, that other elements 

of the TSTA are considering a similar course of action. 

This means employing an executive secretary, among other 

actions. An extension of this trend into higher education 

could see the junior colleges, independent colleges and 

universities, and the state universities begin to more 

actively promote their separate concerns. A distinct 

cleavage in the system of higher education, with these groups 

utilizing executive secretaries to promote their cause, 

could have a definite impact upon the decision-making pro-

cess in the state. 

A final note concerning influentials is the role 

played by taxpayer groups in the decision process. In times 

past these groups have functioned in a manner that might 

be described as being behind the scenes. There are now 

strong indications that the taxpayer groups are on the verge 

of open, active influence upon the state process. If this 

trend should continue to develop, this would represent an 

additional change in the influence structure in the decision 

process. 

The over-all findings of the study of the operation of 

the Coordinating Board strongly indicate a very definite 

point. The point is that there is no well-defined direction 

for higher education in the state. This lack of direction 

has therefore perpetuated a drift condition which continually 
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results in action on the part of the institutions and the 

legislature that reflect only the concerns of the immediate 

moment. It will continue to be very difficult for the 

state to establish an effective and efficient system of 

higher education as long as the present approach to the 

problems of the state continues. This leads to certain 

implications which have evolved as a result of this study. 

Some of these implications will now be considered. 

Implications 

In order for a process of coordination for higher 

education to be effective, it must have certain basic goals 

and objectives that are to be attained. Without them, 

there can be no basis for accountability. The goals and 

objectives should be defined by a comprehensive state-

wide master plan. The lack of a comprehensive plan that 

is accepted by all participants appears to be the major 

weakness in the system of higher education in the state. 

It seems apparent from the study that there could 

be established at the next legislative session, a Higher 

Education Policy Commission. The basic purpose of the 

commission would be that of developing a master plan for 

the state system of higher education. This commission is 

appropriate for the following reasons: (l) several problems 

and issues relating to higher education in the state have 

become too complex for solution by the Coordinating Board, 
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(2) the commission would provide for a wide degree of par-

ticipation in the decision-making process and would further 

open and democratize the system, and (3) the present plan 

developed by the Coordinating Board is obsolete. 

A first impression might be that this would simply be 

the creation of a commission that would be a duplication of 

the role of the Coordinating Board. However, the commission 

would be convened for the specific purpose of considering 

only major problems, the goals, that affect the entire 

system of higher education in the state. There are pre-

cedents for this approach that have been used by the state 

in times past. The precedents are the commission that 

recommended the creation of the Texas Commission on Higher 

Education and the Governor's Committee for Education Beyond 

the High School. These two commissions were spaced by 

a ten-year interval. The state is now approaching a third 

ten-year period, which seems to be a reasonable planning 

period. A significant point is that these temporary 

commissions were authorized with a basic purpose in mind 

and a specific problem to solve. This Higher Education 

Policy Commission could operate in the same manner and 

be assigned a specific problem by the legislature, and 

would in turn make recommendations to this body and to 

the Coordinating Board for appropriate action. These 

recommendations would then represent the goal structure 

from which the Coordinating Board would determine its 
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objectives. 

As noted above, the basic responsibility of this 

Higher Education Policy Commission would be the development 

of a comprehensive master plan for higher education in the 

state during the coming decade. The establishment of this 

Policy Commission should not be considered as a reflection 

on the Coordinating Board. It means that periodically, the 

state should evaluate the accomplishments of the past, 

then establish new goals based upon this evaluation plus 

the needs assessment for the future. The appointment of 

this commission also recognizes that some issues are of 

such magnitude that it is unfair and unrealistic to expect 

the Board to make decisions with such far-reaching impli-

cations. An example of such an issue is that of the 

provision of state aid to private institutions, which in-

volves some very fundamental principles of American 

democracy. The concept of the separation of church and 

state has been an intense issue on the national level for 

years. Therefore, a complete cross-section of beliefs and 

considerations should be determined before arriving at 

such a decision. 

Five major question areas can be identified for 

possible consideration as the Commission might proceed to 

develop a state-wide master plan. These areas are iden-

tified below. 
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1. What is the relationship of the governing-
coordinating systems to the Coordinating Board 
in the system of higher education? 

This question is no nearer solution than it was 

when it was posed by the Legislative Council twenty years 

ago. In fact, it has now become more complex. The UT 

System has expanded significantly during the past five 

years and presently functions as a full-fledged coor-

dinating system in its own right. It is possible that a 

realignment is in order and that the Coordinating Board 

should be responsible for coordination between the state 

universities and the junior college systems, while the 

UT System should be responsible for developing and coor-

dinating its components. The UT System has demonstrated 

its ability and probably its desire to operate on an 

independent basis. If this is a desirable course, then 

both the University System and the Coordinating Board need 

to know where the UT System stands. 

When determining the status of the governing-coor-

dinating systems, the Texas A&M System and the State Senior 

College System should also be related to the master plan. 

The Texas A&M System shows little indication of expansion 

from the standpoint of the establishment of new campuses, 

and the Senior College System appears to be rapidly fading 

from existence, but their roles do need to be established. 

Another consideration might be the extension of the 
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federation concept such as that which exists between the 

North Texas State University, East Texas State University, 

and Texas Woman's University, to cover all areas of the 

state. This concept shows significant promise, and may 

be the answer to the problem of a university attempting to 

establish programs in all scholastic areas. The federation 

concept represents a cooperative effort among colleges 

that should have been practiced by the universities from 

the very beginning of higher education in the state. 

2. What is the role and scope of the junior colleges 
in the system of higher education in the state? 

The Coordinating Board has successfully established 

fifty-three junior college regions in the state. However, 

there is a reluctance at the present time in many areas of 

these regions to establish junior college districts, due 

to the fact there is a state university nearby. The tax-

payer has refused to vote bonds for buildings for a two-year 

college because the state will pay for buildings for the 

first two years at state universities. This dilemma has 

resulted in retardation of the junior college movement in 

the state. If recent court decisions relating to the 

distribution of local property tax funds are applied to 

the junior college level, then the state must take immediate 

steps to restructure the entire junior college support 

syst em. 
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The reluctance to establish new junior college districts 

has contributed to some error in junior college enrollment 

projections in the state, but it is significant to note 

that areas that have developed junior college districts 

have caused a significant change in the lower division 

enrollments of neighboring universities. The Dallas-

Fort Worth area is a good example of this trend. The 

major question in this category is to what extent should 

the junior colleges be given the responsibility for 

providing for lower division programs in the state. 

3. What is to be the place of vocational-technical 
education in the system of higher education? 

Vocational-technical education has now been recognized 

as a significant need in the state. However, there is an 

element of indecision in developing this program for 

higher education. The secondary schools in the state are 

now in the process of giving increased emphasis toward 

the development of comprehensive vocational-technical 

programs. The present vocational-technical programs are 

controlled by the State Board of Education which also 

functions as the State Board of Vocational Education. This 

means that the junior colleges are responsible to the 

Coordinating Board for academic programs and to the State 

Board of Education for vocational programs. To provide 

for communication, however, three members of the Coordinating 

Board serve on a new State Advisory Board for Vocational-

Technical Education. The Texas State Technical Institute 
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also has not been assigned a definite position in the 

system of higher education. In the beginning this program 

was governed by the Texas A&M System, but it is now removed 

from this system and it is presently regulated by a separate 

governing board. This indicates that there is no clear 

direction for vocational-technical education in the state. 

If a major emphasis of the state is to be in this area 

during the next five years, some definite conclusions must 

be reached as to its overall scope during the next session 

of the Legislature. 

4« What is the role and scope of private higher 
education in the state and how will the state 
approach the challenge of the need of private 
institutions for increased financial support? 

The financial plight of private institutions of higher 

education is a established fact. The private colleges have 

provided a real service to the state since the early days 

of the republic and represent the first effort toward the 

provision of higher education for the state. This study 

indicates that state aid of some type will be crucial in 

the immediate years to come. The question is more complex 

than that of the provision of funds, however. A vital 

question is that o± the degree of state control that is 

required in order to establish or maintain standards. The 

private institutions must also determine the amount of state 

control that they can accommodate and still retain a sig-

nificant degree of individuality and autonomy. 
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5. How is Texas going to establish and maintain 
adequate .financing in the state and how is it 
going to establish an equitable procedure for 
dispensing these funds to institutions for 
general operations and for capital outlay? 

This question ranges across the entire spectrum of 

higher education in the state, and the solution of the 

other four questions depends upon solution of this one. 

As the study indicates, the present formula system is 

not satisfactory, or is not being satisfactorily imple-

mented. Therefore, steps must be taken to remedy the 

problem. The method of financing and developing capital 

outlay programs is also a haphazard process. The UT System 

and the A&M System have their Permanent Fund resources to 

provide funds for building programs. In addition, the UT 

System and Texas Tech have the Higher Education Facilities 

Bond Program. The other institutions were not granted this 

expanded means of providing for their building needs. The 

major point here is that uniform procedures should be 

developed for the provision of building needs, and the legis-

lature should not continually revert to selective legislation 

for each individual institutional building program. 

The matter of providing funds for general operation and 

for the junior colleges is also a relevant question. The 

Texas Research League's study in this area would provide 

an excellent basis for consideration of this problem. Can 

the state expect the development of a comprehensive junior 

college system as long as local junior college districts 
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have to bond themselves for their building programs while 

at the same time state colleges receive their building 

funds from state sources? Also, in light of recent court 

decisions, must the state develop other means of financing 

all aspects of junior college programs? 

The solution to the above questions must be found if 

the state of Texas is to reach the degree of excellence 

for which it is striving. The Coordinating Board may be 

able gradually to bring about a solution to each of these 

questions if given a decade, or two. However, the state 

cannot afford a delay for this length of time. Two decades 

have now passed since the Legislative Council completed 

its study on coordination and a half a century has lapsed 

since the first study recommended a system of coordination 

for higher education in the state. 

The establishment of a comprehensive master plan is 

essential for the system of higher education in the state. 

Until it is established and accepted by all participants, 

the Coordinating Board will be forced to continue to 

struggle in each decision area. The resulting delay can 

only be detrimental to Texas in achieving "excellence for 

college education of its youth through the efficient and 

effective utilization and concentration of all available 

resources and the elimination of costly duplication in 

program offerings, faculties, and physical plants." 



APPENDIX 

The Appendix is composed of examples of the two 

questionnaires that were utilized in the study. Appendix A 

is the instrument that was distributed to the presidents of 

both public and private four-year institutions. 

Appendix B is the instrument.that was distributed to 

each individual who had served a period of time as a 

member of the Coordinating Board, Texas College and 

University System. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE (Appendix A) 

IN MOST INSTANCES, ONLY A C ) IS REQUIRED. IF 
TWO OR MORE CHECKS SEEM APPROPRIATE, PLEASE 
CHECK ALL OF THEM. 

1. How long have you served in your present position? 

2. What colleges have you attended? 

Jr. College 
Private College 
State College 
Graduate School 

"3. At what colleges have you taught? 

Jr. College 
Private College 
State College _ 
Graduate School 

4. At what colleges have you served as an administrator? 

Jr. College 
Private College 
State College 
Graduate School 

5. Does the Coordinating Board function in the role that 
you feel coordinating boards should function? 
Yes Generally No 

6. Does the Coordinating Board provide your institution 
with adequate data about its programs, findings, or 
pro jects? 
Yes Generally Inadequate 

7- Has the Coordinating Board been of value in helping to 
improve the quality of higher education in the state? 
Definite value Some value Little value 

$. Is the Coordinating Board responsive to the individual 
problems in your institution? 
Yes Generally No 
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9. In your opinion, what is the most important reason for 
a state coordinating board? 

To coordinate long-range planning for colleges 
To increase the financial efficiency of colleges 
To control the duplication of programs 
To control the creation of new colleges • 
(Other) 

10. In what areas has the Coordinating Board been most 
effective? 

Long-range planning 
Budget, general appropriations 
Budget, capital outlay 
Program allocations 
Creation of new colleges 
(Other) 

Comments: 

11. In what areas has the Coordinating Board been least 
effective? 

_Long-range planning 
[Budget, general appropriations 
[Budget, capital outlay 
[Program allocations 
[Creation of new colleges 
"(Other) 

Comments: 

12. In your opinion, are institutions successful in bypassing 
the Coordinating Board by going to the legislature about: 

_Long-range planning 
[Budget, general appropriations 
[Budget, capital outlay 
[Program allocations 
[Creation of new colleges 
"(Other) 

Comments: 
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13• Does the Coordinating Board need more authority in 
any of the above categories? No Yes, in 
categories 

14• Should the Coordinating Board "exercise" more"authority 
in any of the above categories? No Yes, in 
categories 

15• Has your institution felt it necessary to bypass the 
Coordinating Board and go directly to the legislature 
to obtain a project of any type? No If yes, 
type of issue 

16. Was this attempt to bypass the Coordinating Board 
successful? Yes Partially No 

17. Have you been actively involved in gubernatorial 
campaigns? Yes No 

1&. Have you been actively involved in state legislative 
campaigns? Yes No 

19• Do you contact legislators about your institutional 
programs and problems? 
Regularly Seldom Never 

20. Do you contact the Governor's office about your 
institutional programs and problems? 
Regularly Seldom Never 

21. Do you contact individual members of the Coordinating 
Board about institutional programs and problems? 
Regularly Seldom Never 

22. In your opinion, should the Coordinating Board members 
lobby the legislature in an attempt to influence 
policies in higher education? 
Yes No 

Comments: 

23. In your opinion, should the Coordinating Board staff 
lobby the legislature in an attempt to influence 
policies in higher education? 
Yes No 

Comments: 
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24. In your opinion, does the existence of separate 
governing-coordinating systems (UT, A&M, State 
College) hinder the functioning of the Coordinating 
Board? Yes No Is beneficial 

25. Has the Coordinating Board been effective in mediating 
conflict between various institutions or systems? 
Very effective Effective Ineffective 

26. On what type of issue is a conflict most likely to 
occur between coordinating systems? 

Long-range planning 
Program allocations 
Budget, general appropriations 
Budget, capital outlay 
Creation of new colleges 
(Other) 

Comments: 

27. In your opinion, does this conflict threaten the 
continued existence of the Coordinating Board? 
Yes No 

Comments: 

23. Do you foresee a trend toward a separate governing 
board for each individual campus in the state? 
Yes No Not soon 

Comments: 

29. In your opinion, what constitutes the source of the 
maximum leverage the Coordinating Board can exert 
to implement its decisions? 

The formula system 
Control of federal programs 
Political ties with the governor 

. Political ties with the legislature 
Competition between systems 
(Other) 

Comments: 
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Do you feel that state aid in some fashion is crucial 
to the survival of private education? Yes No 

Can pluralism be preserved in higher education if 
private education receives state aid? 
Yes No Doubtful 

Do you oppose the provision of state funds for private 
institutions? Yes No 

Comments: 

33• Below you will find a listing of groups who might exert 
influence on specific areas relating to higher education, 
Would you please rank these groups as to the two most 
influential and the two least influential in the policy 
areas shown below? (Place the number of the appropriate 
group in the space provided under each area.) 

1. Legislative Budget Board B. 
2. Legislative Committees 9. 
3. Floor of the Legislature 10. 
4« Governor's Budget Board 11. 
5. Governor and Staff 12. 
6. U.T. Board of Regents 13. 
7« State College Boards 14. 

Council of College Presidents 
Assn. of State Colleges 
Coordinating Board 
Coordinating Board Staff 
Chambers of Commerce 
Texas Research League 
Other 

A. GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS 

Most influential 

Least influential 

C. 

B. CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Most influential 

Least influential 

CREATION OF NEW 
COLLEGES 

Most influential 

Least influential 

D. ADDITION OR DELETION 
OF PROGRAMS 

Most influential 

Least influential 

Thank you for your consideration and interest 
in completing this questionnaire. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE (Appendix B) 

IN MOST INSTANCES, ONLY A (V) IS REQUIRED, IF 
TWO OR MORE CHECKS SEEM APPROPRIATE. PLEASE 
CHECK ALL OF THEM. 

1. Date appointed to the Coordinating Board. 

2. What college(s) have you attended? 

Jr. College 
Senior College 
Professional School 
Graduate School 

3. Have you served on a public school board of trustees? 
Yes No Dates 

4. Have you served on a college or university board of regents? 
Yes No If yes, dates 
Institutions 

5. Have you served on a college or university advisory board? 
Yes No If yes, dates 
Institutions 

6.. Have you served on appointive governmental boards, 
commissions, or courts? Yes No If yes, 

Local body 
State body 
National body 

7. Have you ever been a candidate for an elective office? 
Yes No If yes, type of office 

8. What public elective offices have you held? 

City 
County 
State 
National 

9. What type of party office(s) have you held? 

Precinct 
County 
State 
National 
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10. In your opinion, what is the most important reason for 
a state coordinating board? 

To coordinate long-range planning for colleges 
To increase the financial efficiency of colleges 
To control the duplication of programs 
To control the creation of new colleges 
(Other) 

11. In what areas has the Coordinating Board been most 
effective? 

Long-range planning 
Budget, general appropriations 
Budget, capital outlay 
Program allocations 
Creation of new colleges 
(Other) 

Comments: 

12. In what areas has the Coordinating Board been least 
effective? 

Long-range planning 
Budget, general appropriations 
Budget, capital outlay 
Program allocations 
Creation of new colleges' 
(Other) 

Comments: 

13. In your opinion, are institutions successful in bypassing 
the Coordinating Board by going to the legislature about: 

Long-range planning 
Budget, general appropriations 
Budget, capital outlay 
Program allocations 
Creation of new colleges 
(Other) 

Comments: 
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14. Does the Coordinating Board need more authority in any 
of the above categories? No Yes, In categories 

15. Should the Coordinating Board "exercise" more authority 
in any of the above categories? No Yes, in 
categories 

16. In your opinion, has the Coordinating Board been 
effective in helping to improve the quality of higher 
education in the state? Very effective 
Effective Ineffective 

17. Have you been actively involved in gubernatorial 
campaigns? Yes No 

IS. Have you been actively involved in state legislative 
campaigns? Yes No 

19. Are you as an individual member of the Coordinating 
Board contacted by legislators on matters relating to 
specific issues in higher education? Regularly 
Only on issues relating to institutions in his 
district Seldom Never 

20. Have you as an individual member of the Coordinating 
Board contacted legislators on issues relating to 
higher education? Regularly Seldom Never 

21. In your opinion, should Coordinating Board members 
lobby for their recommendations? Yes No 
On certain issues 

Comments: 

22. In your opinion, should the Coordinating Board staff 
lobby for their recommendations? Yes No 
On certain issues 

Comments: 

23. Does the Governor, or member of the Governor's staff 
communicate with you concerning issues in higher 
education? Regularly Only on certain issues 
Never 
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24.. In your opinion, should the Coordinating Board members 
lobby the Governor and/or the Governor's Budget 
Board in an attempt to influence policies in higher 
education? Yes No 

Comments: 

25. Are you contacted by individual college officials 
concerning issues in higher education? Regularly 
Only on issues specifically affecting their respective 
institution Never 

26. If you are contacted about a specific institutional 
matter, is the contact made by (a) administrators 
(b) alumni (c) regents (d) other 

27. If these contacts were made with you, should they have 
been directed to the Coordinating Board staff instead? 
Yes No 

2S. What type of issue is most likely to cause college 
representatives to contact you? 

General budgeting 
Institutional planning 
Additional buildings 
New programs 
Creation of new colleges 

29. Does the Coordinating Board staff provide you with 
adequate information which relates to current issues in 
higher education on which you must arrive at a decision? 
Very adequate Acceptable Inadequate at times 

30. Does the committee process utilized by the Board provide 
this information? Very adequate Acceptable 
Inadequate at times 

31. Do you foresee a trend toward a separate governing 
board for each individual campus in the state? Yes 
No Not soon 

Comments: 

32. Do you feel that state aid in some fashion is crucial 
to the survival of private institutions? Yes 
No 
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33. --Can pluralism be preserved in Texas higher education if 
private education receives state aid? Yes No 
Doubtful 

Comments: 

34. Have you been contacted by officials of independent 
colleges on an informal basis concerning the problems 
of private higher education? Regularly 
At times Never . 

35. In your opinion, does the existence of separate 
., governing-coordinating systems (UT, A&M, and State 

College) hinder the functioning of the Coordinating 
Board? Yes No effect Is beneficial 

36. On what type of issue is a conflict most likely to 
occur between coordinating systems? 

Long-range planning 
Program allocations 
Budget, general appropriations 
Budget, capital out-lay 
Creation of new colleges 
(Other) 

Comments: 

37' In your opinion, how does this conflict effect the 
Coordinating Board? 

No apparent effect. 
It strenghtens the Board. 
It weakens the Board. 
It will bring an end to the Board. 

3$. Does the existence of two constitutionally designated 
funds (Permanent and Ad Valorem Tax) complicate 
coordinating efforts in the state? Yes No 

Comments: 

39. Does the delegation of the responsibility for federal 
programs strengthen the bargaining position of the 
Coordinating Board in its dealings with institutions? 
Yes No No effect 
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40. Below you will find a listing of groups who might exert 
influence on specific areas relating to higher education, 
Would you please rank these groups as to the two most 
influential and the two least influential in the policy 
areas shown below. (Place the number of the appropriate 
group in the space provided under each area.) 

1. Legislative Budget Board S. 
2. Legislative Committees 9. 
3. Floor of Legislature 10. 
4. Governor's Budget Board -11. 
5. Governor and Staff 12. 
6. U.T. Board of Regents 13. 
V. State College Boards 14* 

Council of College Presidents 
Assn. of State Colleges 
Coordinating Board 
Coordinating Board Staff 
Chambers of Commerce 
Texas Research League 
Other 

A. GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS 

Most influential 

Least influential 

B. CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Most influential 

Least influential 

CREATION OF NEW 
COLLEGES 

Most influential 

Least influential 

D. ADDITION OR DELETION 
OF PROGRAMS 

Most influential 

Least influential 

Thank you for your consideration and interest 
in completing this questionnaire. 
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