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The problem with which this study is concerned is that 

of the influence of local- and state-level external forces 

on the actions of the Texas legislature with respect to 

financing public higher education at senior institutions 

in Texas during the period from 1965 through 1983 as per-

ceived by high ranking academic administrators. The 

specially designed survey instrument elicited respondents' 

perceptions of the degree of influence of specified local— 

and state-level external forces on institutional funding 

and the amount and usefulness of contacts made by respon-

dents with such forces in an effort to exert influence for 

the purpose of increasing state funding for their institu-

tions . 

The population of the study includes the chief execu-

tive officers and chief financial officers of the thirty-one 

Texas public senior educational institutions plus the four 

chief executive officers of Texas senior educational systems. 

Forty-two ( 72.4 per cent) usable questionnaires were returned. 



Since the survey included fifteen local-level and 

seventeen state—level external forces on which data were 

gathered and treated for statistical significance/ the data 

findings are too numerous to detail in a limited abstract. 

It is concluded, however, that the roles of certain local— 

and state-level external forces are very important to 

funding issues for Texas public senior colleges and univer-

sities. Of particular importance are the roles of the 

Legislative Budget Board and the institutions' state 

senators and representatives. Although the power of the 

Texas governor is limited in this aspect, the governor's 

influence on academic funding can be substantial through 

appointive power and party leadership. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Education is and always has been one of the most vital 

functions of a state's government. Since the earliest days 

in Texas, schools and institutions of higher learning have 

been viewed as among its most important organizations because 

of their potential contribution to the well-being and 

progress of the people. Education has become the largest 

and, perhaps, the most important function of state govern-

ment (2 5 , p. 1) . 

For the period from 1965 through 1983, there was wide-

spread evidence of the growth of higher education in Texas. 

The subject of higher education is covered in numerous 

articles and research studies, and the dynamics of local and 

state educational policy-making is studied by examining the 

major policy issue—financing higher education. This issue 

was a major political and educational problem at local and 

state levels during 1965-1983, and it generated some of the 

most heated conflicts among the major groups who are involved 

in higher education. 

Both local and state forces play a very important role 

in the success of public higher education institutions since 

they are responsible, in effect, for supporting these 



institutions. Among other things, some government agencies 

have full legal authority over and responsibility for such 

institutions; they exercise power and influence under the 

Capital dome in Austin to gain support for their positions 

from the legislators. Under the financial strain of the 

period, administrators of public universities were forced to 

reconsider the basic purposes that a university should serve 

(2, p. 79). 

From a study and analyses of university administrators' 

perceptions of the factors that affect funding for institu-

tions of public higher education, it is hoped that a deter-

mination can be made and greater understanding can be reached 

regarding those who are involved in determining the policy 

issues that surround such funding. Such a study could also 

determine to what degree these forces are involved in the 

policy-making process and are able to influence the percep-

tions of administrators. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem with which this study is concerned is the 

influence of external forces on the actions of the Texas 

legislature in regard to financing public higher education 

at senior institutions of higher education in Texas during 

the period from 1965 through 1983. 



Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study are as follows: 

1. To determine the perceptions of administrators in 

Texas public senior institutions of higher education regard-

ing the degree of influence exerted by external local- and 

state-level forces on the funding policies for public higher 

education in Texas from 1965 through 1983. 

2. To determine the perceptions of administrators in 

Texas public senior institutions of higher education regard-

ing which people or agencies exercised the greatest influence 

on funding policies for public higher education in Texas 

from 1965 through 1983. 

3. To determine if there are significant differences 

among the perceptions of groups of administrators in Texas 

public senior institutions of higher education regarding the 

funding policies for public higher education in Texas from 

1965 through 1983. 

4. To determine the types of contacts which took 

place between administrators of Texas public senior institu-

tions of higher education and individuals or agencies who 

could be considered to represent an external force in regard 

to funding for public higher education in Texas from 1965 

through 19 83 and the degree of influence of these contacts. 



Research Questions 

Based on the stated problem and purposes, the following 

research questions guide this study. 

1. Are there significant differences among the percep-

tions of the groups of administrators regarding the degree 

of influence that was exerted by local-level external forces 

on the funding policies for public higher education from 1965 

through 1983? 

2. Are there significant differences among the percep-

tions of the groups of administrators regarding the degree of 

influence that was exerted by state-level external forces on 

the funding policies for public higher education from 1965 

through 1983? 

3. Are there significant differences among the percep-

tions of the groups of administrators regarding the types and 

degree of influence of contacts made by administrators with 

individuals or agencies who represent external forces that 

influenced funding policies for public higher education from 

1965 through 1983? 

4. Are there significant differences among the percep-

tions of the groups of administrators regarding the positive 

or negative effect of these contacts between administrators 

and individuals or agencies who represent external forces on 

funding policies for public higher education from 1965 through 

1983? 



Background and Significance of the Study 

In order to establish significance for this study, the 

background of two separate areas must be examined. First, 

legislative funding for public higher education is discussed; 

second, external forces are defined and discussed as they 

relate to legislative funding for public higher education. 

Legislative Funding for Higher Education 

At a time when funding for higher education in many 

states is being reduced or remaining stable, the healthy 

Texas economy enabled the Sixty-Seventh Legislature to 

appropriate a substantial increase in funding for Texas public 

colleges and universities for the 1982-1983 biennium. In 

demonstrating its commitment to strengthening the state's 

educational resources, the legislature appropriated a 37.3 per 

cent increase in funding for all agencies of higher education— 

the greatest in six years (3, p. 1), State appropriations were 

also higher for the 1980-19 81 biennium by 19.3 per cent over 

the previous two years (4, p. 2). 

As observed by Millett, who is a former public univer-

sity president and chief executive officer of a state 

coordinating board, state budgeting for public higher educa-

tion is concerned with two interrelated objectives. 

The first objective is to provide the various state-
assisted colleges and universities with state tax 
appropriations and with student fee income adequate to 
meet their basic operating needs. The second objective 
is to achieve equity or fairness in the distribution of 
this available income among the various state-assisted 



colleges and universities. Unless state budgeting meets 
these two objectives, it has failed to accomplish its 
purpose (16, p. 86). 

The competition for funding is a critically important 

area of concern to college and university administrators in 

Texas. This concern is reflected in the need to defend pro-

posed budget increases and to argue against budgetary reduc-

tions. Interrelations among Texas' public institutions of 

higher education are vitally affected by funding considera-

tions . 

A report entitled "The Texas Postsecondary Education 

Outlook, 1980-1985" states that "higher education as a whole 

has done an excellent job of managing the scarce resources 

available to it" (27, p. 132). The report predicts that the 

competition for available funds can only increase, not decline. 

Although there are studies and reports on the process of 

funding Texas' public colleges and universities, none has been 

found that specifically address the role of external forces on 

legislative institutional funding for 1965 through 1983. 

Miller and Carter (15) discuss the funding procedures for 

Texas public higher education and examine political roles, but 

they do not attempt to determine the power and influence of 

external forces. Tolo (26) examines, in general, the environ-

ment of public funding that includes specifically student-aid 

and academic programs. 



The Influence of External Forces 
on Academic Funding 

Many terms are used in the literature to define external 

forces on legislative actions- Eulau (7) and Milbrath (14) 

call them "lobbyists." Riesman (18) prefers the term "veto 

groups." Froman (8) and Zeigler (30) use "interest groups," 

while Banfield and Wilson (1) distinguish between interest 

groups and "interest groupings." Wilson (29) and Key (12) 

refer to external forces as "pressure groups"; other terms 

used are power groups, political groups, and political 

actors. Whatever the name, the definition is the same—those 

who exert influence on the legislative process. 

In regard to the activities of these individuals, corpo-

rations, associations, firms, partnerships, committees, clubs, 

or groups of persons who voluntarily act in concert, the 

Sixty-Third Texas Legislature states, 

The legislature declares that the operation of respon-
sible democratic government requires that the fullest 
opportunity be afforded to the people to petition their 
government for the redress of grievances and to express 
freely to individual members of the legislature, to 
committees of the legislature, and to members of the 
executive branch, their opinions on legislation, on 
pending executive actions, and on current issues. To 
preserve and maintain the integrity of the legislative 
process, it is necessary that the identity, expendi-
tures, and activities of certain persons who, by direct 
communication to such officers, engage in efforts to 
persuade members of the legislative branch or executive 
branch to take specific actions be publicly and regularly 
disclosed (21, p. 36). 

Legislators may be classified, say Wahlke (28, p. 152), 

into three role orientations—facilitators, neutrals, and 
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resisters—that are only minimally behavioral because they 

deal not with actions but only with attitudes. Wahlke reasons 

that legislators can be expected to behave according to their 

role definitions, and behavioral consequences follow naturally 

from role definitions. Zeigler (31, p. 152), who supports 

Wahlke1s viewpoint, says that the extent of contact, the 

effect of contact, and the attitudes of legislators toward 

lobbyists are clearly interrelated. Furthermore, says 

Thompson (24, p. 13), community "influentials" interact with 

each other in a host of social occasions from which they come 

to know and understand one another's attitudes and positions 

on various issues; political consensus is established and, in 

many instances, trust and friendship develop. Jewell observes 

that "strong pressure groups and weak parties are said to 

appear in the same state. Conversely, weak pressure groups 

seem to accompany strong, competitive parties" (11, p. 58). 

McConnell (13, p. 1) describes the new personal and 

social values that affect educational priorities, which in 

turn affect relationships among the major constituents of the 

university. McConnell concludes that external forces will 

become more important in shaping institutions of higher learn-

ing, and that "most institutions will become campuses of 

systems, with danger to academic freedom resulting" (13, 

p. 1). He also believes that "the most unchallengeable thing 

that can be said about the present pattern of authority, 



power, and influence in American higher education is that it 

is in flux" (13, p. 1). 

Hicks (10) examines the nature and role of college and 

university presidents in relation to legislators and the 

governor. The degree of success that may be expected, 

according to Hicks, in obtaining special considerations when 

needed, and in bottling up legislation when necessary, depends 

largely on the respect that legislators have for the institu-

tional president. Hicks believes that "one or two key 

appearances during a legislative session are enough, and these 

should be rather formal, somewhat ceremonial occasions" (10, 

p. 46). 

With a belief that politics and education do mix for 

better or worse, Millett (16) contends that an educational 

institution's relationship with the governor is of critical 

importance. If an institution wants to exert influence on 

the governor or legislature, Millett believes that it should 

look for an effective interest group that could be helpful 

in presenting its viewpoint to the governor and legislature. 

A review of the literature reveals that there has been 

a considerable amount of research in the area of public 

school funding for the period from 1861 through 1982. There 

also have been studies regarding the influence of external 

forces on the establishment and development of community 

colleges (5, 6). By contrast, few studies have been done on 

the influence of external forces on funding for senior 
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colleges and universities. Wilson (29) focuses on the 

politics of funding state senior higher education in Texas. 

He discusses the historical and legal factors that effect the 

funding of higher education and the constitutional and 

statutory provisions that pertain to general appropriations 

and capital outlays for public higher education. Formula and 

non-formula items are examined as well as the sources of 

capital funds. No studies, however, have been done on the 

1965-1983 period, as is the focus of this study. 

This study is significant in that it may shed some light 

on the "state of flux" (13) of influences on higher education 

institutional funding. It may also aid institutional planners 

in making statewide institutional funding projections because 

planning for the future should be based on a comprehensive 

knowledge of the past and the present. Of most importance, 

however, is the possibility that this study may direct 

attention to the external forces that have the most influence 

over institutional funding, which are of interest and use to 

educational administrators who must cope with presenting a 

valid case for funding needs to the legislature. Millett 

predicts, 

As I look ahead at what lies in prospect for 
higher education . . . I am prepared to stand by two 
forecasts. One is that the future of higher educa-
tion policy and decision-making rests upon the 
political relationship between the higher education 
community and the political leadership of a state. 
. . . The second forecast is that the higher educa-
tion community will remain weak and divisive in its 
approach to the political power of state government 
(16, p. 141). 
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It is to the advantage of higher education administrators to 

know where to go to get the help they need to promote and 

insure the greatest possible legislative funding for their 

institutions. 

Definition of Terras 

The following terms are defined as they relate to this 

study. 

Higher education includes all education above the 

secondary-school level that is given in colleges, universi-

ties, graduate schools, professional schools, technical 

institutes, teachers' colleges, and normal schools (9, p. 282) 

Policy-making is a function of an individual or body of 

individuals who are legally endowed with the authority or to 

whom has been delegated the responsibility to establish 

policies (9, p. 428). 

Policy is the course of action that is adopted and 

pursued by a government, ruler, political party, or whoever 

has the authority and power to do so. 

Influence occurs in any social relationships in which a 

person or group, whether through personality, role, or 

prestige, produces an effect upon others that changes their 

behavior in the desired direction (.17, p. 174). 

Perception is defined as apprehension with the mind or 

the senses; an immediate or intuitive recognition, as a moral 

or esthetic quality (2 3) . 
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An academic administrator is a professional person who 

holds the position of president, vice president, dean, or 

director in a senior institution of higher education. 

The Coordinating Board, Texas College and University 

System was established on September 1, 1965. This board 

assumed from the Texas Commission on Higher Education the 

responsibility for coordinating all of the public institutions 

of higher education in Texas. 

Assumptions 

The following basic assumptions are made in relationship 

to this study. 

1. It is assumed that the respondent administrators of 

Texas public senior colleges and universities have experience 

in higher education administration and that their judgements 

are based upon their understanding and knowledge of changes 

and developments that took place during the period from 1965 

through 1983. 

2. It is assumed that the study of the influence of 

external forces as perceived by administrators is practical 

and that the analyzed collected data will indicate strengths 

and weaknesses in terms of the power which is analyzed. 

Delimitations 

This study relates only to the local and state forces 

that affect funding to public senior colleges and universities 
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(52.4 per cent) (19, p. 64), and does not include the federal 

forces which contribute between 8.1 per cent to 9.9 per cent 

(22, p. 54) of the budget. 

Limitations 

This study is limited by the population, the number of 

responses received from the population, and by the validity 

of the survey instrument. This study is limited to the time 

period following the establishment of the Texas Coordinating 

Board in 1965 (the academic years from 1965-1966 through 

1982-1983). The influences investigated are limited to 

those by local- and state-level forces that are external to 

the public senior institutions represented by the respondents 

and that impinge upon the funding for such institutions. 

Methods and Procedures for 
Data Collection 

In order to fulfill the purposes of this study, the 

data collection methods and procedures are designed to collect 

the data, which reflect the actual perceptions of the respon-

dents, and to analyze those perceptions by statistical means 

that provide reliable data. The areas covered in the follow-

ing sections are the development of the survey instrument 

and the procedures for collection and analyses of data. 

Development of the Survey Instrument 

In order to produce a survey instrument that would serve 

the purposes of this study, the related literature was 
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thoroughly examined to determine the forces—individuals or 

groups—that traditionally have an impact on the funding 

decisions that affect public higher education. Section I of 

the survey instrument is designed to elicit the perceptions 

of the respondents regarding the external forces that exercised 

the greatest influence on institutional funding for the period 

under study. Section IX is designed to determine if the 

individuals or agencies that are considered external forces 

contacted respondents in an effort to influence them. Section 

III is designed to obtain the necessary demographic information 

from the respondents. 

The Population of the Study 

The population of the study includes the chief executive 

officer and the chief financial officer of each of the thirty-

one public senior colleges and universities in Texas (see 

Appendix). In addition, the chief executive officer of each 

of the four systems of higher education in Texas is included. 

A total of sixty-six administrators were contacted. The 

bases for the choice of these positions is the relationship 

that each has with the external forces in local and state 

government governing the particular institution, and the 

interrelationships of these administrators in the day-to-day 

governance of their institutions. 
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Procedures for Collection of Data 

As indicated, data collection was accomplished by means 

of a mailed survey instrument. A mailing list was compiled 

from the 1982-1983 edition of the Texas Higher Education 

Directory (20), which lists all public member institutions 

of the Association of Texas Colleges and Universities, and 

the applicable current institutional catalogs. 

Sixty-six administrators comprise the population for 

this study. In order to facilitate follow-up procedures, 

which greatly enhance the response to the survey, a system 

of code identification was used on the mailed instruments. 

Procedures for Analyses of Data 

Upon receipt of the completed survey instruments, the 

answers were coded by numerical value and tabulated by the 

Computing Center at North Texas State University by frequency 

and percentage for each individual survey item. The demo-

graphic data were also coded and tabulated by computer. 

Summary 

Chapter I introduces the study, states the problem, and 

presents the purposes of the study. Also included are the 

research questions, background and significance of the study, 

definitions of terms, assumptions, delimitations, limita-

tions, and an outline of procedures for collection and 

analysis of data. 
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Organization of the Study 

The study is organized in the following manner. 

Chapter I consists of an introduction, statement of the 

problem, purposes of the study, research questions, back-

ground and significance of the study, definition of terms, 

assumptions, delimitations, limitations, and an outline of 

procedures for collection and analysis of data. Chapter II 

consists of a review of the relevant related literature 

that includes books, periodicals, reports, and unpublished 

materials. Chapter III includes a detailed presentation of 

the research design and methodology. 

Chapter IV contains a presentation and analyses of all 

data, and concludes with a summary of data findings. Chapter 

V consists of a summary of the study, the conclusions, the 

implications, and recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

In looking back over two decades of Texas government— 

from Governor Connally's administration to Governor White's 

present administration—Texas has made a continuing finan-

cial commitment to the support of public higher education. 

In Texas, where politics and education have a long history 

of both cooperation and conflict concerning higher education 

finance, there is no question that virtually every decision 

made in the state capital—whether it is by House or Senate 

committee bill, Governor's policy, or judicial opinion— 

affects one or more individuals or groups in Texas. The 

external forces that are concerned with education on local 

and state levels increase in number each year, and they are 

becoming more skilled in politics and in the power they are 

able to exert. 

The first section of this chapter is a review of 

literature on legislative funding for public higher educa-

tion which can conveniently be divided into two areas, 

historical general observations during the eighteen years 

and legislative funding for higher education, in order to 

examine the legislature's reactions to problems, their 

perceptions of priorities, their suggestions, and their 

20 
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loyalties to the support of and financing for higher educa-

tion. The second section of this chapter, which is a 

review of literature on the influence of external forces as 

they relate to legislative funding for public higher educa-

tion, is divided into three areas that include (a) theories 

of power and influence, (b) reviews of similar related 

studies, and (c) a discussion of the major external forces 

at the local and state levels that are related to higher 

education in Texas. 

General Historical Observations During 
the Eighteen-Year Period 

For the 1982-1983 academic year, statistics for the 

state of Texas show the widespread growth of higher educa-

tion. During this period, there were 748.5 thousand stu-

dents enrolled at 154 public and independent colleges, 

universities, technical institutes, and medical, dental, 

and allied health schools in Texas (16). In relation to 

the 1965 total enrollment of 291.3 thousand (17), the 1982-

1983 total exceeds Fall, 1965, enrollments by more than 

457 thousand students. 

Enrollments in public senior colleges and universities 

in Texas also have shown a dramatic increase since 1965. 

From twenty-two public senior colleges and universities, 

enrollments increased from a 1965 total enrollment of 

171.4 thousand (17), to 355.6 thousand in Fall, 1982 (53), 

for thirty-one public senior colleges and universities. 
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Table I data show that from 1965 through 1982 all higher 

institutions, public and private, have increased 157 per 

cent, and public senior colleges and universities have 

increased 107 per cent. 

TABLE I 

COMPARISON OF TOTAL FALL HEADCOUNT ENROLLMENT IN 
ALL TEXAS HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS AND 

SENIOR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES: 
1965-1982 

Student Enrollment 

Texas Institutions of 
Higher Education 1965* 1982** 

Increase 
N % 

Public and Private 291,297 748,499 457,202 +157 

Senior Public 171,441 355,613 184,172 + 107 

•Coordinating Board, Texas College and University Sys-
tem, Annual Report for the Fiscal Year 1970 (17, p. 19). 

••Legislative Budget Board, Legislative Budget Estimates 
for the 1984-85 Biennium, submitted to the Sixty-Eighth 
Texas Legislature, January, 1983 (53, p. 111-56). 

In 1980, the Texas Coordinating Board predicted that 

enrollment in the state's colleges and universities would 

not decline during the next decade, but neither would there 

be significant gains in enrollment (20, p. 17). It is 

likely that between 1980 and 1985 most institutions will 

face a period of stabilized enrollment, with some institu-

tions experiencing enrollment declines. Conditions should 

improve somewhat during the last five years of the decade 
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(1985-1990), but even then only a few institutions may 

expect significant enrollment increases (20, p. 17). 

Appropriations to higher education increased from 

$271.3 million in 1965 to $898.5 million in the 1970-1971 

biennium and from $3.4 billion for the 1980-1981 biennium 

to $4.7 billion for the 1982-1983 biennium. The Texas 

system of higher education is the third largest in the 

United States, following New York and California. The 

level of appropriations to public higher education also 

ranks Texas third in the nation (21, p. 193). 

From 1968-1969 through 1982-1983, state appropriations 

to Texas's higher education institutions increased approxi-

mately sevenfold, from about $700 million to $5 billion 

(see Figure 1). However, in spite of this rapid increase, 

the Coordinating Board (79) reports that after adjusting 

for inflation, the amount Texas spends per student for 

faculty salaries has decreased and absolute (unadjusted) 

organized research appropriations have also fallen. 

Although higher education finance appears to be in an 

explosion curve, the added dollars are going into facili-

ties, utilities, and support areas—not instruction and 

research (79, p. 1). 

Sources of Financial Support 

The six sources of financial support for the public 

institutions are state and local appropriations from 
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general revenues, federal funds, tuition and fees, auxil-

iary enterprises, hospitals, and other, which includes 

private gifts, endowment income, sales and services, the 

University Permanent Fund, and other sources. Half of the 

total current revenues for Texas public institutions comes 

from state appropriations; tuition and fees, federal 

government contracts and grants, and auxiliary enterprises 

each provide around 15.5 per cent (see Table II). Public 

institutions spend about half of current funds expenditures 

for the basic functions of instruction (37.6%), research 

(9.9%), and public service (3.6%), while the balance pro-

vides various administrative and support services including 

hospital operations (see Table III). 

The discovery of oil on university-owned lands led the 

state legislature in 1931 to formulate a plan by which the 

income of the Permanent University Fund (PUF) is divided 

approximately two-thirds to the University of Texas System 

and one-third to the Texas A & M University System. A por-

tion of this income is also used to finance construction. 

The income generated ranges from nothing in 1886 to $636 

million in 1972, and from $1.1 billion as of August 31, 1979, 

to $1.8 billion as of August 31, 1982 (54, p. 271; 81, p. 

1; 36, p. 2A). While available fund money or pledged 

bonds has allowed the University of Texas and Texas A & M 

to continue building, the other state senior institutions 



TABLE II 

SOURCES OF CURRENT FUNDS REVENUES, PERCENTAGE 
DISTRIBUTION, PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS: 

1979-80* 
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Sources United States SREB States** Texas 

Tuition & Fees 12.5 11.0 8.0 

Appropriations: 
State 
Local 

44.8 
3.4 

48.4 
1.3 

50.4 
2.0 

Government Contracts 
& Grants 

Federal 
Other 

10.3 
1.8 

9.5 
2.2 

9.0 
1.7 

Auxiliary Enterprises 10.5 11.0 11.3 

Hospitals 6.5 6.8 2.1 

All Other*** 10.2 9.8 15.5 

*Source: South Regional Education Board, Fact Book on 
Higher Education in the South, 1981 and 1982, Atlanta, SREB, 
1982, p. 64. 

**SREB States: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West 
Virginia. 

***A11 Other: includes federal appropriations (other 
than contracts and grants); private gifts, contracts, and 
grants; endowment income; sales and services of educational 
activities; independent operations; and other sources. 



TABLE III 

CURRENT FUNDS EXPENDITURES, PERCENTAGE 
DISTRIBUTION, PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS: 

1979-80* 
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Expenditures United States SREB States** Texas 

Instruction 35.3 34.7 37.6 

Research 9.0 8.9 9.9 

Public Service 4.0 4.7 3 .6 

Education and General 
Support *** 20.3 19.0 17.7 

Plant Operation and 
Maintenance 8.7 8.8 10.8 

Auxiliary Enterprises 10.9 11.5 12.8 

Hospitals 7.8 8.3 3.9 

All Other**** 4.0 4.1 3.9 

*Source: South Regional Education Board, Fact Book on 
Higher Education in the South, 1981 and 1982, Atlanta, SREB, 
1982, p. 65. 

**SREB States: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West 
Virginia. 

***Education and General Support: includes academic 
support, student services, and institutional support. 

****Other: includes scholarships and fellowships, educa-
tion and general mandatory transfers, and independent 
operations. 
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of higher education have lacked adequate money for construc-

tion. 

A state ad valorem tax on property of ten cents 
on the one hundred dollars valuation for the purpose 
of acquiring, constructing and initially equipping 
building or other permanent improvements at the desig-
nated institutions of higher learning provided that 
none of the proceeds of this tax shall be used for 
auxiliary enterprises. The colleges and universities 
involved are Arlington State, Texas Technological, 
North Texas State, Lamar State, Texas A & I, Texas 
Woman's, Texas Southern, Midwestern State, the Univer-
sity of Houston, Pan American, East Texas State, Sam 
Houston State, Southwest Texas State, West Texas State, 
Stephen F. Austin State, Sul Ross State, and San Angelo 
State (29, pp. 469-470). 

Thus, the universities not receiving construction 

funds from the PUF were able to have a predictable source 

of money for construction. However, in the late 1970s, as 

part of a campaign for property tax reform, the Texas 

legislature reduced statewide assessments from ten cents 

per one hundred dollars of assessed evaluation to .0001 per 

cent of market value. 

Legislators, in effect, eliminated the ad valorem tax 
fund statutorily as part of the property tax reform 
legislation, SB 621. 

It reduces assessments to .0001 per cent of 
market value. At that level, the tax is expected 
to generate only about $25,000 a year in revenue 
(18, p. 4). 

The state's senior institutions, not eligible for available 

fund money for building construction, are still coping with 

the effects of that tax revision. 

The present system of funding for public higher educa-

tion has been accomplished by developing formulas for the 
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allocation of state monies to be distributed on the basis 

of semester credit hours. The formula system is a way of 

giving largely equal economic opportunity to all public 

institutions regardless of political considerations in the 

state legislature. Every two years the Coordinating Board 

produces a revised set of formulas, which the Legislative 

Budget Board and the Governor use in determining their 

appropriations to the institutions. 

In 1981-1982, the South Regional Education Board (68) 

reported a comparison of the states within the South 

Regional Education Board with all states in the United 

States. The per capital personal income in the Southern 

states was $9,511 in 1981, which was 90 per cent of the 

United States level. The per capita data for Texas was 

$10,743 in 1981, which was 102 per cent compared to the 

United States level. Texas state and local government per 

capita expenditures are slightly greater than the United 

States level and slightly less than the level of the 

Southern states. Tax revenues per $1,000 personal income 

were lower in Texas ($92) than in both the Southern states 

($98) and the nation ($111). 

Public colleges and universities in Texas received 

greater shares of state support—and less from tuition—than 

public institutions nationally and in the Southern states. 

In 1979-1980, the state government of Texas appropriated a 

relatively greater share of state tax funds (19.5%) to 
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higher education than did both state governments nationally 

(14%) and governments of Southern states (16.1%). In 1981-

1982, the higher education appropriation per capita was $134 

in Texas, compared to $101 in the nation and $106 in the 

Southern states. State appropriations per full-time-

equivalent student in public institutions of higher educa-

tion in Texas rose slightly above that of the Southern 

states. 

On the average, faculty salaries increased more sig-

nificantly in Texas public colleges and universities than 

in the Southern states. Tuition accounted for 8 per cent 

of the current funds revenues of public institutions in 

Texas, while it was 11 per cent in the Southern states and 

12.5 per cent in the United States (see Table IV). 

Resident tuition at Texas's colleges has not changed 

significantly in more than two decades. In the 1957-1958 

biennium, a Texas resident paid tuition charges of just 

under 16 per cent of the educational cost of a year in 

college. In 1982-1983, that support dropped to less than 

4 per cent per year (see Figure 2). Non-resident tuition 

has remained at the same level for a dozen years. As a 

portion of a year's educational cost, that support has 

dropped from 95 per cent in 1971 to roughly 36 per cent in 

1983 (79). 

In a study by the American Association of State 

Colleges and Universities (79), tuition and fee charges for 
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TABLE IV 

ECONOMY AND HIGHER EDUCATION FINANCES: 
1981-1982* 

U.S. SREB States** Texas 

Personal Income 

Per Capita 1981 $10,517 $9,511 $10,743 
Per Cent of U.S. 1981 • 

90 102 

State-Local Government 

Expenditures Per Capita 
$1,399 $1,362 1979-80 $1,622 $1,399 $1,362 

Tax Revenue per $1000 
$98 $92 Personal Income 1979-80 $111 $98 $92 

HIGHER EDUCATION FINANCES 

State Operational 
Appropriations 

% of State Taxes 1979-80 14 16.1 19.5 
Per Capita 1981-82 $101 $106 $134 
Per FTE Student Public 
Doctoral Institutions 
1981-82 • 

$3,226 $3,407 

Average Faculty Salaries 
Public Institutions 
(000's) 

Doctoral Granting 1981-82 $26,546 $27,370 
Other Four-Year 1981-82 • $22,613 $23,336 
Community Colleges 1981-82 . $19,894 $22,849 

Tuition as a Per Cent of 

Current Funds Revenues 
1979-80 12.5 

O
 • 

i—I 
i—1 8.0 

*Source: After South Regional Education Board, Fact 
Book on Higher Education in the South, 1981 and 1982, 
Atlanta, SREB, 1982, pp. 2-3. 

**SREB States: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West 
Virginia. 
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1982-1983 show that Texas ranks 47 of 49 for undergraduate 

student residents and 42 of 49 for nonresidents. For 

graduate students, residents rank 47 of 47 and 45 of 47 

for nonresidents. 

For a long time, the Coordinating Board has fought to 

increase tuition fees and recommended salary increases for 

faculty in an effort to make improvement of higher educa-

tion a top priority in state legislatures. In keeping with 

recommendations of the Coordinating Board and numerous 

other groups, the legislature sought to narrow the gap 

between inflation and faculty salary increases. In addi-

tion to a 5.1 per cent emergency pay increase in February, 

1981, faculty members received an 11.9 per cent increase 

in September, 1981, for a total 17 per cent pay increase 

over 1980. Funds were appropriated for an 8.7 per cent 

increase during the second year of the biennium (19, p. 1). 

In January, 1981, the Board unanimously recommended 

that the state establish average faculty salaries at a 

level above the national average and maintain that position 

(19). Ashworth states in 1983 that 

. . .in each of the four academic ranks in our 
public senior colleges and universities, our 
faculty members are above the national average. 
This does not include the payments of social 
security contributions provided by the state 
nor does it take into account the fact that 
Texas has no state income tax (1). 
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Student Aid 

The Coordinating Board, through the administration of 

the state student loan program, loans more than $21 million 

annually to some 11,500 students. Since the program was 

created in 1965, approximately 153,000 students have 

received loans totaling $257 million (53, p. 111-29). 

Research Funds 

Almost 19 per cent of the funds for faculty research 

come form the state government. The federal government 

provides about 56 per cent, and private, profit, and non-

profit corporations furnished most of the remainder during 

1980 (23). 

Legislative Funding for Higher Education 

The Texas Constitution states that "The legislature 

shall meet evey two years at such time as may be provided 

by law and at other times when convened by the Governor" 

(74). Texas law stipulates that the regular session shall 

convene in January of odd-numbered years and that it must 

not exceed 140 days; a special session called by the 

Governor must not exceed 30 days (75). The constitution 

further states, "No money shall be drawn from the Treasury 

but in pursuance of specific appropriations made by law, 

nor shall any appropriations of money be made for a longer 

term than two years . . ." (76). 
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The legislative problems that surround the biennial 

budget are discussed by Kraemer and Newell. 

The frustrations of legislative membership are 
especially evident when the biennial budget is con-
sidered. Appropriations are the real battleground 
of legislative sessions. There are always more pro-
grams seeking support than there is money to support 
them, in spite of the fact that Texas enjoys the 
sunbelt growth phenomenon and, for the time being, 
windfall profits for oil and gas production. 

Nonetheless, power struggles over money continue 
because each individual who promotes a program—be it 
for highways, public schools, higher education, utili-
ties rates, environmental protection, lending rates, 
or welfare administration—believes in either its 
moral rightness or economic justification. Who wins 
these struggles is determined not only by the power 
and effectiveness of the groups themselves but also 
by the nature of the legislature's membership (52, pp. 
200-201). 

Discussing the governmental process in general, Truman 

states, 

A Legislator-Politician no less than any other man has 
. . . lived his life in a series of environments, 
largely group-defined. These have given him attitudes, 
frames of reference, points of view, which make him 
more receptive to some proposals than to others. As a 
specialist in politics he may be in possession of 
information that obliges him to choose between his 
preferences as a successful upper-middle-class lawyer 
and the demands of a group of militant workers in his 
constituency. But in the absence of such conflicts, 
and even in the face of them, he is likely to be most 
accessible to groups or proposals that stem from 
sources comparable to those from which his own atti-
tudes have been derived. Many, if not all, such 
legislators will insist in all sincerity that they 
vote as their own consciences dictate. They may even 
resent any effort from an otherwise acceptable group 
to force a particular decision from them. This is 
true; however, whether they are "liberals," "conserva-
tives," urbanites or country boys, their "consciences" 
are creatures of the particular environments in which 
they have lived and of the group affiliations they 
have formed (84, pp. 338-339). 
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In regard to funding for higher education, Ashworth 

states, 

The level of funding for senior public higher educa-
tion institutions is that the colleges and universities 
of Texas are unusually fortunate to be located in this 
state and benefit from the healthy economy here and the 
generous treatment that most sessions of the Legisla-
ture have bestowed upon our institutions of higher 
education (1). 

Eulau and others (34) found that legislators in respon-

sible positions are aware of higher education, proud of 

their state's achievement in higher education, and willing 

to help find needed resources. Nevertheless, 

Most legislators felt that most aspects of higher 
education were the proper domain of the relevant 
executive agencies or the universities themselves 
and that it would be improper for them to get 
entangled in educational decision making. Where, in 
their view, the legislature was properly involved— 
the matter of funding—they felt that the built-in 
controls of the appropriations process were suffi-
cient . 

The overall impression was that state legislators were 
satisfied with existing relationships between the 
legislature and other state agencies in regard to 
higher education and they appeared to have a sound 
sense of reality with respect to their own ability or 
inability to influence the course of educational 
decision making (34, p. 65). 

Eulau and others also interviewed a member of the Texas 

House Appropriations Committee who emphasized the value of 

personal visits and contacts with university personnel. 

He reported that he received most of his information 

through personal conversations. 

As a general rule [I receive information] through talk-
ing with the individual presidents of the schools, 
sometimes the dean or a member of the board of regents 



37 

or whatever kind of governing board they have. I have 
individual conversations with all of these people. 
And too, I have visited every campus in the State of 
Texas, and I have seen firsthand the condition of 
their physical situation. And I have rather close 
contact with all of the administrators (34, p. 48). 

Another Texas legislator reported to Eulau and others 

the same kind of personal ties with educators. Clearly, 

these personal ties had a great deal to do with his "good 

feeling" about the information available to him. On the 

other hand, a third Texas legislator, who had no personal 

contact with educators, complained to Eulau and others that 

In my estimation, higher education people seem to 
pretty well talk to themselves. They don't talk to 
me . . . . This is really hard to take. Unless you 
go out of your way and really become interested, you 
really don't find out what the problems are. I think 
that the college professors as well as the college 
administrators ought to have us on their mailing list 
(34, p. 48). 

He wished educators would let him know not only what their 

thoughts are about "the number one item of interest—monies" 

but also "what they are teaching, what they are studying, 

and the things that bother them" (34, p. 48). 

A Texas leader has also said that 

[the Legislature] is not equipped by training or 
inclination; it doesn't have enough time [to deal 
with the details of higher education] . . . I think 
that we need to be given an outline of a program by 
the Coordinating Board. I think that we need to be 
helped to set the [general] goals of higher education 
(34, p. 58). 

Somewhat defensively, a current Texas legislator (63) 

writes that although the funding level for senior colleges 

has risen dramatically in the last eighteen years, tuition 
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has not kept pace—has held overall funding back, in fact. 

The rise in funding, he maintains, is mainly due to state 

appropriations. He adds that many pressure groups "do not 

want to see taxes increase." 

It is important to recognize that Americans have always 

defined both excellence and equality in terms of competi-

tion. Just as excellence has usually meant competitive 

excellence, equality has meant equality in competition (86, 

p. 269). Many Texans remain eager to achieve a first-rate 

system of higher education. 

Theories about Power and Influence 

The definition of power is usually based on causal 

relations. An individual is said to possess power to the 

extent to which he influences the actions of other individ-

uals (25). According to Blau, "power depends on people's 

needs for the benefits those in power have to offer" (6, p. 

122). 

In examining the two faces of power, Bachrach and 

Baratz argue, one must distinguish among power, authority, 

influence, force, and manipulation because "while decision-

making frequently does involve power relationships, it very 

often does not" (2, p. 42). Dahlstrom (28) found the 

application of the term "power" has been restricted to power 

in the narrow sense of the word by some writers, who apply 

other terms like "influence" or "authority" to power in a 

broader sense (28, p. 240). Some writers restrict the 
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application of the term power even further, using it to 

signify only influence based on external punishments or the 

withdrawal of regular allocations of external reward (28, 

p. 240; 66, p. 425). 

Numerous interesting attempts have been made to analyze 

social interaction. Among those who have contributed 

typologies of power are Blau (7), Dahl (26, 27), Etzioni 

(33), Gamson (38), Homans (46), Katz (49), and Thibaut (83). 

March (55), in an introduction to the theory and 

measurement of influence, attempts to sketch an explication 

of the influence concept that is both logically consistent 

and operationally feasible. "By focusing on attributed 

power, it may be possible to distinguish real influence 

from pseudo-influence" (55, p. 445). 

Francis (37) classifies legislators according to 

general influence, specific area influence, degree of 

interaction, the index to bill success, and the index to 

formal position success. The latter two categories are 

treated as indices to style of influence. Some legislators 

exercise influence by actively and personally sponsoring 

legislation. Others seek to obtain strategic committee 

assignments and positions of authority so that they may 

exercise the sorts of influence that flow from these posi-

tions. Some legislators practice both styles effectively. 

Francis found that "the index to bill success is signifi-

cantly related to specific area influence and degree of 
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interaction, but not significantly related to general influ-

ence" (37, p. 959). 

Generally, power includes the personal and positional 

attributes that are the basis for a leader's ability to 

influence others. Note that power includes personal and 

positional attributes, while the concept of authority 

involves the use primarily of position—related power (40, 

pp. 186-187). President Lyndon B. Johnson said, "I am a 

compromiser and a maneuverer. I try to get something. That's 

the way our system works . . . " (51, p. 146). 

Richman and Farmer contend that 

More interest groups are now vying for power and 
influence in higher education. Sharply rising cost 
is a major reason for this, especially with regard to 
state supported institutions. Scarce resources in 
conjunction with the goals problem is at the heart of 
serious power problems and conflicts at numerous 
colleges and universities, both internally and with 
regard to external interest groups (65, pp. 7-9). 

Only recently have published works paid any significant 

attention to power and conflict as a critial issue in the 

real academic world. Among the few authors who have done 

so in a systematic or comprehensive manner are Baldridge (3, 

4), Demerath and others (30), Gross and Grambsch (41, 42), 

Hodgkinson and Meeth (45), and Richman and Farmer (65). 

Bormann and others (8) write that organizations are human 

groupings deliberately constructed and reconstructed to 

seek goals. They are characterized by divisions of labor, 

power, responsibility, authority, prestige, esteem, and 
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status. The socio-emotional interactions and task special-

izations result in hierarchical structures of communication 

and authority. Certain persons are expected to perform 

certain tasks with other persons (work structures). Certain 

persons are expected to direct the activities of specified 

other people (authority structures). Certain persons have 

greater rights and privileges than others (status struc-

tures). Certain persons expect deferential behavior from 

others (prestige structures). Certain persons have devel-

oped trust relationships with one another (friendship 

structures). Each of the hierarchical structures has an 

important effect upon communication in the organization 

by influencing the expectations that people have about who 

should communicate to whom, about what, and in what manner 

(8, p. 47). 

Zimmerman says, 

Power is generally viewed as the ability to compel 
obedience or cooperation. In its narrower sense, it is 
a delegated right or privilege, usually assigned 
legally or formally by an organization in the form of 
authority. In its broader sense, power is spoken of as 
the ability to prevail. Hence, organizational behav-
iorists prefer to use the term influence instead of 
power. 

Power or influence may reside in an individual or 
it may be a characteristic of a group as perceived by 
individuals within or outside of the group. In the 
individual sense, power is associated with leadership 
and the requirement of management to plan and organize 
and especially to direct and control others (90, p. 
931) . 

The establishment of organizations creates situations 

where one person has social power over others. Power 
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implies the ability to influence another's behavior or the 

ability to resist another's efforts to alter one's own 

behavior (32, p. 556). 

From a broad perspective, the process of influence 

involves the person or people being changed and the person 

or people doing the changing. Conclusions drawn from 

person-to-person relationships are generally transferable 

to larger collectivities of change agents and changes (32, 

p. 560). 

In regard to power and influence in academic funding, 

Figure 3 shows the cooperation and conflict among the 

external forces—local, state, and federal—from one side, 

and the senior colleges and universities from another. 

Funding is requested by the institutions and is recommended 

from the legislature body. Figure 4 shows the political, 

cultural, economical, and institutional forces pressures 

on the legislature that affect the funding for individual 

colleges, which results in increases, no change, or 

decreases for the next fiscal year. 

Related Studies 

In recent years, several works have been published that 

examine the politics of higher education. One such work is 

Wilson's (87) study of the politics of funding state senior 

higher education in Texas. The focus of this study is on 

the pressure group-policy process. The interactions of 
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pressure groups, political actors, and the higher education 

subsystem are analyzed in terms of both their roles and 

functions in the process of funding higher education. 

Wilson reiterates that the funding process for state 

senior higher education is a complex one; the process 

involves two levels of interaction—general appropriations 

and capital outlays—both of which are highly political. 

His data were obtained from twenty-three legislators' per-

ceptions of the degree of influence exerted by pressure 

groups on the appropriations process for higher education. 

Wilson found that higher education, which includes all uni-

versities and their support groups, is the most influential 

power that affects its funding. While racial and ethnic 

groups are viewed as second in such influence, business 

groups are considered third, and labor ranks last. 

To almost all the twenty-three legislators in the 

sample, boards of regents are perceived as having the most 

power, particularly by those of the University of Texas and 

Texas A & M. The alumni are perceived as having only 

slightly less power than the boards of regents. Regarding 

general appropriations for higher education and pressure 

groups, the Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas 

ranks fourth, the Council of College Presidents ranks 

seventh, and the Texas Association of State Senior College 

and University Business Officers ranks fourteenth. 
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The political actors who are viewed as most influen-

tial in general appropriations for higher education are the 

Legislative Budget Board and the lieutenant governor. The 

Coordinating Board ranks seventh, and the Governor and 

staff eleventh. 

According to Wilson (87), legislators' perceptions of 

the degree of influence exerted by pressure groups on out-

lays for the senior colleges are not included within either 

the Texas or Texas A & M University systems. Wilson found 

that boards of regents are perceived as being the most 

influential on outlays, the Council of College Presidents 

ranks third, the Texas Research League ranks sixth, the 

Texas Association of State Senior College and University 

Business Officers ranks eighth, and Independent Colleges 

and Universities of Texas ranks eleventh. 

On legislators' perceptions of the degree of influence 

exerted by political actors on outlays for the senior 

colleges were not included within either the Texas or 

Texas A & M University systems. Wilson found that the 

Legislative Budget Board and leiutenant governor are the 

most influential on capital outlays; the Coordinating Board 

ranks fourth and the Governor and staff rank twelfth. 

The objective of Dobbs' (31) 1975 study was to examine 

perceptions of the decision-making process and the degree 

of power and influence exerted upon Michigan community 

college presidents and board chairpersons by external 
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forces. Dobbs' study shows that influence exerted by 

external forces has five dimensions—strength, frequency, 

basis, direction, and favorableness—and three levels— 

national, state, and local. 

Dobbs concludes that the most prominent sources of 

power and influence at the state level appear to be the 

state legislature, state universities, the governor's 

office, the Michigan Department and State Board of Educa-

tion, and the Michigan Education Association. At the local 

level, the prominent sources are community college advisory 

committees, faculty unions, state universities, voters, and 

the media. 

Included in Chapter V will be a comparison between the 

findings of Dobbs' study and the findings of this study 

since both are related to perceptions of academic adminis-

trators. Because the findings of Wilson's study show only 

legislators' perceptions, there is no direct comparability 

with this study although it is fruitful to compare how 

academicians and state legislators view this important 

process. 

Local- and State-Level External Forces 

Business 

For most of the last decade, the Texas economy has 

experienced phenomenal growth. Texas either led or was 

near the top among the states in most economic categories. 



48 

The various indicators of economic health—new jobs, new 

people, new industries, new investment, higher incomes, and 

low unemployment—were dramatically better in Texas than in 

the vast majority of states (10, p. 9). In 1975 there was 

an estimate made of the market value of property in Texas, 

which shows the real property for commercial and industrial 

oil and gas at $35.4 billion, for business at $18.1 billion, 

and for utilities and banks at $14.9 billion (82, p. 25). 

Businesses and businessmen may exert financial pressure 

upon colleges and universities in a variety of ways. 

Knowles says, 

(1) Funds may be withheld from an institution if 
the donor, whether an individual or a company, takes 
issue with a university policy. Differences in view 
over the administration of student unrest and ROTC pro-
vide two current illustrations. 

(2) Donors of an individual building may influ-
ence overall campus development through their insis-
tence on a particular site for the building in question. 

(3) Local businesses may exert pressure on state-
and city-sponsored schools in particular to make use of 
their services in university operations, i.e., food 
concessioners, contractors, etc. 

(4) Local businesses may appeal to local universi-
ties for educational programs to meet their specific 
needs, i.e., workshops, state-of-the-art courses, and 
part-time degree programs, in spite of the fact that 
such programs usually are conducted at the university's 
expense. In all fairness, it must be stated that these 
programs often become money-making ventures for the 
university and as such are a positive financial influ-
ence (50, pp. 3-62, 3-63). 

Lending agencies, such as loan associations and banks, 

also have an impact on higher education through their 

ability to grant or withhold funds from the university as a 

whole and the student body as individuals. In small 
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communities where there may be no more than one or two 

banks, the banks' unwillingness to participate could make 

it difficult for local students to take advantage of loan 

fund programs (50, p. 3-63). 

When business and industry recognize their inability 

to cope with their employees' technological obsolescence, 

they inundate the colleges with requests for short courses, 

state-of-the-art workshops, and part-time degree programs 

(50, p. 3-58). Regarding funds for research (grants) in 

1980, profit organizations in Texas participated in 2.84 per 

cent and non-profit organizations 9.01 per cent; in 1979, 

profit organizations participated 3.01 per cent, and non-

profit organizations 8.20 per cent (22, 23). 

Beginning in mid-1982, revenues from the oil and gas 

industry began to slump as oil prices fell in the wake of 

declining world demand. Two important sources of govern-

mental revenue are directly tied to oil and gas production. 

According to The Texas Research League, 

Revenues from ad valorem property taxes on oil and 
gas reserves provide significant support for many local 
governments in Texas. There is no practical way to 
project these taxes. 

Revenues derived from the production of oil and 
natural gas on state-owned lands provide significant 
income for two large permanent funds which, in turn, 
provide significant interest and dividend income to 
support both public and higher education. All indica-
tions are that the size of these two funds will increase 
in the future, but the amount of increase depends upon 
which of several projections of future production and 
prices is used (81, p. 1). 



5 0 

Agriculture and Labor 

Texas has many associations and companies, especially 

in agriculture and labor, that have significant influence 

and are called upon to help in their districts for their 

constituencies. Among the agricultural associations are 

the American Agriculture Movement of Texas, Associated Milk 

Producers, Inc., Dairy Products Institute of Texas, Texas 

Cattle Feeders Association, Texas Cotton Producers Organi-

zation, and the Texas Farm Bureau. Labor unions in Texas 

include the American Federation of Labor, Congress of 

Industrial Organization (AFL-CIO) (which is an aggressive 

and often effective interest group that represents 14 

million members nationwide), the United Steelworkers of 

America, the Texas State Employees Union, and others. 

Alumni Groups 

Today alumni groups are cultivated, their views sought, 

and a deliberate attempt made to involve them in university 

affairs in an effort to gain their loyalty and financial 

support (50, pp. 3-66). According to Richman, 

Administrators will spend quite a lot of time with 
influential, wealthy alumni (always a tiny minority), 
who may have very firm ideas about reform. They also 
have money to give, and that makes them worth listen-
ing to . . . . Very active alumni often do spend much 
time around the campus, and they often have a much 
better idea of what is really going on than do out-
siders who only read the newspapers and watch TV. 
Unless the school is really hopeless, administrators 
often find some firm support from this quarter (65, 
p. 221). 
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They are involved in areas from state agencies to small 

businesses to lobbying in the capital to achieve their pur-

poses. They are much more aware than many educators on 

how to manipulate the complex set of forces that influence 

senior colleges and universities. In Knowles' opinion, 

however, 

When pressures do originate from an alumni source, they 
tend to be of a business nature, i.e., graduates seek-
ing to gain the university's insurance, construction, 
or service contracts (50, pp. 3-66). 

Ethnic Minorities 

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 gave great impetus to the 

development of ethnic pressure groups. It can be argued 

that the pressures being exerted are nothing more than a 

demand that colleges and universities adhere to the laws of 

the land. Be that as it may, college administrators are 

becoming intimately acquainted with the student and adult 

leaders of minorities across the country (50, pp. 3-66). 

Thirty per cent of the population of Texas is composed 

of racial and ethnic minorities, particularly blacks and 

Mexican-Americans (87, p. 115). The fastest growing power 

is the blacks, who make up 12.9 per cent of the state's 

population but who make up only 2 per cent of the state's 

employees, according to Sutton, president of the NAACP (14). 

Calling for political involvement for NAACP members, Sutton 

says, "Our strength lies in dealing with people before 

November 4. We have no strength after November 4" (14). 
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During the 1970s ethnic minorities, particularly 

blacks and Mexican-Americans, began to show their interest 

in political action. Wilson says, 

Roughly 10 per cent of the current membership in both 
Houses is composed of racial-ethnic groups. In addi-
tion, many non-minority members of both Houses serve 
constituencies made up of large racial or ethnic 
groups. These two factors, together with the presence 
of minority pressure groups, have provided racial and 
ethnic groups a stronger base from which to influence 
the funding of higher education (87, p. 115). 

News Media 

The news media are important to colleges and universi-

ties. The ABC News-Harris Survey shows that television news 

ranks first in percentage of time spent expressing great 

confidence in selected major American institutions of higher 

education; the newspaper press ranks fifth (13, p. 24). 

Knowleds points out that 

Through press communications, higher educaiton institu-
tions build their images, recruit students, and seek to 
establish a place for themselves in the public con-
sciousness. Although representatives of the news media 
might deny their status as a pressure group, there can 
be no denying their influence on the administration of 
colleges and universities. Many nationally esteemed 
institutions have had their reputations damaged by the 
efforts of the press to report sensational incidents 
(50, pp. 3-66). 

Local Governments 

Today, most of the nation's cities of half a million 

or more people employ a strong mayor-council form of govern-

ment. Under it, the mayor has substantial formal power 

over the executive agencies of government and in dealings 
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with an elected city council (56, p. 641). In the commis 

sioner plan, the commissioners make policy as a city council 

and also run the city departments as administrators. 

In rural areas, the county is the most important 

geographic unit of local government. The county courthouse 

is usually a local center of political power—the gathering 

place of local officials and political leaders (24, p. 642). 

Special districts are established to deal with prob-

lems that cut across the boundary lines of local units of 

government. More than half the states also have school 

districts that are distinct from other governmental units 

(24, p. 643). 

An important development in higher education decision-

m a k i n g is the recent court actions to consider discretion 

in addition to the question of authority of the institu-

tions. According to Brubacher, "since the middle of this 

century courts have more and more been drawn into judging 

the propriety of decisions. The magnet attracting the 

courts into this area has been the Bill of Rights (9, p. 

137). For the first time, people are employing legal pro-

cesses to obtain the rights which they believe colleges 

and universities have unjustly abused (89, p. 27). 

Some municipal governments have a direct influence 

on higher education by virtue of municipally operated 

colleges. Others exercise great influence by less direct 

means. Both public and private institutions derive many 
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benefits from city authorities through police protection, 

fire protection, and other services (such as street 

maintenance) which the city renders its residents. 

Municipal governments, however, also tend to exert pressures 

on colleges and universities in a variety of other ways 

(50, pp. 3-60). 

Urban-based institutions often are both blessed and 

beset by urban renewal policies that provide many oppor-

tunities for campus development but subject university 

building programs to prior municipal approval (50, pp. 

3-60) . 

Pressures often are brought to bear against the tax-
exempt status of educational institutions, sometimes 
result in colleges having to establish tax-contribution 
programs or perform special services. 

Currently, many urban authorities are pressuring 
urban institutions to lend their resources to the 
solution of the socioeconomic problems of the city. 
This can be good or bad, depending on one's point of 
view. Failure to cooperate with city authorities can 
result in a more vigorous enforcement of regulations, 
i.e., restrictions on parking, requests for excessive 
police and fire prevention measures, and possibly 
the vindictive implementation of eminent domain. 

At all three levels—federal, state, and local— 
real pressure is at times exerted by individual poli-
ticians and elected officials. Some utilize their 
influence for the benefit of the university (50, pp. 
3-61). 

In this regard, Wilson points out that 

In general, local governments often become actively 
involved in matters related to higher education. When 
issues concerning the location or expansion of an 
institution are under consideration, local governments 
will generally lobby as the voice of local citizens or 
business groups. Since most communities view higher 
education as a positive asset, local governments will 
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usually lobby for the formation or expansion of an 
institution in their locales (87, p. 114). 

Institution's District Senator 
and Representative(s) 

The legislature has reached a stage where education 

has become too big an item for the legislature to confine 

itself merely to appropriations. Educators are making more 

demands of legislators. To protect his voter base, a legis-

lator has to support his local institution (15, p. 57). 

There are at least five specific groups of legislators, 

each of which requires a different degree of attention. 

These are, according to Hornback, 

(1) legislators representing the geographic area within 
which the institution is located; (2) legislators rep-
resenting the area served by the institution in terms 
of enrollment and public services; (3) legislators 
interested in education in general and in higher edu-
cation in particular; (4) legislators who are alumni; 
and (5) the legislative body as a whole (47, p. 368). 

Legislative committees have life-or-death power over 

bills. Legislators' appointments to major committees, 

especially as chairmen or vice chairmen, largely determine 

their influence with the legislature as a whole. Lobbyists 

for special interest groups also work hard to influence the 

selections of chairmen and vice chairmen of committees (52, 

pp. 186-188). 

Boards of Regents 

If, indeed, Texas higher education is the third 

strongest in the nation, this is due in part to the many 
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lay boards of regents who have given their time and exper-

tise to their campus business. Since one of the traditional 

functions of such boards is to provide for the financial 

health of the colleges and universities, trustees can mount 

fund-raising initiatives not available to the president or 

advancement staff (62, p. 11). They have full legal author-

ity and responsibility for the institution. 

Despite the fact that many authors and organizations— 

such as Beck (5), Carnegie Commission on Higher Education 

(12), Hartnett (43), Herron (44), McVey and Raymond (57), 

Nason (59), Rauh (64), and Tead (70)—have written about 

what should be done by boards or regents of institutions of 

higher education, little is known about who the boards are, 

their activities and responsibilities to fund-raising, and 

their degree of influence. A recent study by Wilson (87) 

found that the boards of regents of the University of Texas 

system and the Texas A & M system were viewed as the first 

influential group in the funding process, and the boards 

of regents for state senior colleges rank fifth by fourteen 

professional associations. Texas public senior institutions 

are governed by five systems boards and ten boards relate 

only to one or two institutions. Each member of all Texas 

boards of regents is appointed by the Governor for a six-

year term; each board is composed of nine members. 

The Texas Education Code states that "the board may 

make any rules and regulations regarding the receiving and 
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holding of funds, gifts, donations, and collections, that 

it considers necessary and advisable" (77, p. 703). The 

boards of regents are given the authority to select deposi-

tory banks as places of deposit of all funds and to issue 

bonds and notes to fund capital improvements. One viewpoint 

of the trustee's role derives from Clark's description of 

trustees as "an instrument of external control . . . by 

persons who are part-time and amateur rather than full-time 

and expert" (64, p. 2). 

In 1983, Texas senior colleges and universities call 

this governing body boards of regents; in the University of 

South Texas system they are called boards of directors; and 

all forty-seven public junior colleges call them boards of 

trustees (see Figure 5). According to Rauh (64, p. 177), 

"the popular conception of the trustee role places great 

emphasis on their capacity to give or generate money." The 

trustees sit on top of the pyramid of power, but their power 

is different from that which the other forces can display 

(64, p. 18). 

Herron (44) states that the responsibilities for power 

rest with the board of trustees. The trustees are the 

summit of power within the hierarchy of stratification of 

higher education. They have no equal in this power and 

stand as stewards of the educational enterprise (44, p. 17). 
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Fig. 5—Texas public system of senior higher institutions govern-
ance structure, 1983. 



59 

Coordinating Board 

The Coordinating Board is the highest administrative 

authority in the state of Texas in matters of public higher 

education. Created by the legislature in 1965 as the 

successor to the Commission of Higher Education, the board 

is composed of eighteen gubernatorial appointees who serve 

six-year overlapping terms (54, p. 270). 

The present chairperson of the Coordinating Board is 

former Governor Preston Smith who was appointed by former 

Governor Bill Clements; "I selected members of the College 

Coordinating Board and governing boards of public institu-

tions of higher education on the basis of integrity and 

qualifications for the post," Clements (71, p. 5) says. 

The present Commissioner of Higher Education is Kenneth 

Ashworth, who succeeded Berington Reed in the mid-1970s. 

In regard to the relationship between the Coordinating 

Board and the Legislature, some legislators regularly have 

differing opinions and thoughts from the Board, especially 

when some new development, construction, or expansion of 

a university within a given legislator's district is refused 

or opposed. Commissioner of Higher Education Ashworth 

writes, 

There may be differing points of view between individ-
ual members of the Legislature and positions taken by 
the Coordinating Board; but even then, the differences 
of opinion turn on specific issues, usually those 
affecting the local interests of the district of the 
senator or legislators (1). 
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Ashworth adds, 

In connection with areas of financial cooperation, the 
Legislature funds higher education on the basis of 
formulas generated and periodically updated by the 
Coordinating Board. These formulas serve as a basis 
for equitable and reasonable funding for higher educa-
tion (1). 

According to the Legislative Budget Board, 

The Coordinating Board, through the administration 
of the state student loan program, loans more than $21 
million annually to some 11,500 students. Since the 
program was created in 1965, approximately 153,000 stu-
dents have received loans totaling $257 million. 

The Coordinating Board also administers the Tui-
tion Equalization Grants program whereby needy Texas 
students can receive grants to help pay the difference 
in the amount of tuition charged by a private college 
and a comparable public institution. In fiscal year 
1982 grants averaging $876 have been made to 19,680 
students. 

The sixty-seventh legislature trusteed $500,000 
to the Coordinating Board to be used as a scholarship 
fund for educationally disadvantaged students. Schol-
arships ranging between $500 and $1,000 were awarded 
to 398 students in fiscal 1982 and a similar number 
are anticipated in fiscal 1983 (53, p. 111-29). 

The Governor 

The Texas Association of College Teachers (TACT), a 

quasi-union organization, discusses the influence of Texas' 

governor on higher education: 

The Governor becomes a factor in higher education 
primarily because of his appointive power. A two-
term Governor will appoint everyone of the 135 persons 
serving on institutional Boards of Regents as well as 
all eighteen members of the Coordinating Board. If he 
wishes . . . he can appoint people to boards who are 
not only in basic agreement with his point-of-view but 
who also agree to consult regularly with the Governor 
on matters of concern to him. Beyond this power of 
appointment, most of the Governor's powers are 
advisory and consultative. He maintains an educational 
division within the Governor's Budget Office, one staff 
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member of which pays primary attention to higher edu-
cation. Most of his legislative and appropriate 
influence spring from his power to veto bills and 
line items of appropriations, plus his power to give 
special status to legislation by giving it emergency 
designation. As the chief elected official of the 
state and the titular head of his party, the Governor's 
actual influence may greatly exceed his designated 
powers, making his attitude toward higher education a 
crucial factor (72, p. 8). 

The Governor has the authority to conduct hearings at 

which requests for appropriations from the various state 

sub-divisions are aired. Then, from the information 

gathered, the Division of Budget and Planning helps the 

Governor prepare the biennial appropriations budget includ-

ing formulas. 

The governor's control of revenue is important. 
Texas legislators do not often offer any bills pro-
viding for tax increases on their own. They rely on 
the governor to recommend ways of securing all needed 
revenue. If there are unfavorable reactions by the 
public, the governor will be blamed and the legisla-
tors can avoid loss of friends and prestige among 
the constituency (69, p. 53). 

Starkey, in his 1966 study concerning state-level edu-

cational decision-making in Texas, critiques former Governor 

Connally's contributions to education. 

To date, Connally's educational accomplishments 
are excellent despite his style of operating the 
governor's office to the dissatisfaction of some 
legislators and lobbyists. Connally has courageously 
recommended programs and means of financing them, 
particularly in the area of higher education, and has 
promised to help elevate Texas educational system to 
compare favorably with any in the nation. Connally 
enjoys the confidence and respect of the Texas people 
generally for his unquestioned ability and dedication. 
He was able to engage the powerful Texas State Teach-
ers Association and its affiliates in a teacher salary 
raise fight during the 1965 session. This fight ended 
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in a compromise that enhanced Connally's prestige even 
though he got few concessions from TSTA in the compro-
mise. Actually he suffered a sound defeat but received 
credit for the accomplishments of the legislation. 

Connally has demonstrated his willingness to fight 
for his programs, to threaten, use his veto, his pres-
tige, or practically anything else available to further 
his ends. Many feel his lack of legislative experi-
ence, his meager experience in state government, 
coupled with his Washington experience may account in 
part for his style of operation of the governor's 
office (69, pp. 61-62). 

Several Texas leaders agreed with this assessment. 

Many praised Governor Connally's efforts to expand and 

improve the Texas system of colleges and universities, 

including a member of the Senate Finance Committee who said, 

The governor is the focus of public attention, and so, 
if he wishes and has the personality to do so, he can 
pretty well influence public opinion. I think that 
this has been Governor Connally's contribution to 
higher education . . . .He has made the public aware 
of the needs, and I think that he presents this in 
such a way as to convince the public that the expendi-
tures which have been made and which will be needed 
are proper and necessary—and that we are getting our 
money's worth . . . . Let me add that if it weren't 
for Governor Connally, I think that appropriations [for 
higher education] would be at least 2 0 per cent less 
than they are now (34, p. 59). 

Governor Smith stressed vocational and technical edu-

cation during his administration. In a personal letter, 

former Governor Smith (67) states that local forces had, 

perhaps, the greatest influence on the legislature in 

regard to funding senior public colleges for the period 

from 1965 through 1983. He also reflects that his "experi-

ence with the Legislature has firmly convinced me that 

compromise is the very word that makes the Legislature 



63 

function. We strive for the ideal and settle for the 

attainable." He reiterates the inevitability of compro-

mise . 

Governor Briscoe was in favor of improving the "direc-

tion and accountability" of higher education finance. 

Suggesting some new directions for higher education finance, 

Briscoe advises that 

. . . pouring additional money into our Texas educa-
tional systems without direction or accountability is 
not the answer. We must have better counseling for 
students and more effective coordination for the devel-
opment of post-secondary education—both requiring a 
redirection of currently available funding, but not 
additional spending. We must eliminate unnecessary 
duplication of programs and expensive facilities in 
our state colleges and universities--and focus on 
coordinating the role, scope and programs of our 
institutions of higher learning (80, p. 13). 

In 1975, Briscoe warned, "I think it is obvious to us all 

that if the present trend continues, financing our institu-

tions of so-called higher education is going to break our 

state" (80, p. 1). 

In August, 1979, Governor Clements was quoted as say-

ing, "It is clear to me that it is time for quality and 

efficiency in higher education, not growth. The period of 

the 1980s will be a period of adjusting to limited resources 

including limited tax revenues" (35, p. 14). Later in 

December, 1979, at a conference in Austin, the Director of 

the Governor's Division of Budget and Planning said: 

I do not think it is any secret that Bill Clements 
feels that higher education is not without its needs 
for management improvement and more efficiency and 
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f effectiveness. I have even heard that he believes that, 
in many respects, higher education may be the worst-
managed state government activity (85, p. 120). 

It is relevant at this point to note some of the dif-

ferences between the Legislative Budget Board staff (LBBS) 

and the Governor's Budget and Planning Office staff (GBOS). 

Budget writing is one of the most complex tasks the Legis-

lature must face. A legislative appropriations report 

states the constituency of the LBB and discusses how it 

operates. 

The Legislative Budget Board (LBB) is a joint committee 
of the House and Senate. It is chaired by the Lieuten-
ant Governor, and the vice chair is the Speaker of the 
House. Other members include the chairpersons of the 
House Appropriations and Ways and Means committees and 
the Senate Finance and State Affairs committees. Four 
other legislators are appointed by the Lieutenant 
Governor and Speaker. The sixty-two-member LBB staff 
is divided into a budget section and a program evalua-
tion section. The Governor's Budget and Planning 
Office (GBO) staff prepares the Governor's budget 
recommendations. Twenty-one members of the GBO staff 
work on the budget. The LBB appoints a person to serve 
as Director of the Budget. The Director and his staff 
work together. The LBB and GBO staffs wrote joint 
budget instructions for all state agencies (39, p. 1). 

In many states, the governor proposes a budget and the 

legislature responds. In Texas, however, the Legislature 

dominates the budget process. Both the Legislative Budget 

Board and the Governor's Budget Office prepare and submit 

recommendations to the Legislature. Traditionally, the 

Governor's budget gathers dust on the bookshelf. The LBB's 

budget is the working document used by the House and 

Senate. Essentially, the budget-making powers of the LBB, 
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the GBO, and the Legislature are limited by the Texas 

constitution and state laws (39, pp. 1-2). 

Independent Colleges and Universities 
of Texas (ICUT) 

Through the education and training of tens of thousands 

of Texans every year, independent colleges and universities 

provide students with an alternative to the state-supported 

system of higher education. According to ICUT (48), every 

student who attends an independent institution also reduces 

the state's cost of educating those at public institutions. 

The Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas 

(ICUT), Inc., serves as an association of forty fully-

accredited independent colleges and universities. Founded 

as a non-profit corporation in 1965, ICUT's purposes are 

to promote and advance the interests of the Texas 
system of higher education, including both public-
supported and independent colleges and universities, 
with special concern for the dual nature of the 
system, its quality, freedom, and responsibility to 
serve the educational and cultural needs of the 
state 
to speak for the non-profit, tax-exempt independent 
colleges and universities located in Texas, and to 
protect and promote their general welfare 
to cooperate with state-supported institutions and 
agencies in meeting the educational needs of Texas 
. . . (48). 

Political Parties 

In Texas, it appears that the political party system 

has no effective influence on financing higher education. 

One possible effect could be that legislators follow the 
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leader of their political party, especially if the Governor 

is from the same party. 

Professional Associations 

A number of professional associations are politically 

active in Texas. Among these are the following organiza-

tions . 

The Association of Texas Colleges and Universities.— 

This association is not involved in the activities or the 

actions of the Texas Legislature in financing private and 

public senior colleges and universities. Institutional 

members are classified into categories of public community 

colleges, independent colleges, and public senior colleges. 

Each of these groups has common financial funding interests. 

According to Woolf, the executive director, "The Association 

could not exist if it participated in potentially conflict-

ing financing activities" (88). 

Council of Presidents of the Public Senior Colleges 

and Universities of Texas.—The Council of Presidents is a 

non-profit organization. In 1953, J. C. Matthews, former 

president of North Texas State University, was the first 

chairman of the council. In order to protect its non-

profit status, the council restricts its contact with 

the Legislature to those instances where testimony is given 

at hearings on such general topics as faculty salary needs, 
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fringe benefits, etc. Although the staff of the council 

is available to the legislators to provide information upon 

request, the staff does not lobby on any issue. The council 

acts primarily as a conduit of information on many issues, 

including legislative matters, for its member institutions. 

Thus, it would be fair to say that the council as an organi-

zation has almost no effect on the appropriative process 

(58). An important historical contribution of the council 

in earlier years is that 

the members were instrumental in the development of 
the formula system through which over 90 per cent of 
the funds for higher education are allocated. Members 
of the council continue to serve on the formula advisory 
committees which review the formulae every two years 
and recommend changes as deemed necessary. This activ-
ity has a direct and significant influence on the 
legislative process, but the council is only indirectly 
involved (58). 

The Texas Association of College Teachers (TACT).— 

Influencing the Texas Legislature regarding higher education 

is one of the primary functions of TACT. Their files and 

records are full of descriptions of their efforts, successes 

and failures, and their plans with regard to political and 

legislative activities. 

The organization itself describes its activities and 

accomplishments. 

TACT keeps abreast of developments in all state-
wide agencies and maintains a relationship with all 
elected and appointed officials. It encourages campus 
chapters to monitor and keep up with local administra-
tive decisions and meetings of local and system govern-
ing boards. Providing a free flow of accurate 
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information about what is happening in and to higher 
education in Texas is one of TACT's most important 
functions which it performs with amazing fidelity and 
comprehension in view of its limited resources. 

TACT offers basic information on how higher 
eduction is organized and operates in order that 
faculty and librarians can influence decisions at all 
levels and thus make the system work better. Real 
influence upon the system depends upon the individual 
chapter and its members. The TACT state office supplies 
information, incentive and guidance, but effective 
influence can only be exerted by and on behalf of 
active, expressive chapters and members (72, p. 9). 

Texas Association of State Senior College and Univer-

sity Business Officers (TASSCUBO).—The purposes of this 

association are 

to contribute to the advancement of higher education 
in its fullest and broadest implications and speci-
fically to the professional advancement of the office 
or offices of business and fiscal affairs which exist 
in the state supported senior colleges and universities 
in Texas (73, p. 95). 

The association provides, by means of an annual and special 

meetings, for the spread of information and the interchange 

of ideas on problems and matters of common interest. The 

association cooperates with other professional organizations 

within Texas and outside the state whose objectives and pur-

poses are deemed consistent with those of the association. 

The association, from time to time, invites representatives 

of various state and federal agencies to participate in 

discussions and to assist in the solution of common problems 

(73, p. 95). 



69 

Texas State Teachers Association.—The Texas State 

Teachers Association (TSTA) is often cited as one of the 

more effective interest groups in Austin. Its reputation 

may have been exaggerated, but it can certainly claim to 

have improved public school teachers' salaries, both in pay 

scales and in retirement benefits. It is by far the largest 

professional group in the state, but its very size makes it 

difficult to act as a cohesive unit. The Texas State 

Teachers Association is like a "company union" because of 

the strong influence of school administrators (56, pp. 188-

189). Professional associations like TSTA have a strong 

political action committee inside the state that favors 

higher appropriations for school education. 

Texas Research League.—The Texas Research League is a 

non-profit educational corporation that makes studies of 

state and local government in Texas. It is not involved or 

engaged in lobbying. It is largely financed and dominated 

by the business community. 

From a technical standpoint, the work of TRL has been 

admirable, according to Maxwell (56). Its expertise and 

political orientation have led the legislature on occasion 

to "subcontract" studies for the exploration of policy 

alternatives to this group, especially in the area of taxa-

tion. The league can be counted on to produce recommenda-

tions that will be effective in promoting the goals of more 
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conservative legislators and corporations (56, p. 186). A 

Texas Secretary of State has said, "Texas is fortunate to 

have an organization like the Texas Research League which 

undertakes objective analyses of governmental operations 

at no cost to the state" (78, p. 5). In addition to the 

legislature, many governors and agencies have asked the 

league for help and assistance during years past. 

The league's many reports have had an impact on uni-

versity financing. For example, in the legislative session 

following the release of Higher Education Finance; How 

Much Is Enough, by Texas Research League (80), the Coordi-

nating Board was given $100,00 0 by the legislature to make a 

study of the formula system (61). 

With respect to construction finance, the league is one 

of the first organizations to point up some of the problems 

with the way the system works. Many of the ideas that first 

surfaced in their writings are reflected in the proposed 

constitutional amendment that was approved by the 1983 

legislative session (61). The Texas Research League's 

reports and publications are a big asset to the officials, 

researchers, and administrators in higher education. 

State Agencies 

Several state agencies have contact or influence with 

funding for higher education. Among these agencies are the 

following. 
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State Auditor.—The State Auditor's role is to provide 

the Legislature with reasonable assurance that the funds 

for Texas colleges and universities are spent in accordance 

with statutes, regulations, and legislative directions (60). 

State Comptroller.—The Comptroller, by requirement of 

the Texas Constitution, provides the Legislature with an 

estimate of anticipated revenue from all sources. Under 

the state's "balanced-budget" law, the Legislature cannot 

spend more money than the Comptroller certifies will be 

available during the budget period. According to the 

Comptroller of Public Accounts, "my role in the Legisla-

ture's process does not include the recommendation of any 

expenditures for specific areas" (11). 

Texas Education Agency.—The Texas Education Agency 

is not directly involved with the financial aspects of 

senior colleges. They do, however, handle vocational edu-

cation program funding, which also includes funding for 

junior colleges. 

Teacher Retirement System of Texas.—The Teacher 

Retirement System of Texas is a state agency that, in addi-

tion to its obvious function, provides information to the 

state Legislature. They do not lobby because the law 

prohibits such action. The system has provided information 
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and testimony, generally, only on issues that are related 

to retirement. 

Summary 

Chapter II consists of a review of the related litera-

ture to,this study that includes books, periodicals, reports, 

and unpublished materials. Also included is a review of the 

various external forces at state and local levels that have 

had the power to influence the actions of the Texas legisla-

ture in financing public higher education from 1965 through 

1983. 
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CHAPTER XIX 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

In order to fulfill the purposes of this study, the data 

collection methods and procedures were designed to collect 

data that reflect the actual perceptions of the respondents 

and to analyze those perceptions by statistical means that 

provide reliable results. The areas covered in the following 

sections are the development of the survey instrument and the 

procedures for collection and analyses of data. 

Development of the Survey Instrument 

In order to produce a survey instrument to serve the 

purposes of this study, the related literature was thoroughly 

examined to determine the forces—individuals or groups—that 

traditionally have an impact on the funding decisions that 

affect public higher education. Although previous research 

studies by Dobbs (3), Wilson (7), and Yell (8) had a distinct 

influence on the development of the survey instrument, none 

of their instruments was appropriate for this particular 

study. The nature and scope of this study required the 

development and design of a specific instrument that could 

furnish the desired data. 
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A perennial problem for researchers who devise survey 

instruments is the length of the questionnaire. If the 

questionnaire is too brief, accuracy may be sacrificed; if 

the questionnaire is too long, the return rate may be 

jeopardized. The survey instrument designed for this study 

attempts to consider, concisely, all important items that 

relate to state funding for public higher education with 

particular emphasis on the local- and state-level forces 

that may have affected institutional funding during the 

period from 1965 through 1983. 

Section I of the survey instrument is designed to elicit 

the perceptions of the respondents regarding the external 

forces that exercised the greatest influence on institutional 

funding for the period under study. Section II is designed 

to determine if the individuals or agencies that are con-

sidered external forces contacted respondents in an effort to 

influence them. Section III is designed to obtain the 

necessary demographic information from the respondents. 

Section I of the survey instrument is designed to permit 

the respondent to react to each of the thirty-two items, which 

concern local- and state-level external forces, in such a way 

to determine the degree of influence. Response codes are 

1 = no influence, 2 = little influence, 3 = some influence, 

4 = great influence,, and 5 = very great influence. In sections 

II-A and II-B, respondents indicate (yes or no) if contact 
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occurred and, if yes, the usefulness of the contact on a 

response scale of 5 = extremely useful, 4 = useful/ 3 = help-

ful, 2 = little use, and 1 = useless. 

The survey instrument was tested and validated by seven 

scholars who are directly involved in higher education in 

Texas. The judges, who were interviewed during the collection 

of background information for this study and were asked to 

judge each item on the questionnaire as either appropriate or 

inappropriate for the purposes of this study included the 

following: Howard W. Smith, Jr., Professor of Education and 

former Chancellor and President Ad Interim and Vice President 

for Academic Affairs at North Texas State University; 

Charldean Newell, Professor of Political Science and Special 

Assistant to the Chancellor for Planning at North Texas State 

University; Walter E. Parker, Vice President for External 

Affairs at North Texas State University, a former Denton County 

Representative and former member of the Higher Education 

Committee; Eugene E. Payne, Vice President for Finance and 

Vice President for Administrative Affairs at Texas Tech 

University; Barry B. Thompson, President Tarleton State Univer-

sity; J. Knox Jones, Vice President for Research at Texas Tech 

University; and Eddie J. Davis, Vice President for Fiscal 

Affairs at Texas A & M University. Each of these seven judges 

made significant contributions to the design of the instrument 

and made suggestions about the direction of the study which 
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were incorporated into the research model for this study. 

The agreement of all seven judges was used to determine the 

appropriateness of each item and the completeness of the 

survey instrument. 

After the questionnaire was revised into its final form 

it was mailed to all of the senior colleges and universities 

in the State of Texas (questionnaire and list appear in the 

Appendix). 

The Population of the Study 

The population of the study includes the chief executive 

officer and the chief financial officer of each of the thirty-

one public senior colleges and universities in Texas (Appendix) 

Also included are the chief executive officer of each of the 

four systems of higher education in Texas. A total of sixty-

six administrators was contacted. The bases for the choice 

of these positions is the relationship that each has with the 

external forces in local and state government regarding the 

particular institution, and the interrelationships of these 

administrators in the day-to-day governance of their institu-

tions. Best (1, p. 272) points out that samples greater than 

thirty in size usually insure the benefits of the central 

limit theorem. There are few occasions in behavioral research 

where samples smaller than thirty or larger than 500 can be 

justified. 
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In regard to anticipated response rate to this survey, 

Kerlinger (5) notes that responses to mail questionnaires 

are generally poor. He says that "returns of less than 40 

or 50 percent are common. Higher percentage are rare. At 

best, the researcher must content himself with returns as 

low as 50 to 60 percent" (5, p. 414) . A goal of the study 

was to reach the highest possible percentage of returns 

through repeated requests. 

Wilson (7), in his 1980 study, was limited to ten 

senators (a total of thirty-one senators) and thirteen state 

representatives (from a total of 150 representatives). All 

of the twenty-three legislators were personally interviewed, 

and some of them agreed to complete the questionnaire on 

their own. All of the legislators were serving on committees 

pertaining to the appropriations process. 

Dobbs (3), in his 1975 study, was limited to six of the 

twenty-nine community colleges in Michigan; perceptions by 

presidents and board chairpersons were the institutional 

participants for his study. Although this response represents 

only 20.7 percent of the sample, his study is considered to 

be valid. 

Table V illustrates the distribution of the population 

and the respondents to this research. 
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TABLE V 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION AND THE RESPONDENTS 
ACCORDING TO THE TOP ADMINISTRATIVE GROUPS 

Responses 

Chief 
Exec. 
Officer 
of Sys. 

Chief 
Exec. 
Officer 

Chief 
Finan. 
Officer Total 

Per Cent of 
Actual 

Administrative 
Population 

Possible 
population 
of admin-
istrators 4 31 31 66 

Incomplete 
responses 1 5 2 8 

# 

Actual popula-
tion of 
administrators 3 26 29 58 

Responding 
administrators 2 18 22 42 72.4 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

As indicated, data collection was accomplished by means 

<->f a mailed survey instrument. A mailing list was compiled 

from the 1982-1983 edition of the Texas Higher Education 

Directory (6), which lists all public member institutions 

of the Association of Texas Colleges and Universities and 

the applicable current institutional catalogs. 

A cover letter (Appendix) was mailed along with the 

survey instrument to explain the purposes of the study, and, 

most important, to guarantee the anonymity of the respondents. 
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Also included was a pre-addressed, stamped envelope to 

facilitate return of the instrument. 

Sixty-six administrators comprise the population for 

this study. In order to facilitate follow-up procedures, 

which greatly enhance the response to the survey, a system 

of code identification was used on the mailed instruments. 

Sixty-six questionnaires were mailed in early July, 1983, to 

the three groups: four to chief executive officers of the 

systems, thirty-one to the chief executive officers, and 

thirty-one to the chief financial officers. Two weeks later 

57 percent had been returned. 

By August 1, 1983, a follow-up letter (Appendix) was 

mailed to each non-responding administrator. By August 15, 

1983, fifty questionnaires (75.7 percent) had been returned, 

which dropped to 72.4 percent because eight questionnaires 

were returned with incomplete answers (one executive officer 

of the system, five chief executive officers, and two chief 

financial officers). Various letters accompanied the 

incomplete instruments to explain the incomplete responses. 

The usable return was forty-two questionnaires (72.4 percent) 

No second follow-up letter was necessary since the desired 

rate of return was satisfied. 

Treatment of the Data 

Upon receipt of the completed survey instruments, the 

answers were coded by numerical value and tabulated by the 
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Computing Center at North Texas State University by frequency 

and percentage for each individual survey item. The demo-

graphic data were also coded and tabulated by computer. 

In order to deal with the responses to the demographic 

section of the questionnaire, it was necessary to identify 

differences according to the variables that might be associ-

ated with dif ferences in administrator perceptions. The inde-

pendent variables are public institutional data and personal 

data, which includes (a) rank, (b) highest earned degree, (c) 

years employed in the present institution, and (d) position. 

The data obtained from the local- and state-level forces, 

sections I-A and I-B and II-A and II-B of the questionnaire, 

were tested with the chi-square test to determine significant 

differences between the distribution of selections of each of 

the two administrator groups for each item on the question-

naire. (The fact of only two responses from the chief 

executive officer of the system prevents the use of the 

chi-square test in comparing their perceptions with chief 

executive officers and the chief financial officers.) The 

chi-square test determines the areas in which a significant 

difference exists among the perceptions of the two adminis-

trator groups. Borg and Gall (2, p. 428), state that the 

chi-square test is used to determine whether two frequency 

distributions differ significantly from each other. The .05 

level of significance is established for all tests. 

Descriptive statistics analysis is used to compare the 

perceptions of the three administrator groups. Descriptive 
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statistics analysis consists of comparing percentages between 

the groups. 

Upon completion of data collection, the chi-square tests 

were computed on the distribution .of responses from the two 

groups for each of the sixty-four items on the questionnaire. 

Sixty-four tables were generated by the computer to display the 

distribution of responses of each group on each item, percent-

ages for each response selected, chi-square raw scores, and the 

levels of significance. The sixty-four tables provide a basis 

for determining whether or not significant differences exist, 

but these data are summarized for presentation in Chapter IV. 

Descriptive statistics analysis were used on section II-A and 

section II-B, the arithmetic mean was used to rank the local-

state forces in the state of Texas. Because of the small 

frequency, items sixty-one and sixty-four are tested by 

Fisher's exact test. Fried stated that the Fisher exact test 

is useful when data can be classified in a two-by-two table 

and consist of discrete variable categories" (4, p. 222). 

Summary 

Chapter III includes a detailed presentation of the 

research design and methodology, which describes the develop-

ment of the survey instrument, the population of the study, 

procedures for collection of data, and the treatment of the 

data. Also discussed are the types of statistical analyses 

used to compare the perceptions of the adminsitrator groups 

to those obtained from the local- and state-level forces of 

the questionnaire. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the data collected from the forty-

two respondent top academic administrators who constitute the 

study's population. This study concerns the significant 

differences between the perceptions of chief executive officers 

(presidents-chancellors) and the chief financial officers 

(vice-presidents for financial affairs) of each of the 

thirty-one public senior colleges and universities in Texas. 

In addition, the chief executive officers of the university 

systems of higher education in Texas are included. 

Each item of the survey instrument was designed to ascer-

tain the perceptions of the three groups of administrations 

about the influence of external forces (thirty-two items) and 

about the usefulness of contact with the external forces 

(thirty-two items). A total of sixty-four items deals with 

the usefulness of contact and the influence of external forces 

on the actions of the Texas legislature in regard to financ-

ing public higher education at senior institutions of higher 

education in Texas during the period from 1965 through 1983. 

This chapter is divided into two sections. The first 

section, in which the demographic data are presented, shows 

the distribution of the respondents according to personal 

90 
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characteristics (see Appendix). The second section is 

organized according to the research questions; the analyti-

cal data collected in the survey are presented for each of 

the sixty-four questionnaire items. 

Demographic Data 

This section presents the demographic data collected on 

the respondents. These independent variables include (a) 

rank, (b) highest earned degree, (c) years employed in 

present position, and (d) years of experience as an admin-

istrator. Table VI presents data on the rank distribution 

of the respondents. 

TABLE VI 

POPULATION OF THE STUDY BY POSITION OF RESPONDENTS 

Variable: Total N Respondents 
Position Surveyed N of Total % of Total 

Chief Executive Officers 
of the Systems 
(Chancellors) 3 2 •

 00
 

Chief Executive Officers 
(Presidents) 26 18 42.8 

Chief Financial Officers 
(Vice-Presidents for 
Financial Affairs) 29 22 52.4 

Total 58 42 100.0 

The data in Table VI show the population of the study 

by rank (N = 58) and the respondents to the study (N = 42) 

from the Texas Senior Colleges and Universities (see 



92 

Appendix D). These data indicate that 52.4 per cent of the 

respondents are chief financial officers, 42.8 per cent are 

chief executive officers, and 4.8 per cent are chief execu-

tive officers of systems. 

Table VII is presented on the following page. This sta-

tistical table includes the data on the additional demographic 

variables for highest earned degree, years employed in pres-

ent position, and years of experience as an administrator. 

In regard to highest earned degree held by the respon-

dents, 59.5 per cent hold an earned doctoral degree. While 

19 of the 2 0 responding chancellors and presidents hold an 

earned doctoral degree, only 6 of the 22 responding financial 

vice-presidents hold an earned doctoral degree. 

In regard to years employed in their present positions, 

the highest percentage (38.2%) of the respondents have held 

their present positions for between 2 and 4 years; 28.5 per 

cent have held their present positions for between 5 and 10 

years. The majority (67%) of the executive respondents have been 

employed in their present positions for between 2 and 10 years. 

Regarding the years of experience as administrators for 

the respondents, the largest percentage (31%) of the academic 

executives have held administrative positions for between 15 

to 20 years. Only 14 per cent of the respondents have been 

administrators for either 5 years or less (7%) or for 30 or 

more years (7%). The majority (78.6%) of the respondent 

academic administrators has been in administration for 

between 6 and 2 0 years. 
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Analysis of Data by Research Questions 

Research Question One 

Research question one asks, "Are there significant 

differences among the perceptions of the groups of admin-

istrators regarding the degree of influence that was exerted 

by local-level external forces on the funding policies for 

public higher education from 1965 through 1983?" Data 

that answer this research question are presented in Tables 

VIII and IX. 

Table VIII presents the responses of chief executive 

officers and chief financial officers to questionnaire 

items (1 through 15) that deal with the influence of local-

level forces. According to the chi-square statistical test, 

the differences between the perceptions of the two groups 

are not significant at the .05 level. 

Table IX presents the percentage of responses to 

questionnaire items 1 through 15 by degree of influence 

of the local-level forces according to the perceptions of 

the three groups of academic administrations. The majority 

responses to each item are discussed. 

Item No. 1—This item covers the perceived influence 

of local-level oil and gas industry forces. An overall 50 

per cent of the respondents perceive these forces to have 

from great to very great influence on academic funding. 



95 

TABLE VIII 

PERCEPTIONS OF ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS OF LOCAL-LEVEL 
INFLUENCES ON ACADEMIC FUNDING: STATISTICAL 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GROUPS 

Item* N * * X 2 df 
Level of 

Significance 

1 P 18 1.62578 4 0.8042 
V 22 

2 P 18 4.11089 4 0.3912 
V 22 

3 P 17 1.11455 3 0.7736 
V 22 

4 P 18 2.30487 3 0.5116 
V 22 

5 P 18 2.01700 4 0.7326 
V 22 

6 P 18 3.30473 4 0.5082 
V 22 

7 P 18 1.62182 3 0.6545 
V 22 

8 P 18 1.69312 4 0.7920 
V 22 

9 P 18 1.41414 4 0.8417 
V 22 

10 P 18 1.78847 3 0.6174 
V 22 

11 P 18 1.83767 4 0.7656 
V 22 

12 p 18 0.94276 3 0.8151 
V 22 

13 p 18 3.20346 3 0.3613 
V 22 

14 p 18 2.57816 3 0.4613 
V 22 

15 p 18 4.08530 3 0.2524 
V 22 

*See Appendix for list of questionnaire items 1 
through 15. 

**P = chief executive officers; V = chief financial 
officers. 
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PERCEPTIONS OF ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS OF 
DEGREE OF INFLUENCE BY LOCAL-LEVEL 

FORCES ON ACADEMIC FUNDING 
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Item* Rank** 

Degree of Influence 

Item* Rank** 
None 
I 

Little 
2 

Some 
3 

Great 
4 

Very 
Great 

5 

C 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 
1 P 11.1 16.7 27.8 27.8 16.7 

VP 4.5 9.1 31.8 40.9 13.6 

C 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 
2 P 5.6 22.2 27.8 33.3 11.1 

VP 4.5 13.6 50.0 31.8 0.0 

C 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 
3 P 5.9 41.2 35.3 17.6 0.0 

VP 4.5 36.4 50.0 9.1 0.0 

c 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
4 p 16.7 66.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 

VP 27.3 45.5 22.7 4.5 0.0 

c 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 
5 P 33.3 33.3 27.8 5.6 0.0 

VP 27.3 36.4 18.2 13.6 4.5 

c 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 
6 p 11.1 55.6 27.8 0.0 5.6 

VP 22.7 40.9 31.8 4. 5 0.0 

c 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 
7 p 5.6 38.9 38.9 16.7 0.0 

VP 13.6 22.7 45.5 18.2 0.0 

c 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 
8 p 11.1 44.4 27.8 11.1 5.6 

VP 13.6 31.8 40.9 4.5 9.1 

c 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 
9 p 11.1 38 .9 33.3 11.1 5.6 

VP 18.2 22.7 40.9 13.6 4.5 
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Item* Rank** 

Degree of Influence 

Item* Rank** 
None 

1 
Little 

2 
Some 

3 
Great 

4 

Very 
Great 

5 

C 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 
10 P 2 7 . 8 3 3 . 3 2 7 . 8 1 1 . 1 0 . 0 

VP 1 3 . 6 5 0 . 0 2 2 . 7 1 3 . 6 0 . 0 

C 0 . 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 
11 P 1 6 . 7 5 5 . 6 1 6 . 7 1 1 . 1 0 . 0 

VP 1 3 . 6 4 0 . 9 2 2 . 7 1 8 . 2 4 . 5 

C 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 
12 P 5 . 6 2 7 . 8 3 3 . 3 3 3 . 3 0 . 0 

VP 1 3 . 6 3 1 . 8 2 7 . 3 2 7 . 3 0 . 0 

C 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 
13 P 1 1 . 1 3 3 . 3 2 7 . 8 2 7 . 8 0 . 0 

VP 2 2 . 7 4 5 . 5 9 . 1 2 2 . 7 0 . 0 

c 0 . 0 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 0 . 0 
14 p 0 . 0 0 . 0 1 6 . 7 3 8 . 9 4 4 . 4 

VP 0 . 0 4 . 5 3 1 . 8 3 6 . 4 2 7 . 3 

c 0 . 0 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 0 . 0 
15 p 0 . 0 0 . 0 3 3 . 3 2 7 . 8 3 8 . 9 

VP 0 . 0 1 3 . 6 4 5 . 5 1 8 . 2 2 2 . 7 

*See Appendix for list of questionnaire items 1 
through 15. 

**C = chief executive officers of the systems; P = 
chief executive officers; VP = chief financial officers. 
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Item No. ,2—This item covers the perceived influence 

of local-level financial institutions. An overall 62 per 

cent of the respondents perceive these forces to have from 

no influence to some influence on academic funding. 

Item No. 3—This item covers the perceived influence 

of all other local-level business and corporate forces. An 

overall 85.4 per cent of the respondents perceive these 

forces to have from no influence to some influence on 

academic funding. 

Item No. 4—This item covers the perceived influence of 

local-level labor forces. An overall 97.5 per cent of the 

respondents perceive these forces to have from no influence 

to some influence on academic funding. 

Item No. 5—This item covers the perceived influence 

of local-level agricultural forces. An overall 88.1 per 

cent of the respondents perceive these forces to have from 

no influence to some influence on academic funding. 

Item No. 6—This item covers the perceived infuence 

of local-level civic organizational forces. An overall 

95.3 per cent of the respondents perceive these forces to 

have from no influence to some influence on academic 

funding. 

Item No. 7--This item covers the perceived influence 

of local-level alumni forces. An overall 81 per cent of 

the respondents perceive these forces to have from no 

influence to some influence on academic funding. 
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Item No. 8^—This item covers the perceived influence 

of local-level ethnic groups forces. An overall 83.3 per 

cent of the respondents perceive these forces to have from 

no influence to some influence on academic funding. 

Item No. 9—This item covers the perceived influence 

of local-level minority groups forces. An overall 83.4 

per cent of the respondents perceive these forces to have 

from no influence to some influence on academic funding. 

Item No. 10—This item covers the perceived influence 

of local-level county government forces. An overall 88.1 

per cent of the respondents perceive these forces to have 

from no influence to some influence on academic funding. 

Item No. 11—This ite;m covers the perceived influence 

of local-level municipal government forces. An overall 83 . 3 

per cent of the respondents perceive these forces to have 

from no influence to some influence on academic funding. 

Item No. L2—This item covers the perceived influence 

of local-level news media-print forces. An overall 71.5 per 

cent of the respondents perceive these forces to have from 

no influence to some influence on academic funding. 

Item N6. 13—This item covers the perceived influence 

of local-level news media non-print forces. An overall 

76.2 per cent of the respondents perceive these forces to 

have from no influence to some influence on academic 

funding. 
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Item No. 14—This item covers the perceived influence 

of the institution's district senator. An overall 71.4 per 

cent of the respondents perceive this force to have from 

great to very great influence on academic funding. 

Item No. 15—This item covers the perceived influence 

of the institution's district representative(s). An over-

all 52.4 per cent of the respondents perceive these forces 

to have from great to very great influence on academic 

funding. 

In summary of the data on local-level influence, 

analyses related to the degree of influence that was exerted 

by local-level external forces on the funding policies for 

public higher education from 1965 through 1983 shows no 

statistical difference between the perceptions of chief 

executive officers and chief financial officers. The local-

level forces that are perceived as having from great to very 

great influence are the institution's district senator, 

representative(s), and the oil and gas industry. The local-

level forces that are perceived as having either some 

influence or less are labor, civic organizations, county 

governments, agriculture, all businesses and corporations 

other than oil and gas, municipal governments, minority 

groups, ethnic groups, alumni groups, non-print and print 

news media, and financial institutions. 
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Research Question Two 

Research question two asks, "Are there significant 

differences among the perceptions of the groups of adminis-

trators regarding the degree of influence that was exerted 

by state-level external forces on the funding policies for 

public higher education from 1965 through 1983?" Data 

that answer this research question are presented in Tables 

X and XI. 

Table X presents the responses of chief executive 

officers and chief financial officers to questionnaire 

items (16 through 32) that deal with the influence of state-

level forces. According to the chi-square statistical test, 

the differences between the perceptions of the two groups 

are not significant at the .05 level. 

Table XI presents the percentages of responses to 

questionnaire items (16 through 32) by degree of influence 

of the state-level forces according to the perceptions of 

the three groups of administrators. The majority responses 

to each item are discussed. 

Item No. lĵ --This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of boards of regents. An overall 59.6 per 

cent of the respondents perceive these forces to have from 

great to very great influence on academic funding. 

Item No. 17—This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of the Coordinating Board, Texas college 

and university system. An overall 78.6 per cent of the 
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TABLE X 

PERCEPTIONS OF ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS OF STATE-LEVEL 
INFLUENCES ON ACADEMIC FUNDING: STATISTICAL 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GROUPS 

Item* N * * x 2 df 
Level of 

Significance 

16 P 18 5 . 1 7 8 5 9 4 0 . 2 6 9 5 
V 22 

17 P 18 1 . 8 0 8 5 6 3 0 . 6 1 3 1 
V 2 2 

18 P 18 1 . 4 5 5 8 3 3 0 . 6 9 2 5 
V 22 

19 P 18 0 . 0 3 2 1 4 2 0 . 9 8 4 1 
V 22 

2 0 P 18 4 . 7 1 3 8 0 4 0 . 6 2 3 3 
V 22 

2 1 P 1 8 2 . 6 1 9 7 9 4 0 . 6 2 3 3 
V 22 

22 P 18 2 . 9 4 6 1 3 3 0 . 4 0 0 0 
V 22 

2 3 p 18 2 . 9 8 0 4 1 4 0 . 5 6 1 1 
V 2 2 

24 p 18 2 . 7 1 8 0 9 3 0 . 4 3 7 2 
V 2 2 

25 p 18 7 . 6 4 0 6 9 3 0 . 0 5 4 1 
V 2 2 

26 p 18 3 . 8 2 4 2 1 3 0 . 2 8 1 1 
V 22 

27 p 18 0 . 8 9 0 2 9 3 0 . 8 2 7 8 
V 22 

28 p 18 5 . 3 9 6 8 2 4 0 . 2 4 8 9 
V 22 

29 p 18 0 . 3 6 2 6 0 3 0 . 9 4 7 9 
V 22 

3 0 p 18 2 . 1 2 6 3 1 4 0 . 7 1 2 5 
V 2 2 

3 1 p 18 4 . 2 7 6 0 7 4 0 . 3 6 9 9 
V 2 2 

32 p 18 2 . 4 9 1 5 8 3 0 . 4 7 6 8 
V 2 2 

*See Appendix for list of questionnaire items 16 
through 32. 

**P = chief executive officers; V = chief financial 
officers. 
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DEGREE OF INFLUENCE BY STATE-LEVEL 

FORCES ON ACADEMIC FUNDING 
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Item* Rank* * 

Degree of Influence 

Item* Rank* * 
None 
1 

Little 
2 

Some 
3 

Great 
4 

Very 
Great 

5 

C 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 
16 P 5.6 5.6 16.7 38.9 33.3 

VP 0.0 9.1 45.5 22.7 22.7 

C 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 
17 P 0.0 5.6 16.7 44.4 33.3 

VP 0.0 0.0 13.6 59.1 27.3 

C 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 
18 P 0.0 11.1 33.3 44.4 11.1 

VP 0.0 4.5 27.3 45.5 22.7 

c 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 
19 p 0.0 0.0 5.6 38.9 55.6 

VP 0.0 0.0 4.5 40.9 54.5 

c 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 
20 p 11.1 22.2 55.6 11.1 0.0 

VP 0.0 27.3 45.5 18.2 9.1 

c 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
21 p 11.1 38.9 33.3 16.7 0.0 

VP 18.2 40.9 31.8 4.5 4.5 

c 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
22 p 16.7 38.9 44.4 0.0 0.0 

VP 13.6 40.9 31.8 13.6 0.0 

c 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 
23 p 5.6 5.6 44.4 38.9 5.6 

VP 0.0 18.2 50.0 27.3 4.5 

c 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 
24 p 5.6 27.8 61.1 5.6 0.0 

VP 18.2 27.3 40.9 13.6 0.0 
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Item* Rank** 

Degree of Influence 

Item* Rank** 
None 
1 

Little 
2 

Some 
3 

Great 
4 

Very 
Great 

5 

C 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
25 P 16.7 55.6 27.8 0.0 0.0 

VP 18.2 18.2 50.0 13.6 0.0 

C 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 
26 P 0.0 22.2 50.0 22.2 5.6 

VP 0.0 4.5 45.5 36.4 13.6 

C 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 
27 P 5.6 33.3 44.4 16.7 0.0 

VP 4.5 22.7 59.1 13.6 0.0 

c 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
28 P 5.6 38.9 33.3 22.2 0.0 

VP 13.6 13.6 54.5 13.6 4.5 

c 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
29 P 27.8 38.9 27.8 5.6 0.0 

VP 22.7 36.4 36.4 4.5 0.0 

c 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 
30 P 5.6 22.2 50.0 22.2 0.0 

VP 4.5 9.1 59.1 22.7 4.5 

c 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 
31 p 5.6 5.6 38.9 38.9 11.1 

VP 0.0 13.6 18.2 45.5 22.7 

c 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 
32 p 11.1 27.8 61.1 0.0 0.0 

VP 9.1 45.5 40.9 4.5 0.0 

*See Appendix for list of questionnaire items 16 
through 32. 

**C = chief executive officers of the systems; P = 
chief executive officers; VP = chief financial officers. 
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respondents perceive this force to have from great to very-

great influence on academic funding. 

Item No. _1£—This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of the governor and his staff. An overall 

61.9 per cent of the respondents perceive this force to 

have from great to very great influence on academic 

funding. 

Item No. 19—This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of the legislative budget board (LBB) 

staff. An overall 95.3 per cent of the respondents per-

ceive this force to have from great to very great influence 

on academic funding. 

Item No. 20—This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of political parties. An overall 81 per 

cent of the respondents perceive these forces to have from 

no influence to some influence on academic funding. 

Item No. 21—This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of independent colleges and universities 

of Texas. An overall 88.2 per cent of the respondents 

perceive these forces to have from no influence to some 

influence on academic funding. 

Item No. 22—This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of The Association of Texas Colleges and 

Universities. An overall 92.9 per cent of the respondents 

perceive this force to have from no influence to some 

influence on academic funding. 
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Item No. 23—This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of The Council of College Presidents. An 

overall 61.9 per cent of the respondents perceive this 

force to have from no influence to some influence on 

academic funding. 

Item No. 24—This item covers the perceived state-

level inlfuence of The Texas Association of College 

Teachers (TACT). An overall 90.5 per cent of the respon-

dents perceive this force to have from no influence to 

some influence on academic funding. 

Item No. 25—This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of The Texas State Teachers Association 

(TSTA). An overall 92.8 per cent of the respondehts per-

ceive this force to have from no influence to some influ-

ence on academic funding. 

Item No. 26—This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of The Texas Association of State Senior 

College and University Business Officers. An overall 59.5 

per cent of the respondents perceive this force to have 

from no influence to some influence on academic funding. 

Item No. 21_—This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of The Texas State Employee Retirement 

System. An overall 85.8 per cent of the respondents per-

ceive this force to have from no influence to some influence 

on academic funding. 
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Item No. 28—This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of The Texas Education Agency. An overall 

81 per cent of the respondents perceive this force to have 

from no influence to some influence on academic funding. 

Item No. 29--This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of The Texas Department of Health. An 

overall 95.3 per cent of the respondents perceive this 

force to have from no influence to some influence on 

academic funding. 

Item No. 30—This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of the Texas state auditor. An overall 

76.2 per cent of the respondents perceive this force to 

have from no influence to some influence on academic 

funding. 

Item No. 31--This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of the Texas state comptroller. An over-

all 59.6 per cent of the respondents perceive this force 

to have from great to very great influence on academic 

funding. 

Item No. 32—This item covers the perceived state-

level influence of The Texas Research League. An overall 

97.6 per cent of the respondents perceive this force to 

have from no influence to some influence on academic 

funding. 

In summary of the influence of state-level external 

forces, analyses of data related to the degree of influence 
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that was exerted by state-level external forces on the 

funding policies for public higher education from 1965 

through 1983 shows no statistical difference between the 

perceptions of chief executive officers and chief finan-

cial officers. The state-level forces that are perceived 

as having from great to very great influence are the 

Legislative Budget Board staff, the Coordinating Board, 

Texas College and University System, governor and staff, 

boards of regents, and the state comptroller. The state-

level forces that are perceived as having only some 

influence or less are The Texas Research League, Texas 

Department of Health, The Association of Texas Colleges 

and Universities, Texas State Teacher Association, Texas 

Association of College Teachers, independent colleges and 

universities of Texas, The Texas State Employee Retirement 

System, Texas Education Agency, political parties, the 

state auditor, Council of College Presidents, and The 

Texas Association of State Senior College and University 

Business Officers. 

Research Question Three 

Research question three asks, "Are there significant 

differences among the perceptions of the groups of adminis-

trators regarding the types and degrees of influence of 

contacts made by administrators with individuals or agencies 

who represent external forces that influenced funding policies 
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for public higher education from 1965 through 1983?" These 

data are presented in two sections. The first section 

deals with the perceived type and degree of influence of 

contacts with local-level forces. The second section deals 

with the perceived type and degree of influence of contacts 

with state-level forces. 

Table XII presents the responses of chief executive 

officers and chief financial officers to questionnaire 

items (33 through 47) that deal with the usefulness of 

contact of local-level forces. According to the chi-square 

statistical test, the differences between the perceptions of 

the two groups are not significant at the .05 level. 

Table XIII presents the percentages of responses to 

questionnaire items (33 through 47) that deal with the use-

fulness of contact of local-level forces. According to 

the three groups of administrators, the majority of great-

est percentage of responses are discussed for each item. 

Item No. 33—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of local-level oil and gas industry forces. An 

overall 41.2 per cent of the respondents perceive these 

forces to have been helpful in regard to academic funding. 

Item No. 34—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of local-level financial institutional forces. 

An overall 50 per cent of the respondents perceive these 

forces to have been from useful to extremely useful in 

regard to academic funding. 
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TABLE XII 

PERCEPTIONS OF ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS REGARDING 
USEFULNESS OF CONTACT OF LOCAL-LEVEL FORCES 

ON ACADEMIC FUNDING: STATISTICAL 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GROUPS 

Item* N * * N2 df 
Level of 

Significance 

33 P 12 2.85714 4 0.5820 
V 4 

34 P 14 8.70825 4 0.0688 
V 11 

35 P 12 1.37238 3 0.7120 
V 10 

36 p 4 1.55556 2 0.4594 
V 3 

37 p 8 3.00000 3 0.3916 
V 4 

38 p 16 0.33592 3 0.9531 
V 15 

39 p 17 0.58841 3 0.8991 
V 15 

40 p 10 1.06667 2 0.5866 
V 6 

41 p 11 3.57328 4 0.4668 
V 7 

42 p 9 3.62037 3 0.3055 
V 8 

43 p 10 5.96591 4 0.2017 
V 11 

44 p 15 0.32152 2 0.8515 
V 11 

45 p 15 0.51750 2 0.7720 
V 8 

46 p 18 4.12751 4 0.3890 
V 19 

47 p 18 2.04394 3 0.5633 
V 20 

*See Appendix for list of questionnaire items 33 
through 47. 

**P = chief executive officers; V = chief financial 
officers. 
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TABLE XIII 

PERCEPTIONS OF ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS OF 
USEFULNESS OF CONTACT BY LOCAL-LEVEL 

FORCES ON ACADEMIC FUNDING 

Degree of Usefulness 

Useless 
Of Little Extremely 

Useless Use Helpful Useful Useful 
Item* Rank* * 1 2 3 4 5 

C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
33 P 8.3 25.0 33.3 16.7 16.7 

VP 0.0 25.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 

C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
34 P 7.1 28.6 14.3 21.4 28.6 

VP 0.0 0.0 54.5 36.4 9.1 

C 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
35 P 0.0 25.0 50.0 16.7 8.3 

VP 0.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 

C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
36 P 25.0 50.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 

VP 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 0.0 

C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
37 P 0.0 25.0 37.5 12.5 25.0 

VP 0.0 0.0 75.0 25.0 0.0 

c 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
38 p 0.0 43.8 37.5 12.5 6.3 

VP 0.0 40.0 33.3 20.0 6.7 

c 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 
39 p 0.0 17.6 52.9 23.5 5.9 

VP 0.0 20.0 40.0 33.3 6.7 

c 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 
40 p 0.0 30.0 30.0 40.0 0.0 

VP 0.0 50.0 33.3 16.7 0.0 

c 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 
41 p 0.0 18.2 36.4 45.5 0.0 

VP 14.3 14.3 28.6 28.6 14.3 
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Degree of Usefulness 

Of Little Extremely 
Useless Use Helpful Useful Useful 

Item* Rank** 1 2 3 4 5 

C 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
42 P 0.0 66.7 22.2 11.1 0.0 

VP 12.5 37.5 50.0 0.0 0.0 

C 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
43 P 0.0 50.0 30.0 20.0 0.0 

VP 9.1 27.3 45.5 0.0 18.2 

C 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
44 P 0.0 33.3 46.7 20.0 0.0 

VP 0.0 36.4 36.4 27.3 0.0 

C 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
45 P 0.0 40.0 46.7 13.3 0.0 

VP 0.0 37.5 37.5 25.0 0.0 

C 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 
46 P 0.0 0.0 5.6 38.9 55.6 

VP 5.3 10.5 10.5 21.1 52.6 

c 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 
47 p 0.0 0.0 16.7 33.3 50.0 

VP 0.0 10.0 15.0 25.0 50.0 

*See Appendix for list of questionnaire items 33 
through 47. 

**C = chief executive officers of the systems? P = 
chief executive officers; VP = chief financial officers. 
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Item No. 35--This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of all other local-level business and corporate 

forces. An overall 43.5 per cent of the respondents per-

ceive these forces to have been helpful in regard to 

academic funding. 

Item No. 36—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of local-level labor forces. An overall 57.2 per 

cent of the respondents perceive these forces to have been 

from useless to of little use in regard to academic funding, 

Item No. 37_—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of local-level agricultural forces. An overall 

46.2 per cent of the respondents perceive these forces to 

have been helpful in regard to academic funding. 

Item No. 38—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of local-level civic organizational forces. An 

overall 40.6 per cent of the respondents perceive these 

forces to have been from useless to of little use in regard 

to academic funding. 

Item No. 39—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of local-level alumni forces. An overall 48.5 

per cent of the respondents perceive these forces to have 

been helpful in regard to academic funding. 

Item No. 4_0—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of local-level ethnic group forces. An overall 

7 0.6 per cent of the respondents perceive these forces to 
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have been from useless to helpful in regard to academic 

funding. 

Item No. 41—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of local-level minority group forces. An over-

all 42.1 per cent of the respondents perceive these forces 

to have been from useful to extremely useful in regard to 

academic funding. 

Item No. 42—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of local-level county government forces. An 

overall 61.2 per cent of the respondents perceive these 

forces to have been from useless to of little use in regard 

to academic funding. 

Item No. 43--This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of local-level municipal government forces. An 

overall 40.9 per cent of the respondents perceive these 

forces to have been from useless to of little use in regard 

to academic funding. 

Item No. 44--This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of local-level news media-print forces. An 

overall 40.7 per cent of the respondents perceive these 

forces to have been helpful on academic funding. 

Item No. 45--This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of local-level news media-non print forces. An 

overall 83.4 per cent of the respondents perceive these 

forces to have been from useless to helpful in regard to 

academic funding. 
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Item No. 46—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of the institution's local-level district senatorw 

An overall 82.1 per cent of the respondents perceive this 

force to have been from useful to extremely useful in regard 

to academic funding. 

Item No. 47—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of the institution's local-level district repre-

sentative ( s ) . An overall 77.5 per cent of the respondents 

perceive this force to have been from useful to extremely 

useful in regard to academic funding. 

Table XIV presents the responses of chief executive 

officers and chief financial officers to questionnaire 

items (48 through 64) that deal with the usefulness of 

contact of state-level forces. According to the chi-square 

statistical test, the difference between the perceptions 

of the two groups is significant at the .05 level for 

the Texas Education Agency (item 60). Questionnaire items 

61 and 64 were tested by the Fisher's Exact Test at the .05 

level because they had a small frequency in a two-by-two 

table. 

Table XV presents the percentage of responses to ques-

tionnaire items (48 through 64) that deal with the useful-

ness of contact of state-level forces. According to the 

perceptions of the three groups of administrators, the 

majority or greatest percentages of responses are discussed 

for each item. 
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TABLE XIV 

PERCEPTIONS OF ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS REGARDING 
USEFULNESS OF CONTACT OF STATE-LEVEL FORCES 

ON ACADEMIC FUNDING: STATISTICAL 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GROUPS 

Item* N * * X 2 df 
Level of 

Significance 

48 P 18 0.67984 2 0.7118 
V 20 

49 P 17 2.80748 3 0.4223 
V 18 

50 P 17 1.51720 3 0.6783 
V 18 

51 P 18 0.70188 2 0.7040 
V 20 

52 P 9 2.00000 2 0.3679 
V 3 

53 P 4 3.93750 2 0.1396 
V 5 

54 P 11 3.59369 3 0.3088 
V 8 

55 P 17 4.42424 4 0.3516 
V 17 

56 P 12 1.80438 3 0.6140 
V 11 

57 P 6 2.14286 2 0.3425 
V 6 

58 P 15 6.10286 4 0.1916 
V 21 

59 p 8 3.00000 2 0.2231 
V 4 

60 p 10 6.03749 2 0.0489*** 
V 4 

61 p 1 Fisher's Exact - 0.7500 
V 3 Test One Tail 

62 p 10 3.54286 3 0.3152 
V 14 

63 p 12 3.11023 3 0.3749 
V 16 

64 p 4 Fisher's Exact - 0.8000 
V 2 Test One Tail 

*See Appendix for list of questionnaire items 48 
through 64. 

**P = chief executive officers; V = chief financial 
officers. 

***Significant at the .05 level. 
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TABLE XV 

PERCEPTIONS OF ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS OF 
USEFULNESS OF CONTACT BY STATE-LEVEL 

FORCES ON ACADEMIC FUNDING 

Degree of Usefulness 

Of Little Extremely 
Useless Use Helpful Useful Useful 

Item* Rank** 1 2 3 4 5 

C 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 
48 P 0.0 0.0 27.8 33.3 38.9 

VP 0.0 0.0 40.0 25.0 35.0 

C 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
49 P 0.0 11.8 35.3 35.3 17.6 

VP 0.0 0.0 27.8 50.0 22.2 

C 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 
50 P 0.0 17.6 52.9 17.6 11.8 

VP 0.0 11.1 44.4 16.7 27.8 

C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
51 P 0.0 0.0 11.1 27.8 61.1 

VP 0.0 0.0 20.0 30.0 50.0 

c 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 
52 p 0.0 33.3 55.6 11.1 0.0 

VP 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 

c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
53 p 0.0 75.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 

VP 0.0 20.0 20.0 60.0 0.0 

c 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 
54 p 18.2 63.6 18.2 0.0 0.0 

VP 25.0 25.0 37.5 12.5 0.0 

c 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 
55 p 5.9 11.8 23.5 35.3 23.5 

VP 0.0 0.0 47.1 29.4 23.5 

c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
56 P 0.0 41.7 50.0 8.3 0.0 

VP 9.1 36.4 36.4 18.2 0.0 
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Degree of Usefulness 

Of little Extremely 
Useless Use Helpful Useful Useful 

Item* Rank ** 1 2 3 4 5 

C 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 
57 P 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 

VP 1 6 . 7 1 6 . 7 6 6 . 7 0 . 0 0 . 0 

C 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 
58 P 6 . 7 6 . 7 4 6 . 7 2 0 . 0 2 0 . 0 

VP 0 . 0 0 . 0 2 3 . 8 3 3 . 3 4 2 . 9 

C 0 . 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 
59 P 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 2 5 . 0 2 5 . 0 0 . 0 

VP 0 . 0 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 0 . 0 

C 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 
60 P 0 . 0 7 0 . 0 3 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 

VP 0 . 0 2 5 . 0 2 5 . 0 5 0 . 0 0 . 0 

c 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 
61 P 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 

VP 0 . 0 6 6 . 7 3 3 . 3 0 . 0 0 . 0 

c 0 . 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 
62 P 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 4 0 . 0 1 0 . 0 0 . 0 

VP 0 . 0 2 8 . 6 2 8 . 6 2 1 . 4 2 1 . 4 

c 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 
63 p 0 . 0 2 5 . 0 3 3 . 3 3 3 . 3 8 . 3 

VP 0 . 0 6 . 3 4 3 . 8 2 5 . 0 2 5 . 0 

c 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 
64 p 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 

VP 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 5 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 

*See Appendix for list of questionnaire items 48 
through 64. 

**C = chief executive officers of the systems; P = 
chief executive officers; VP = chief financial officers. 
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Item No. 4MB—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of state-level boards of regents. An overall 

67.5 per cent of the respondents perceive these forces to 

have been from useful to extremely useful in regard to 

academic funding. 

Item No. 4_9—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of the state-level Coordinating Board, Texas 

College and University System. An overall 59.4 per cent 

of the respondents perceive this force to have been from 

useful to extremely useful in regard to academic funding. 

Item No. 50—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of state-level governor and staff. An overall 

48.6 per cent of the respondents perceive this force to 

have been helpful in regard to academic funding. 

Item No. 51--This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of state-level Legislative Budget Board staff. 

An overall 85 per cent of the respondents perceive this 

force to have been from useful to extremely useful in 

regard to academic funding. 

Item No. 52—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of state-level political parties. An overall 

69.2 per cent of the respondents perceive these forces to 

have been helpful in regard to academic funding. 

Item No. 5_3--This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of state-level independent colleges and univer-

sities of Texas. An overall 44.4 per cent of the 
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respondents perceive this force to have been from useless 

to of little use in regard to academic funding. 

Item No. 54—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of state-level Association of Texas Colleges 

and Universities. An overall 65 per cent of the respon-

dents perceive this force to have been from useless to of 

little use in regard to academic funding. 

Item No. 55—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of state-level Council of College Presidents. 

An overall 55.6 per cent of the respondents perceive this 

force to have been from useful to extremely useful in regard 

to academic funding. 

Item No. 56—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of state-level Texas Association of College 

Teachers. An overall 43.5 per cent of the respondents 

perceive this force to have been from useless to of little 

use but 43.5 per cent also perceive this force as helpful 

in regard to academic funding. 

Item No. 57--This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of state-level Texas State Teachers Association. 

An overall 58.3 per cent of the respondents perceive this 

force to have been helpful in regard to academic funding. 

Item No. 5j3—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of state-level Texas Association of State Senior 

College and University Business Officers. An overall 62.1 

per cent of the respondents perceive this force to have 
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been from useful to extremely useful in regard to academic 

funding. 

Item No. 59—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of the Texas State Employee Retirement System. 

An overall 69.3 per cent of the respondents perceive this 

force to have been of from little use to helpful in regard 

to academic funding. 

Item No. 60—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of state-level Texas Education Agency. The 

significant difference between the perceptions of chief 

executive officers and chief financial officers indicate 

that chief financial officers perceive the Texas Education 

Agency as having been useful in regard to academic funding 

to a greater degree than is perceived by the presidents. 

Item No. (51.—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of state-level Department of Health. An overall 

75 per cent of the respondents perceive this force to have 

been from useless to of little use in regard to academic 

funding. 

Item No. 62—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of the state-level state auditor. An overall 

72 per cent of the respondents perceive this force to 

have been from useless to helpful in regard to academic 

funding. 

Item No. 6J3--This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of the state-level state comptroller. An 
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overall 43.4 per cent of the respondents perceive this 

force to have been from useful to extremely useful in 

regard to academic funding. 

Item No. 64—This item covers the perceived usefulness 

of contact of the state-level Texas Research League. An 

overall 57.1 per cent of the respondents perceive this 

force to have been from useless to helpful in regard to 

academic funding. 

Research Question Four 

Research question four asks, "Are there significant 

differences among the perceptions of the groups of adminis-

trators regarding the positive or negative affect of these 

contacts between administrators and individuals or agencies 

who represent external forces on funding policies for public 

higher education from 1965 through 1983?" These data are 

presented in two sections. The first section deals with 

incidence of contact with local-level external forces. 

The second section deals with the incidence of contact 

with state-level external forces. 

Local-level occurrence of contact.—Table XVI presents 

the percentages of responses to questionnaire items 33 

through 47 regarding the positive or negative effect of 

the local-level external forces according to the percep-

tions of the three groups of administrators. 
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TABLE XVI 

OCCURRENCE OF CONTACT OF LOCAL-LEVEL EXTERNAL 
FORCES ON ACADEMIC FUNDING AS PERCEIVED 

BY ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS 

Chancellors of 
the Systems Presidents VP Financial 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 
Item % % % % % % 

33 50.0 50.0 66.7 33.3 18.2 81.8 

34 50.0 50.0 77.8 22.2 50.0 50.0 

35 50.0 50.0 66.7 33.3 45.5 54.5 

36 0.0 100.0 22.2 77.8 13.6 86.4 

37 50.0 50.0 47.1 52.9 18.2 81.8 

38 50.0 50.0 88.9 11.1 68.2 31.8 

39 50.0 50.0 94.4 5.6 68.2 31.8 

40 50.0 50.0 55.6 44.4 27.3 72.7 

41 50.0 50.0 61.1 38.9 31.8 68.2 

42 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 36.4 63.6 

43 50.0 50.0 55.6 44.4 50.0 50.0 

44 50.0 50.0 83.3 16.7 50.0 50.0 

45 50.0 50.0 83.3 16.7 36.4 63.6 

46 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 81.8 18.2 

47 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 90.9 9.1 

*See Appendix for list of questionnaire items 33 
through 47. 
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Table XVI data show that chief executive officers of 

the systems, chief executive officers, and chief financial 

officers have the highest level of contact with the insti-

tution's district senator and representative(s) (items 46 

and 47). They perceived negative reactions to contacts 

with labor (item 36), agriculture (item 37), and county 

government (item 42). They perceive positive reactions 

to contacts with civic organizations (item 38), and alumni 

(item 39). The differences between chief executive officers 

and chief financial officers on perceptions of the oil and 

gas industry (item 33), financial institutions (item 34), 

all other businesses or corporations (item 35), ethnic 

gorups (item 40), minority groups (item 41), municipal 

governments (item 43), and news media—print and non-print 

(items 44 and 45) indicate that chief executive officers 

feel that their contacts with the forces have a more posi-

tive effect than is felt by their chief financial officers. 

State level occurrence of contact.—Table XVII data 

present the percentages of responses to questionnaire items 

48 through 64 regarding the positive or negative effect of 

the state-level external forces according to the perceptions 

of the three groups of administrators. 

Table XVII data show that chief executive officers of 

the systems, chief executive officers, and chief financial 

officers have the highest positive level of contact with 
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TABLE XVII 

OCCURRENCE OF CONTACT OF STATE-LEVEL EXTERNAL 
FORCES ON ACADEMIC FUNDING AS PERCEIVED 

BY ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS 

Chancellors of 
the Systems Presidents VP Financial 

Item* 
Yes 
% 

No 
% 

Yes 
% 

No 
% 

Yes 
% 

No 
% 

48 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 90.9 9.1 

49 100.0 0.0 94.4 5.6 81.8 18.2 

50 100.0 0.0 94.4 5.6 81.8 18.2 

51 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 90.9 9.1 

52 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 13.6 86.4 

53 0.0 100.0 22.2 77.8 22.7 77.3 

54 50.0 50.0 61.1 38.9 36.4 63.6 

55 100.0 0.0 94.4 5.6 77.3 22.7 

56 0.0 100.0 66.7 33.3 50.0 50.0 

57 0.0 100.0 2 9.4 70.6 27.3 72.7 

58 50.0 50.0 83.3 16 .7 95. 5 4.5 

59 50.0 50.0 44.4 55.6 18.2 81.8 

60 50.0 50.0 55.6 44.4 18.2 81.8 

61 0.0 100.0 5.6 94.4 13.6 86.4 

62 50.0 50.0 55.6 44.4 63.6 36.4 

63 100.0 0.0 66.7 33.3 72.7 27.3 

64 50.0 50.0 22.2 77.8 9.1 90.9 

*See Appendix for list of questionnaire items 48 
through 64. 
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boards of regents (item 48), the Coordinating Board (item 

49), Governor and staff (item 50), Legislative Budget 

Board staff (item 51), Council of College Presidents (item 

55), and state comptroller (item 63). They perceived nega-

tive reactions from the Independent Colleges and Universi-

ties of Texas (item 53), Texas State Teachers Association 

(item 57), and Texas Department of Health (item 61). For 

the Texas Association of College Teachers (item 56), the 

chief executive officers of the systems have no occurrence 

of contact, chief executive officers feel a positive effect, 

and chief financial officers feel a less positive effect. 

For the Texas Association of State Senior College and Uni-

versity Business Officers (item 58) and the state auditor 

(item 62), the chief executive officers and chief finan-

cial officers feel that there is a positive effect from the 

contact, and data for the Texas Research League (item 64) 

indicate that chief executive officers and chief financial 

officers feel a negative effect. For political parties 

(item 52), Association of Texas Colleges and Universities 

(item 54), and Texas Education Agency (item 60), data indi-

cate that chief financial officers perceive a negative 

effect. With the State Employees Retirement System (item 

59), the chief financial officers perceive the effect of 

the contact is more negative than is perceived by the 

presidents. 
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In summary, regarding the positive or negative effect 

of these contacts between administrators and individuals 

or agencies who represent external forces on funding 

policies for public higher education from 1965 through 

1983, the analysis of data demonstrates significant 

differences between the perceptions of chief executive 

officers and chief financial officers. The contacts with 

local-level forces that are perceived as having a highly 

positive effect are with the institution's district senator 

and representative(s); the contacts with local-level forces 

that are perceived as having no effect are with labor and 

agriculture. The state-level forces that are perceived as 

having a highly positive effect are with boards of regents, 

the Coordinating Board, Governor and staff, Legislative 

Budget Board staff, and Council of College Presidents; the 

contacts with state-level forces that are perceived as 

having no effect are with the Independent Colleges and 

Universities of Texas, Texas State Teachers Association, 

Texas State Employees Retirement System, Department of 

Health, and Texas Research. League. 

Comments from the Three Groups of Administrators 
of Public Senior Colleges and Universities 

in Texas Regarding External Forces 
at Local- and State-Levels 

The three groups of administrators who answered the 

questionnaire chose also to add general comments on the 

power and influence of external forces on the actions of 
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the Texas Legislature in financing public higher education. 

Their remarks follow verbatim. One chief executive officer 

of the system says, 

External forces are extremely important—higher 
education does not escape the time and forces in which 
it exists—we don't live in a vacuum. 

Regrettably higher education seldom, if ever, 
leads; this is a dilemma over which we have less 
control than we'd like. 

The other chief executive officer of the system says, 

I think there are particular pieces of legislation 
about which some assessment of influence can be made. 
These almost always involve some aspect of higher edu-
cation in which a strong interest has been shown. A 
case in point would be the legislation referring to the 
constitutional amendment (HJR 19). In this particular 
instance, there was little influence brought to bear by 
any other groups or agencies outside of the higher edu-
cation community. I would say, however, that in agri-
cultural areas, various agricultural groups do have a 
significant influence and are called upon to help. 

As one university president says, 

External forces that in my opinion, have been 
effective or influential usually happened when several 
were operating at the same time, on the same issue, 
and became a known joint effort. 

Another president says, 

Local financial institutions (banking) can have 
significant influence on an issue such as depositories. 

Another president says, 

The process of influencing legislative funding is 
very complex and few, if any, individuals or groups 
directly contact all segments of the process. Further 
this questionnaire would be completed differently 
should the questions be directed at a specific problem 
or funding issue. 

I feel that a different response would also be 
received if you separated responses for formula and 
non-formula items since they are approached in com-
pletely different manners. 
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A vice-president for financial affairs says, 

With a few insignificant exceptions the contacts 
with legislators and influential persons in Austin is 
handled at the system level and this is fine with me! 

A vice-president for financial affairs says, 

Because of our economy being tied to oil and gas, 
that industry obviously affects the financing of all 
state government. 

The Legislative Budget Board staff has the most 
influence since Texas by constitutional design has a 
weak governor and a legislature that meets only 140 
days every two years; the LBB staff and the ten members 
of the legislature who compose the LBB really write the 
budget. 

A vice-president for financial affairs says, 

It seems to me that legislative action possesses 
all the complexities of human behavior; that legisla-
tive action is a function reflecting attitudes of our 
millions of citizens as well as the interest groups 
listed on the questionnaire, with all of these influ-
ences modified by the individual views of members of 
the legislature. 

These comments reflect these respondents' cognizance of 

(and perhaps frustration with) the importance of external 

forces on the levels of funding awarded to their institu-

tions. Also reflected in these remarks is their recognition 

of the fluctuation of impact or usefulness of certain of 

these forces. 

Summary Comparisons by Rank Ordering for 
Degrees of Influence and Usefulness 

of Contact for Both Local- and 
State-level Forces 

Tables XVIII, XIX, and XX present data that compare the 

rankings by means of the influence and usefulness of contact 

for, respectively, local-level external forces, state-level 
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external forces, and a summary comparison of local- and 

state-level external forces. Each table lists all external 

forces by level to which the administrators responded with 

evaluations. 

On the local-level, the four forces that are highest in 

influence on academic funding are the institution's senator 

and representative, the oil and gas industry, and financial 

institutions. For usefulness of contact, however, the oil 

and gas industry is replaced by agriculture in the four 

highest ranked local-level forces. 

There is less agreement on the state-level among the 

four highest ranked forces as to influence and usefulness 

of contact for academic funding. In influence, the top four 

forces are the LBBS, the Coordinating Board, boards of regents, 

and the Governor and staff. In usefulness of contact, how-

ever, TASSCUBO replaces the Coordinating Board, and the 

Council of College Presidents replaces the Governor and staff. 

When the mean scores are used to rank both local- and 

state-level forces, as to influence and usefulness of con-

tact for academic funding, five of the top eight forces in 

both influence and usefulness are state-level forces. 

Although there are some differences in rankings, there is 

agreement that the LBBS and the institution's district 

senator are the first and second ranked forces for both 

influence and usefulness of contact (the Coordinating Board 

ties with the district senator in the area of influence). 
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TABLE XVIII 

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF INFLUENCES AND USEFULNESS OF 
CONTACT RANK ORDERINGS FOR LOCAL-LEVEL EXTERNAL 

FORCES ON FUNDING FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN 
TEXAS AS PERCEIVED BY ACADEMIC 

ADMINISTRATORS 

Influence Usefulness 
of Contact 

Mean Rank Local-Level External Forces Rank Mean 

4.024 1 Institution's District Senator 1 4.231 

3.738 2 Institution's District Representative 2 4.200 

3.381 3 Oil and Gas Industry 7 3.118 

3.190 4 Financial Institutions 3 3.500 

2.786 5 News Media (print) 11 2.852 

2.714 6 Alumni 5 3.212 

2.667 7 Ethnic Groups 9 2.941 

2.659 8 All Other Business and Corp. 8 3.000 

2.643 9 Minority Groups 6 3.211 

2.500 10 News Media (non-print) 13 2.750 

2.452 11 Municipal Government 12 2.773 

2.310 12 County Government 14 2.389 

2.262 13 Civic Organizations 10 2.906 

2.190 14 Agriculture 4 3.462 

2.024 15 Labor 15 2.286 
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TABLE XIX 

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF INFLUENCES AND USEFULNESS OF 
CONTACT RANK ORDERINGS FOR STATE-LEVEL EXTERNAL 

FORCES ON FUNDING FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN 
TEXAS AS PERCEIVED BY ACADEMIC 

ADMINISTRATORS 

Influence Usefulness 
of Contact 

Mean Rank State-Level External Forces Rank Mean 

4.500 1 Legislative Budget Board Staff 1 4.425 

4.024 2 Coordinating Board 5 3.649 

3.762 3 Board of Regents 2 4.050 

3.714 4 Governor and Staff 6 3.459 

3.619 5 State Comptroller 7 3.433 

3.357 6 TASSCUBO 3 3.892 

3.286 7 Council of College Presidents 4 3.694 

3.024 8 State Auditor 8 3.040 

2.881 9 Political Parties 11 2.846 

2.762 10 Employee Retirement System 9 3.000 

2.738 11 Texas Education Agency 13 2.533 

2.571 12 Texas Association of College Teachers 12 2.652 

2.476 13 Texas Research League 15 2.429 

2.405 14 Independent Colleges and Universities 10 2.889 

2.357 15 Association of Texas Colleges and 
Universities 

17 2.200 

2.333 16 Texas State Teachers Association 14 2.500 

2.167 17 Department of Health 16 2.250 
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TABLE XX 

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATORS' PERCEPTIONS 
OF THE DEGREE OF INFLUENCE AND THE USEFULNESS 

OF CONTACT EXERTED BY EXTERNAL 
FORCES IN TEXAS 

Influence 
All Local- and State-Level 

External Forces 

Usefulness 
of Contact 

Mean Rank 
All Local- and State-Level 

External Forces Rank Mean 

4 . 5 0 0 1 Legislative Budget Board Staff(S) 1 4 . 4 2 5 

4 . 0 2 4 2 . 5 District Senator (L) 2 4 . 2 3 1 

4 . 0 2 4 2 . 5 Coordinating Board (S) 7 3 . 6 4 9 

3 . 7 6 2 4 Board of Regents (S) 4 4 . 0 5 0 

3 . 7 3 8 5 District Representative(s) (L) 3 4 . 2 0 0 

3 . 7 1 4 6 Governor and Staff (S) 10 3 . 4 5 9 

3 . 6 1 9 7 State Comptroller (S) 11 3 . 4 3 3 

3 . 3 8 1 8 Oil and Gas Industry (L) 14 3 . 1 1 8 

3 . 3 5 7 9 TASSCUBO (S) 5 3 . 8 9 2 

3 . 2 8 6 10 Council of Presidents (S) 6 3 . 6 9 4 

3 . 1 9 0 11 Financial Institutions (L) 8 3 . 5 0 0 

3 . 0 2 4 12 State Auditor (S) 15 3 . 0 4 0 

2 . 8 8 1 13 Political Parties (S) 22 2 . 8 4 6 

2 . 7 8 6 14 News Media (print) (L) 21 2 . 8 5 2 

2 . 7 6 2 15 Employee Retirement System (S) 1 6 . 5 3 . 0 0 0 

2 . 7 3 8 16 Texas Education Agency ( s ) 26 2 . 5 3 3 

2 . 7 1 4 17 Alumni (L) 1 2 3 . 2 1 2 

2 . 6 6 7 18 Ethnic Groups (L) 18 2 . 9 4 1 
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Influence 
All Local- and State-Level 

External Forces 

Usefulness 
of Contact 

Mean Rank 
All Local- and State-Level 

External Forces Rank Mean 

2.659 19 All Other Business and Corp. (L) 16.5 3.000 

2.643 20 Minority Groups (L) 13 3.211 

2.571 21 TACT (S) 25 2.652 

2.500 22 News Media (non-print) (L) 24 2.750 

2.476 23 Texas Research League (S) 28 2.429 

2.452 24 Municipal Government (L) 23 2.773 

2.405 25 Independent Colleges and Uni- 20 2.889 
versities (S) 

2.357 26 Association of Texas Colleges 32 2.200 
and Universities (S) 

2.333 27 Texas State Teachers Association 27 2.500 
(S) 

2.310 28 County Government (L) 29 2.389 

2.262 29 Civic Organizations (L) 19 2.906 

2.190 30 Agriculture (L) 9 3.462 

2.167 31 Department of Health (S) 31 2.250 

2.024 32 Labor (L) 30 2.286 
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Summary of Data Findings 

Following is a summary of the important data findings 

from this study. 

Demographic Data 

Examination of the demographic data provided by the 

respondents reveals that 52.4 per cent of the respondents 

are chief financial officers, and 42.8 per cent are chief 

executive officers. Chief executive officers of the system 

comprise 4.8 per cent of the respondents. 

In regard to highest earned degree, both responding 

chief executive officers of the systems hold an earned 

doctoral degree. Of the chief executive officers, 94.4 

per cent hold an earned doctoral degree. Of the chief 

financial officers, 27.3 per cent hold an earned doctoral 

degree. 

The largest percentage (38%) of the academic execu-

tive respondents have been employed in their present 

positions for from two to four years. The majority (67%) 

of the executive respondents have been employed in their 

present positions for between two and ten years. 

Correspondingly, the largest percentage (31%) of the 

academic executives have held administrative positions 

for between fifteen to twenty years. Only 7 per cent of 

the executives have been administrators for either five 

years or less or for thirty or more years; the majority 
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(78%) of the executives have held positions in administra-

tion for from six to twenty years. 

Research Questions 

Research question one asks, "Are there significant 

differences among the perceptions of the groups of admin-

istrators regarding the degree of influence that was exerted 

by local-level external forces on the funding policies for 

public higher education from 1965 through 1983?" Responses 

from chief executive officers and chief financial officers 

indicate that there is no statistical difference between 

the perceptions of chief executive officers and chief 

financial officers. The local-level forces that are per-

ceived as having the highest degree of influence are the 

institution's district senator, representative(s), and the 

oil and gas industry. The local-level forces that are 

perceived as having the smallest degree of influence are 

labor, agriculture, civic organizations, and county govern-

ments . 

Research question two asks, "Are there significant 

differences among the perceptions of the groups of 

administrators regarding the degree of influence that was 

exerted by state-level external forces on the funding 

policies for public higher education from 1965 through 

1983?" Responses from chief executive officers and chief 

financial officers indicate that there is no statistical 
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difference between the perceptions of chief executive 

officers and chief financial officers. The state-level 

forces that are perceived as having the highest degree of 

influence are the Legislative Budget Board staff (LBBS), 

the Coordinating Board, boards of regents, and the Governor 

and staff. The state-level forces that are perceived as 

having the smallest degree of influence are the state 

Department of Health, Texas State Teachers Association 

(TSTA), Association of Texas Colleges and Universities, 

and the Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas 

(ICUT). 

Research question three asks, "Are there significant 

differences among the perceptions of the groups of admin-

istrators regarding the types and degree of influence of 

contacts made by administrators with individuals or agencies 

who represent external forces that influenced funding 

policies for public higher education from 1965 through 

1983?" The responses of academic administrators reveal 

the following data. 

Degree of usefulness of contacts with local-level 

forces.—Responses from chief executive officers and chief 

financial officers indicate that there is no statistical 

difference between the perceptions of chief executive 

officers and chief financial officers on usefulness of local-

level forces. The local-level forces that are perceived 
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as having the highest degree of usefulness are the institu-

tion's district senator, representative(s), financial 

institutions, and agriculture. The local-level forces that 

are perceived as having the smallest degree of usefulness 

are municiapl governments, news media (non-print), county 

governments, and labor. 

Degree of usefulness of contacts with state-level 

forces.—Responses from chief executive officers and chief 

financial officers indicate that their opinions differ with 

statistical significance only on one of the seventeen 

items—the Texas Education Agency. The state-level forces 

that are perceived as having the highest degree of useful-

ness are the Legislative Budget Board staff, boards of 

regents, Texas Association of State Senior College and 

University Business Officers, and Council of College Presi-

dents. The state-level forces that are perceived as having 

the smallest degree of usefulness are the Association of 

Texas Colleges and Universities, the Texas Department of 

Health, Texas Research league, and Texas State Teachers 

Association. 

Research question four asks, "Are there significant 

differences among the perceptions of the groups of 

administrators regarding the positive or negative effect 

of these contacts between administrators and individuals 

or agencies who represent external forces on funding 
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policies for public higher education from 1965 through 

1983?" Regarding the positive effect or less positive 

effect of these contacts, there are statistically signifi-

cant differences between the perceptions of chief executive 

officers and chief financial officers. The local-level 

forces that are perceived as having a positive degree of 

contact are the institution's district senator and repre-

sentative ( s ) ; the local-level forces that are perceived as 

having a less positive degree of contact are with agricul-

ture and labor. The state—level forces that are perceived 

as having a positive degree of contact are boards of 

regents, the Coordinating Board, the Governor and staff, 

the Legislative Budget Board staff, and the Council of 

College Presidents; the state—level forces that are per-

ceived as having a less positive degree of contact are the 

Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas, Texas State 

Teachers Association, Texas State Employee Retirement 

System, Texas Department of Health, and Texas Research 

League. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The problem with which this study is concerned is the 

influence of local- and state-level external forces on the 

actions of the Texas legislature in regard to financing 

public higher education at senior institutions of higher 

education in Texas during the period from 1965 through 1983 

as perceived by top academic administrators. The methods 

and procedures utilized in the study were designed to 

accomplish the purposes of the study, which are (1) to 

determine the perceptions of administrators in Texas public 

senior institutions of higher education regarding the 

degree of influence exerted by local- and state-level 

forces on the funding policies for public higher education 

in Texas from 1965 through 1983, (2) to determine the 

perceptions of administrators in Texas public senior insti-

tutions of higher education regarding which people or 

agencies exercised the greatest influence on funding 

policies for public higher education in Texas from 1965 

through 1983, (3) to determine if there are significant 

differences among the perceptions of groups of administra-

tors in Texas public senior institutions of higher 

140 
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education regarding the funding policies for public higher 

education in Texas from 1965 through 1983, and (4) to 

determine the types of contacts which took place between 

administrators of Texas public senior institutions of 

higher education and individuals or agencies who could 

be considered to represent an external force in regard to 

funding for public higher education in Texas from 1965 

through 1983 and the degree of influence of these contacts. 

In order to produce a survey instrument that would 

serve the purposes of this study, Section I of the survey 

instrument is designed to elicit the perceptions of the 

respondents regarding the external forces that exercised 

the greatest influence on institutional funding for the 

period under study. Section II is designed to determine 

if the individuals or agencies that are considered external 

forces contacted respondents in an effort to influence 

them. Section III is designed to obtain necessary demo-

graphic information from the respondents. 

The population of the study includes the chief 

executive officer and the chief financial officer of each 

of the thirty-one public senior colleges and universities 

in Texas (see Appendix). In addition, the chief executive 

officer of each of the four systems of higher education 

in Texas is included. A total of sixty—six administrators 

were contacted. Although fifty questionnaires (75.7%) were 
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returned, eight questionnaires had incomplete answers. The 

usable return rate is 72.4 per cent (N = 42). 

The data obtained regarding the local- and state-level 

external forces were tested using the chi-square test to 

determine significant differences between the distribution 

of selections of each of the two administrator groups for 

each item on the questionnaire. (The fact of only two 

responses from chief executive officers of the system 

prevented the use of the chi-square test in comparing 

their perceptions with chief executive officers and the 

chief financial officers.) Because of the small frequency, 

items sixty-one and sixty-four are tested by Fisher's 

exact test. The .05 level of significance is used for all 

tests. Descriptive statistical analysis is used to compare 

the perceptions of the three groups of academic administra-

tors . 

Summary of Data Findings 

The data were analyzed according to the (a) demograph-

ics and (b) the four research questions. The findings 

that resulted from the statistical analyses are as follows. 

Demographic Data 

Examination of the demographic data provided by the 

respondents reveals that 52.4 per cent of the respondents 

are chief financial officers, and 42.8 per cent are chief 
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executive officers. Chief executive officers of the system 

comprise 4.8 per cent of the respondents. 

In regard to highest earned degree, both responding 

chief executive officers of the systems hold an earned 

doctoral degree. Of the chief executive officers, 94.4 per 

cent hold an earned doctoral degree. Of the chief finan-

cial officers, 27.3 per cent hold an earned doctoral 

degree. 

The largest percentage (38%) of the academic executive 

respondents have been employed in their present positions 

for from two to four years. The majority (67%) of the 

executive respondents have been employed in their present 

positions for between two and ten years. 

Correspondingly, the largest percentage (31%) of the 

academic executives have held administrative positions for 

between fifteen to twenty years. Only 7 per cent of the 

executives have been administrators for either five years 

or less or for thirty or more years; the majority (78%) of 

the executives have held positions in administration for 

from six to twenty years. 

Research Questions 

Research question one asks, "Are there significant 

differences among the perceptions of the groups of admin-

istrators regarding the degree of influence that was exerted 

by local-level external forces on the funding policies for 
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public higher education from 1965 through 1983?" Responses 

from chief executive officers and chief financial officers 

indicate that there is no statistical difference between 

the perceptions of chief executive officers and chief 

financial officers. The local-level forces that are per-

ceived as having the highest degree of influence are the 

institution's district senator, representative(s), and the 

oil and gas industry. The local-level forces that are 

perceived as having the smallest degree of influence are 

labor, agriculture, civic organizations, and county govern-

ments. 

Research question two asks, "Are there significant 

differences among the perceptions of the groups of 

administrators regarding the degree of influence that was 

exerted by state-level external forces on the funding 

policies for public higher education from 1965 through 

1983?" Responses from chief executive officers and chief 

financial officers indicate that there is no statistical 

difference between the perceptions of chief executive 

officers and chief financial officers. The state-level 

forces that are perceived as having the highest degree of 

influence are the Legislative Budget Board staff (LBBS), 

the Coordinating Board, boards of regents, and the Governor 

and staff. The state-level forces that are perceived as 

having the smallest degree of influence are the state 

Department of Health, Texas State Teachers Association 
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(TSTA), Association of Texas Colleges and Universities, 

and the Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas 

(ICUT). 

Research question three asks, "Are there significant 

differences among the perceptions of the groups of admin-

istrators regarding the types and degree of influence of 

contacts made by administrators with individuals or agencies 

who represent external forces that influenced funding 

policies for public higher education from 1965 through 

198 3?" The responses of academic administrators reveal 

the following data. 

Degree of usefulness of contacts with local-level 

forces.—Responses from chief executive officers and chief 

financial officers indicate that there is no statistical 

difference between the perceptions of chief executive 

officers and chief financial officers on usefulness of 

local-level forces. The local-level forces that are per-

ceived as having the highest degree of usefulness are the 

institution's district senator, representative(s), finan-

cial institutions, and agriculture. The local-level forces 

that are perceived as having the smallest degree of useful-

ness are municipal governments, news media (non-print), 

county governments, and labor. 

Degree of usefulness of contacts with state-level 

forces.—Responses from chief executive officers and chief 
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financial officers indicate that their opinions differ with 

statistical significance only on one of the seventeen 

items—The Texas Education Agency. The state-level forces 

that are perceived as having the highest degree of useful-

ness are the Legislative Budget Board staff, boards of 

regents, Texas Association of State Senior College and 

University Business Officers, and Council of College Presi-

dents. The state-level forces that are perceived as having 

the smallest degree of usefulness are the Association of 

Texas Colleges and Universities, the Texas Department of 

Health, Texas Research League, and Texas State Teachers 

Association. 

Research question four asks, "Are there significant 

differences among the perceptions of the groups of 

administrators regarding the positive or negative effect 

of these contacts between administrators and individuals 

or agencies who represent external forces on funding 

policies for public higher education from 1965 through 

1983?" Regarding the positive effect or less positive 

effect of these contacts, there are statistically signifi-

cant differences between the perceptions of chief executive 

officers and chief financial officers. The local-level 

forces that are perceived as having a positive degree of 

contact are the institution's district senator and repre-

sentative ( s ) ; the local-level forces that are perceived as 

having a less positive degree of contact are with 
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agriculture and labor. The state-level forces that are 

perceived as having a positive degree of contact are boards 

of regents, the Coordinating Board, the Governor and staff, 

the Legislative Budget Board staff, and the Council of 

College Presidents; the state-level forces that are per-

ceived as having a less positive degree of contact are the 

Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas, Texas State 

Teachers Association, Texas State Employee Retirement Sys-

tem, Texas Department of Health, and Texas Research League. 

Comparison of Findings with 
Related Studies 

Comparison to Dobb's study.—It may be enlightening 

to compare the similarities and differences in the findings 

of the Michigan and the Texas studies, in terms of both 

demographics and data on the degree of influence and power 

exerted by external forces on higher education. 

Dobb's (1) study is titled "A Descriptive Study of the 

Impact of External Influence on Policy Decision Making as 

Perceived by Community College Presidents and Board Chair-

persons at Six Selected Community Colleges in Michigan." 

Dobbs selected two Michigan community colleges from each 

of three geographical and socioeconomic levels—rural, 

urban, and suburban. There were twelve respondents, with 

each college being represented by one president and one 

chairperson. In contrast, this study concentrates on all 
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Texas public senior colleges and universities (thirty-one 

member institutions). There were forty-two respondents. 

The Michigan community college presidents had served 

an average of 5.8 years in their present positions, and the 

board chairpersons' tenure averaged 4.1 years. While Texas 

senior colleges and universities chief executive officers 

(presidents) had served an average of 5.4 years in their 

present positions, chief executive officers of the systems 

(chancellors) averaged 3.5 years and chief financial 

officers averaged 4.9 years in their present positions. 

An interesting comparison occurs for highest earned 

degrees. All six Michigan presidents hold an earned 

doctoral degree, and one board chairperson holds an earned 

doctoral degree. While seventeen of the respondent (18) 

chief executive officers and both chief executive officers 

of the systems in Texas hold an earned doctoral degree, only 

six of the responding (22) chief financial officers hold an 

earned doctoral degree. While the Michigan study does not 

mention years of experience as administrators, the largest 

percentage of Texas academic executives have held adminis-

trative positions for from fifteen to twenty years. 

In regard to the influence of external forces, state-

and local-level forces appear to influence the decisions of 

the Michigan community college presidents and boards of 

trustees' chairpersons. Dobbs found that the most prominent 

sources of power and influence at the state-level appear to 
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be the state legislature, state universities, the 

governor's office, the Michigan Department and State Board 

of Education, and the Michigan Education Association. The 

perceptions of both Texas and Michigan academic administra-

tors are closely matched on the primary influence of the 

state legislature. The Coordinating Board, Texas College 

and University System, ranks second (which may compare to 

Michigan's State Board of Education); boards of regents 

rank third, Governor and staff ranks fourth, and Texas 

State Comptroller ranks fifth. At the Michigan local-level, 

the prominent sources are community college advisory 

committees, faculty unions, state universities, voters, and 

the media. Texas administrators' perceptions differ 

notably on the influence of local-level forces. In Texas, 

the most influential forces on the local-level are the 

institution's district senator and representative(s), the 

oil and gas industry, financial institutions, and news 

media. The similarity between Michigan and Texas studies 

on the local-level forces issue is primarily that the media 

has a somewhat important local role in both states. 

Wilson's study.—There is no direct comparability 

between Wilson's (2) study and this study because the find-

ings of Wilson's study show only legislators' perceptions, 

while this study is related to the perceptions of academic 

administrators. It is fruitful, nevertheless, to compare 
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how academicians and state legislators view this important 

process. 

Wilson's study, which is titled "The Politics of 

Funding State Senior Higher Education in Texas: An 

Analysis of the Pressure Group-Policy Process," reiterates 

that the funding process for state senior higher education 

is a complex one that involves two levels of interaction— 

general appropriations and capital outlays—both of which 

are highly political. His data reflect the perceptions of 

twenty-three Texas legislators in regard to the degree 

of influence exerted by pressure groups on the appropria-

tions process for higher education. A ranking comparison 

of forces follows. 

1. Racial-Ethnic groups: the legislators rank them 

second, while the academic administrators rank them 

seventh; 

2. Business: the legislators rank it third, while 

the academic administrators rank the oil and gas industry 

third (financial institutions rank fourth, and all other 

businesses rank eighth); 

3. Alumni: the legislators rank them fourth, while 

the academic administrators rank them sixth; 

4. Local governments: the legislators rank them 

fifth, while the academic administrators rank municipal 

governments eleventh and county governments twelfth; 
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5. Agriculture: the legislators rank it sixth, while 

the academic administrators rank it fourteenth; 

6. Labor: ranks lowest by both legislators and 

academic administrators. 

7. Boards of Regents: the legislators rank the 

University of Texas and the Texas A & M Boards of Regents 

first and the boards of other state senior colleges and 

universities fifth, while the academic administrators rank 

all boards of regents third; 

8. Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas 

(ICUT): the legislators rank it fourth, while the academic 

administrators rank it fourteenth; 

9. The Council of College Presidents: the legisla-

tors rank it sixth, while the academic administrators rank 

it seventh; 

10. The Texas Research League and Association of 

College and Universities: the legislators rank them at 

10.5, while the academic administrators rank the TRL 

thirteenth and the ACU fifteenth. 

11. Texas Association of State Senior College and 

University Business Officers: the legislators rank it 

the lowest, while the academic administrators rank 

TASSCUBO sixth. 

Legislators' perceptions of the degree of influence 

exerted by political actors on general appropriations for 

higher education show that the Legislative Budget Board 
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staff (LBBS) ranks first, the Coordinating Board ranks 

seventh, and governor and staff ranks eleventh. The 

academic administrators rank the LBBS the highest, the 

Coordinating Board ranks second, and the Governor and staff 

ranks fourth. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions are drawn from findings in 

the study of the perceptions of the top administrators at 

the Texas public senior colleges and universities included 

in the study. 

1. The perceptions of the respondent academic admin-

istrators appear to largely agree with opinions expressed 

in the literature regarding the degree of importance of 

external forces on funding for Texas higher education. 

2. The roles of certain local- and state-level 

external forces are very important on funding Texas public 

senior colleges and universities. 

3. Although the governor of the state of Texas may 

have no direct control over state funding for public 

higher education, his influence is felt through his 

political philosophy and leadership of his political party 

(thus on legislators); most of all, however, the governor's 

power over educational funding is through his appointive 

powers for members of the Coordinating Board and boards of 

regents. The political stance of a Texas governor 
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(conservative or liberal) may thus affect funding policies 

in subsequent though politically different gubernatorial 

administrations. 

4. All of the studies including this study found the 

state legislature, particularly the Legislative Budget 

Board, is the most important actor on the level of funding. 

5. The importance of vested-interest influence is 

apparent in the respondent academic administrators' primary 

reliance on their respective state senators and representa-

tive^) to promote and lobby for each institution's 

particular financial needs and growth prospects. 

6. The influence of tax-paying entities [business, 

industry (especially oil and gas), and financial institu-

tions] on funding for Texas higher education appears to be 

greater than that of educationally oriented organizations 

[ATCU, TRL, TSTA]. Furthermore, governmental influence at 

levels below that of state (i. e., municipal and county) 

is negligible in regard to funding higher education. 

7. The chief financial officers may have a somewhat 

negative attitude toward the usefulness of contact with 

external forces regarding funding matters because it is 

their responsibility to allocate the institutions' budgets; 

no matter how much money is available, it is never enough 

to satisfy all needs and desires. 
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Recommendations to Senior Colleges 
and Universities 

Based on the data gathered and analyzed in this 

study, the following recommendations are made. 

1. Chief executive officers of the systems should 

establish effective communication with local-level external 

forces—business, agriculture, civic organizations, alumni, 

ethnic groups, minority groups, local government, print 

and non-print news media, and labor—for better cooperation 

and support for future funding for higher education. 

2. Chief executive officers of the systems should 

establish effective communication with state-level external 

forces—Texas Association of State Senior College and 

University Business Officers (TASSCUBO), state auditor, 

Texas Research League, Independent Colleges and Universi-

ties of Texas, Texas Association of College Teachers, and 

Texas State Teachers Association—for better cooperation 

and support for future funding for higher education. 

3. Chief executive officers (presidents) should 

establish effective communication with local-level external 

forces—agriculture, ethnic groups, county government, 

and labor—for better cooperation and support of future 

funding for higher education. 

4. Chief executive officers (presidents) should 

establish effective communication with state-level 

external forces—Texas State Teachers Association, 
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Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas, and Texas 

Research League—for better cooperation and future support 

for funding for higher education. 

5. Chief financial officers should establish effec-

tive communication with local-level external forces—local 

governments (county and municipal), news media (print and 

non-print), minority groups, ethnic groups, business 

(oil and gas, financial institutions, and all other busi-

nesses and corporations), agriculture, and labor—for 

better cooperation and future planning for support for 

funding higher education. 

6. Chief financial officers should establish effec-

tive communication with state-level external forces— 

Texas Association of College Teachers, Texas State Teacher 

Association, Independent Colleges and Universities of 

Texas, and Texas Research League—for better cooperation 

and future planning for support for funding higher educa-

tion. 

7. An annual conference should be established for 

better cooperation between the three groups of academic 

administrators in regard to understanding the influence of 

external forces for supporting higher education for the 

near future. 

8. The summarized data results of this study may 

be of interest to all Texas higher education administrators 

and boards of regents for use in planning support for 
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improvements in Texas higher education funding in the near 

future. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

The following recommendations are made for future 

research in the area of this study. 

1. Further studies regarding the involvement of the 

federal government in academic funding from 1965 through 

1983 would enhance knowledge regarding influence and occur-

rence of contact in Texas public higher education. 

2. Studies should be conducted to determine how 

present and future academic funding can be planned with 

local- and state-level external forces. 

3. A similar study should be conducted with the inde-

pendent colleges and universities of Texas, since no study 

has been done showing the method of financing these colleges 

and universities. 

4. Further studies should be conducted concerning the 

influence of the oil and gas industry on funding for public 

higher education. 

5. Further studies should be conducted concerning the 

power and influence of business and financial institutions 

on funding for public higher education in Texas. 

6. Further study should be conducted concerning the 

influence of the news media on funding for higher education. 
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7. Political parties should be studied in this con-

text because little is known about their influence and 

their effect on the funding of institutions in party-

controlled districts. 

8. A follow-up study should be made on administrators' 

perceptions regarding the influence of external forces on 

funding their institutions for (a) increased faculty 

salaries, (b) student financial aid, and (c) building pro-

grams . 

9. This study dealt with the power structure in Texas 

higher education during a period in which there were no 

major transformations in the political or financial system 

supporting higher education. Most of the changes in this 

period were incremental changes, and the influence identi-

fied played a dominant role in affecting this change. If 

there were major comprehensive changes in the policy arena, 

there would be many other actors trying to influence the 

direction of these changes. It is proposed, therefore, 

that future studies be made of periods of major change in 

the political arena that affect higher education. It may 

be that a different pattern of influence will emerge. 
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North Texas State University 

June 29, 1983 

President 

Dear 

Attached is a questionnaire which is part of a research 
project of the J.C. Matthews Chair of Higher Education at 
North Texas State University. The project concerns the 
perceptions of top administrators in higher education in 
Texas of the influence of external forces on legislative 
funding for public higher education in Texas from 1965-1983. 

A similar study has already been done in Michigan, and 
a study of the perceptions of legislators has been done in 
Texas. This study should add to our knowledge of higher 
education in Texas with your perceptions. 

Your response to this questionnaire is critical. Most 
of the questions require only a single check mark? however 
space is provided for your comments. You are urged to use 
this space. 

Complete confidentiality will be maintained, and no 
individual institution or system will be identified. Iden-
tification of the responses is necessary nevertheless in 
order to insure the necessary number of returns. 

Use the enclosed stamped envelope to return the survey. 
If you have questions, please call me at 817 565-2627. 
Thank you so much for your participation. 

Sincerely, 

Dwane Kingery 

/lk 

Attachment 

Denton, Texas 76203 
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Questionnaire 

isxaaatSRaassesasaaaasssass: 

A STUDY OP THE PERCEPTIONS OP ADMINISTRATORS 
IN HIGHER EDUCATION CONCERNING- THE POWER AND INFLUENCE 

OP EXTERNAL FORCES ON THE ACTIONS OP THE TEXAS LEGISLATURE 
IN FINANCING PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION PROM 

1965 THROUGH 1983 
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Section I 

Based on your knowledge of the external forces (local and 
state) that affected higher education in Texas during 1965-
1983* please designate the extent to which a person or group 
affected the funding at your college or university or in-
fluenced the legislature regarding the funding of your 
college* 

Please circle the appropriate number 

No Little Some Great 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 

T T 

Very Great 
Influence 

A* LOCAL-LEVEL FORCES . 

1. Oil ft Gas Industry 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Business Financial Institutions 1 2 3 4 5 
3. All Other Business & Corp. 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Labor (AFL-CIO, UAW, etc.) t 2 3 4 5 
5. Agriculture 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Civic Organizations (Rotary, Chamber of 

Commerce, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Alumni 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Ethnic Groups 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Minority Groups 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Local County Government 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Government ... . , „ • 

Municipal Government 1 2 3 4 5 
12. 

Nawa Madia P r l n t 1 2 3 4 5 
13. Non-Print 1 2 3 4 5 
14. Institution's District Senator 1 2 3 4 5 
15. Institution1s District Representative^) 1 2 3 4 5 

B» STATE-LEVEL FORCES 

16. 
17. 

18. 
19. 

20. 
21. 
22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28, 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

Association 

State 
Agencies 

Board of Regents 1 2 3 

Coordinating Board 1 2 3 

Governor and Staff 1 z 3 

Legislative Budget Board Staff 1 2 3 

Political Parties (Groups or Individuals) 1 2 3 

Independent Colleges & Univ. of Texas 1 2 3 

Association of Texas 

Colleges & Universities 1 2 3 4 5 

Council of College Presidents 1 2 3 4 5 

Professional Texas Association of 
College Teachers 1 2 3 4 5 
Texas State Teachers Assn. 1 2 3 4 5 

Texas Association of State 
Senior College ft- University 
Business Officers 1 2 3 

Employee Retirement System 1 2 3 

Texas Education Agency 1 2 3 

Department of Health 1 2 3 

State Auditor 1 2 3 

State Comptroller 1 2 3 

Texas Research League f 2 3 

5 

5-

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 



Section II 

This section pertains to the incidence of contact in which 
an interchange of ideas took place to your knowledge between 
you or your predecessors) and the people in these external 
forces (local and state) who exercised influence in funding 
your college during 1965-1983* 

I. Ifthis contact occurred, please circle r « Tea; if 
this contact did not occur* please circle N « No. 

If you answered Yes, please indicate the usefulness of 
number*"1 placing a circle around the appropriate 

II. 

Useless 0f Little Use 

2 
Helpful 

— 3 — 

Useful 
Extremely 
Useful 
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X. Occurrence 
A. LOCAL-LETS! FORCES of Contact 

33. Oil & Gas Industry y n 

34* Financial Institutions Y N 

35. All Other Business <Sfe Corp. Y n 

36. Labor (AFL-CIO, UAW# etc.) y N 

37. Agriculture y jj 

38. Civic Organisations y h 

39. Alumni y j j 

40. Ethnic Groups y 

41. Minority Groups y $ 

42. County Government y n 

43. Municipal Government y n 

44. News Media (Print) y h 

45. News Media (Non-Print) y n 

46. Institution's District 
Senator y # 

47. Institution's District 
Representative(s} I N 

II. Usefulness of 
Contact 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

B. STATS-LEVEL FORCES 

Board of Regents 

Coordinating Board 

Governor and Staff 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55* 

56. 

57. 
58. 

Legislative Budget 
Board Staff 

Political Parties 

Independent Colleges & 
Univ. of Texas 

Association of Texas 
Colleges & Universities 

Council of College 
Presidents 

Texas Association of 
College Teachers 

Texas State Teachers Assn. 

Texas Assn. of State Senior 
College & Univ. Business 

Y 
y 

Y 

y 
y 

Y 
y 

y 
y 
y 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 4 5 

Officers Y N 1 2 3 4 
59. Employee Retirement System y N 1 2 3 4 
60. Texas Education Agency Y N 1 2 3 4 
61. Department of Health y N 1 2 3 4 
62. State Auditor Y N 1 2 3 4 
63. State Comptroller y N 1 2 3 4 
64. Texas Research League Y N 1 2 3 4 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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Section III 

Demographic Information 

Please answer the following additional questions: 

1. How long have you hald an administrative position? 

2. How long in currant position? 

3. Highest earned degree held: 

General Comment a 

Please use the remaining space to record additional 
comments or suggestions about the external forces? a < x a x t i o n a l 

responses to the questionnaire and all 

taine™in the^taost B a l a -

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. 
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North(7 Texas State University 

June 29, 1983 

President 

Dear 

Recently you received a questionnaire concerning a study 
of the influence of external forces on legislative funding 
for public higher education in Texas from 1965 through 1983. 
As yet, we have not received your response. 

Another questionnaire is enclosed. Please take time to 
participate by completing and returning the questionnaire 
as soon as possible. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Dwane Kingery 

/lk 

Enclosure 

Denton, Texas 76203 
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Texas Senior Colleges and Universities 

April 1982 

MEMBER INSTITUTIONS 

Angelo State University, San Angelo 
Corpus Christi State University, Corpus Christi 
East Texas State University, Commerce 
Lamar University, Beaumont 
Laredo State University, Laredo 
Midwestern State University, Wichita Falls 
North Texas State University, Denton 
Pan American University, Edinburg 
Prairie View A&M University, Prairie View 
Sam Houston State University, Huntsville 
Southwest Texas State University, San Marcos 
Stephen F. Austin State University, Nacogdoches 
Sul Ross State University, Alpine 
Tarleton State University, Stephenville 
Texas A&I University, Kingsville 
Texas A&M University, College Station 
Texas Southern University, Houston 
Texas Tech University, Lubbock 
Texas Woman's University, Denton 
University of Houston at Clear Lake City, Houston 
University of Houston Central Campus, Houston 
University of Houston Downtown College, Houston 
University of Texas at Arlington, The, Arlington 
University of Texas at Austin, The, Austin 
University of Texas at Dallas, The, Dallas 
University of Texas at El Paso, The, El Paso 
University of Texas at San Antonio, The, San Antonio 
University of Texas at Tyler, The, Tyler 
University of Texas Medical Branch at Galveston, The 

Galveston 
University of Texas of the Permian Basin, The, Odessa 
West Texas State University, Canyon 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 18, 1983 

Honorable Preston Smith 
2703 58 St. 
Lubbock, Texas 79413 

Dear Governor Smith: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will appreciate any information on your viewpoint 
of your relationship as governor (1969-1973) with the 
legislature regarding financing higher education. 

I will be deeply indebted to you for your help with 
this research. 

Very truly yours, 

(£. S . — 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North. Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 20, 1983 

State Representative Bill Presnal, Chairman 
House Appropriations Committee 
Texas louse of Representatives 
P.O.Box 2910 
Austin, Texas 78769 

Dear Representative Presnal: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will he most appreciative if you could supply 
information on the following matters: 

(1) What is your opinion of the level of funding for 
senior public higher education institutions in the 
state of Texas for the past 18 years (1965-1983)? 

(2) In regard to financing senior institutions, what 
are the major differences of opinion or viewpoints 
between the Pressure Groups and the Legislature? 
What are the major areas of financial cooperation? 

(3) What are the major acts by the Texas legislature 
that affected the funding for senior public 
institutions from 1965-1983 ? 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Yery truly yours, 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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P. 0 . Box 4142 

Bryan^Texas 77805 
(409) 845-4846 
(409) 822-5447 

Br i County 

August 5, 1983 

Mr. Roy S. Inchassi 
Post Office Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 

Dear Mr. Inchassi, 

The following is in response to your three questions: 

(1) The level of funding for senior colleges has risen dramatically 
in the past eighteen years, mainly due to state appropriations. 
Student tuition, unfortunately, has not kept pace and has held 
overall funding back. 

(2) Pressure groups vary, and many of them do not want to see taxes 
increase. The Legislature is placed in a position of balancing 
between two groups, those that want to spend more and those 
that do not want to increase taxes. 

(3) The primary bill each session'which provides funding for the 
universities is the biennial General Appropriations Act. 
Another major piece of legislation was a bill that effectively 
abolished the ten-cent ad valorem tax that went to certain 
universities for new construction. The tax was repealed by a 
constitutional amendment. 

I trust that this information will be helpful, 
letter. 

Thank you for your 

Sxncere 

Bill Presnal 

/jbm 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North. Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 20, 1983 

State Representative Wilhelmina Delco, 
Chairwoman 
House Higher Education Committee 
Texas House of Representatives 
P.O.Box 2910 
Austin, Texas 78769 

Dear Representative Delco; 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from, 1965 through 
1983. I will "be most appreciative if you could supply 
information on the following matters: 

(1) What is your opinion of the level of funding for 
senior public higher education institutions in the 
state of Texas for the past 18 years (1965-1983)? 

(2) In regard to financing senior institutions, what 
are the major differences of opinion or viewpoints 
between the Pressure Groups and the Legislature? 
What are the major areas of financial cooperation? 

(3) What are the major acts by the Texas legislature 
that affected the funding for senior public 
institutions from 1965-1983 ? 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Tery truly yours, 

G. 'S. 

Roy s. Inchassi 



HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
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STAFF: 
HAZEL OBEY 
GEORGE TORRES 
BEVERLY LANDERS 
JANET BALES 
PAULA CAMPBELL 

COMMITTEES: 
HIGHER EDUCATION 
CHAIRMAN 

STATE, FEDERAL AND 
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 

August 2, 1983 

Mr. Roy S. Inchassi 
P. 0. Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 

Dear Mr. Inchassi: 

Thank you for your letter requesting assistance on your research 
project for school. Unfortunately, I receive quite a number of re-
quests frcm students for help in their studies, and although I would 
love to accommodate you in this matter, must decline due to tine con-
straints, as you can well imagine. 

Please feel free to contact the Chief Clerk for the Coimittee on 
Higher Education, Mr. George Torres, at 475-5826 if you would like his 
assistance in directing you to sources that would be appropriate for 
your research. He may be able to suggest certain publications that 
are available that may have the information you need. 

I wish you the best of luck in your studies. 

Sincerely, 

WD/jb 

Wilhelmina Delco 
STATE EEPKESBSITATIVE 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 18, 1983 

Dr. Kenneth Ashworth 
Commissioner of Higher Education 
Coordinating Board 
Texas College and University System 
P.O.Box 12788—Capitol Station 
Austin, Texas 78711 

Dear Commissioner Ashworth: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state 
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will "be most appreciative if you could supply 
information on the following matters: 

(1) What is your opinion of the level of funding for 
senior public higher education institutions in the 
state of Texas for the past 18 years (1965-1983)? 

(2) In regard to financing senior institutions, what 
are the major differences of opinion or viewpoints 
between the Coordinating Board and the Legislature? 
What are the major areas of financial cooperation? 

(3) What are the major acts by the Texas legislature 
that affected the funding for senior public 
institutions from 1965-1983? 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Yery truly yours, 

Q. C -

Roy S. Inchassi 
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(Eoflrfo m a t i n g B n a r b 

TEXAS COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY SYSTEM 
P.O. BOX 12788, CAPITOL STATION 

AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711 

July 28, 1983 

Mr. Roy S. Inchassi 
North Texas State University 
P. O. Box 9112 
Denton, Texas 76203 

Dear Mr. Inchassi: 

The questions you asked in your letter of July 18 are so broad that 
I could spend as much time as I am willing to alot to answering each of 
them. However, I will respond briefly and to the point. 

To question number one, my opinion of the level of funding for 
senior public higher education institutions is that the colleges and 
universities of Texas are unusually fortunate to be located in this state 
and benefit from the healthy economy here and the generous treatment 
that most sessions of the Legislature have bestowed upon our institutions 
of f r c a , t l o n * A s evidence of that, I would point out that in each 
nnr a f m i c r a n k s i n o u r public senior colleges and universities, 

m e m b e r f a r f above the national average. This does not 
include the payments of social security contributions provided bv the 
state nor does it take into account the fact that Texas has no state 
income tax. 

In connection with number two, there are no strong differences of 
S ' X f f ! Coordinating Board and the Legislature. There may 

e differing points of view between individual members of the Legislature 
and positions taken by the Coordinating Board; but even then? the 
? " f r 5 n c e s ° f o p t i o n turn on specific i ssues , usually those affecting the 
with arP^ enfS f -6 , d l s t r i c t °.f t h e senator or legislator. In connection 

a b J i s L 

answe1? in° dPt^l l 0 n v'1111 n U ™ b e r t j i r e e ' y ° u r question is too broad to 
answer m detail. You would need to research the legislative historv of 
each of the sessions of the Legislature since 1965 to determine the most 

NEWTON ORE SHAM, CHAIRMAN; HERBERT Q. SOHIFF, VICE-CHAIRMAN; HARLAN CROW- HAL DAUQHERTY JR • uarcmai i 
^ I ^ T P A T S ' " J " " * " * MRS "NOSLEV ROBERT H 
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Mr. Roy S. Inchassi 
July 28, 1983 
Page Two 

siginificant acts taken by the Legislature in connection with funding . In 
a number of years , the Legislature appropriated funds to create new 
colleges and universit ies and devoted substantial amounts of money to 
those new schools. In other years , the Legislature created new medical 
schools or a new dental school. In 1981, the Legislature provided for an 
increase of over 17 percent in faculty salaries to br ing Texas faculty 
salaries up to the national average. Those are some of the items that 
come to mind quickly, but they range all the way back to Governor 
Connally's administration through the current session when the Legis-
lature provided an increase of almost 23 percent or over one billion 
dollars in increased funding for higher education over the previous 
biennium. 

I hope this is helpful to you. 

Kenneth H. Ashworth 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, fexas 76203 
August 1, 1983 

Dr. Willis M. late, Chairman 
Governor's Advisory Committee on Education 
Sam Houston Building, Room 112 
Austin, Texas 78711 

Dear Chairman Tate: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will appreciate any information regarding the 
relationship of your committee with the legislature in 
regard to financing higher education. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Vary truly yours, 

QL S. *C3i 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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WILLIS M. TATE 

August 22, 1983 

Dr. Roy S, Inchassi 
P. 0. Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 

Dear Dr. Inchassi: 

Your letter to the Governor's office 
was sent on to me inquiring about the 
action of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities. 

The Committee on Education which I 
chaired under Governor Clements was concerned 
only with public education. The Governor 
did appoint a task force on higher education 
chaired by Dr. George J. Race. It was my 
privilege to serve on the committee, and 
they made an interesting report recommending 
tuition increases and other types and kinds 
of formula construction. 

I do not have a copy of the report, 
which was dated May 1982, but I am sure that 
you can receive one by writing to the Office 
of the Coordinating Board. 

Sincerely, 

Wjlu* rn.V(Lfc-> 
WILLIS M. TATE * 

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT EMERITUS / (214) (>92-2122 
SOUTHERN* METHODIST UNIVERSITY. DALLAS, TEXAS 75275 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 18, 1983 

Commissioner of Education 
Texas Education Agency 
201 E. 11th St. 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Dear Commissioner: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will appreciate any information regarding the 
relationship of your agency with the legislature in regard 
to financing higher education for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Yery truly yours, 

Q. "S>. 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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201 East Eleventh Street 

Austin, Texas 

78701 

August 1, 1983 

Mr. Roy S. Inchassi 
P. 0. Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 

Dear Mr. Inchassi: 

As a follow-up to your let ter dated July 18, 1983 to the Commissioner 
of Education regarding a research study on financing senior public 
colleges, please be advised that the Texas Education Agency is not 
directly involved with the financial aspects of senior colleges. We 
do handle vocational education program funding including that for 
junior colleges but not the basic funding for senior colleges. 

You should direct your inquiry to Mr. Larry Pet t i t , Associate Commis-
sioner, Division of Senior Colleges and Universities, Coordinating 
Board, Texas College and University System, P. 0. Box 12788, Austin, 
Texas 78711. 

I f I can be of further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

W. N. ICirby, Deputy Commissioner 
for Finance ahd Program Administration 

si 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University-
Dent on, Texas 76203 
July 25, 1983 

Mr. Bob Bullock, Comptroller 
Comptroller of Public Accounts 
Lyndon B. Johnson State Office Bldg. 
Austin, Texas 78774 

Dear Comptroller Bullock: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will appreciate any information regarding the 
relationship of your agency with the legislature in regard 
to financing higher education for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

(&• S . —S£— 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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Co imptroller o f RiLl ic Accomels 

Austin, Texas 78774 

August 3, 1983 

Mr. Roy Inchassi 
Post Office Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 

Dear Mr. Inchassi: 

I t ' s d i f f i c u l t to respond to your request concerning the influence of external 
forces on the financing of senior public colleges and universit ies because as an 
agency of government, I hardly view my actions as "external." 

On the other hand, my role in the Legislature's process does not include the 
recommendation of any expenditures for specif ic areas. 

The Comptroller, by requirement of the Texas Constitution, provides the 
Legislature with an estimate of anticipated revenue from a l l sources. And, 
under the state's "balanced-budget" law, the Legislature cannot spend more money 
than the Comptroller cer t i f ies w i l l be available during the budget period. 

Recommendations for spending are generally made by the Texas College and 
University System Coordinating Board and the colleges and universit ies 
themselves. 

I am sending to you a copy of the Revenue Estimate that went to the Legislature 
this year^o help in thei r budget deliberations. I am hopeful i t w i l l help you 
with yoj*r research. 

Comptroller of Public Accounts 

BB:tpj 

Enclosure 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 25, 1985 

Mr. George W. Mcliel, State Auditor 
State Auditor Office 
John H. Reagan State Office Bldg. 
P.O.Box 12067 
Austin, Texas 78711 

Dear State Auditor McFiel: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will appreciate any information regarding the 
relationship of your agency with the legislature in regard 
to financing higher education for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Yery truly yours, 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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GEORGE W. McNIEL. CPA THE STATE AUDITOR 
State utfitor JOHN H.REAGAN STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

JERRY W. NEEF. CPA P.O. BOX 12067 

First Assistant AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711 
512/475-4115 

July 28, 1983 

Mr. Roy S. Inchassi 
P. 0. Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 

Dear Mr. Inchassi: 

We are the post audit arm of the Legislative Branch for the State of 
Texas. As such, we do not influence the Legislature in its process of providing 
appropriated funds for colleges and universities. Our role is to provide the 
Legislature with reasonable assurance that the funds were spent in accordance 
with statutes, regulations and legislative directives. 

If we may be of further assistance please do not hesitate to call upon 
us. 

Sincerely, 

Jerry'W. Neef, CPA 
First Assistant State Auditor 

JWN:vb 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 25, 1983 

Dr. Robert Bernstein, Commissioner 
Texas Department of Health 
1100 West 49th Street 
Austin, Texas 78756 

Dear Commissioner Bernstein: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will appreciate any information regarding the 
relationship of your department with the legislature in 
regard to financing higher education for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Tery truly yours, 

r. s. a 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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Texas Department of Health 
Robert Bernstein, M.D., F.A.C.P. 
Commissioner 

Robert A. Mac Lean, M.D. 
)eputy Commissioner 
'rofessional Services 

lermas L. Miller 
)eputy Commissioner 
Management and Administration 

August 1, 1983 

1100 West 49th Street 
Austin, Texas 78756 

(512)458-7111 

Members of the Board 

William J. Foran, Chairman 
Laurance N. Nickey, M.D., F.A.A.P., Vice-Chairman 
Roderic M. Bell, F.A.C.H.A., Secretary 
Johnnie M. Benson, F.A.GN.H.A. 
Sister Bernard Marie Borgmeyer, R.N., F.A.C.H.A. 
H. Eugene Brown, D.O., F.A.CG.P. 
Frank Bryant, Jr., M.D., F.A.A.F.P. 
Joaquin G. Clgarroa, Jr., M.D. 
Charles Max Cole, M.D., F.A.C.S. 
Francis A. Conley, D.D.S. 
Ben M. Durr, A.C.H.A. 
Raymond G. Garrett, D.V.M. 
Bob D. Glaze, D.C. 
Robert D. Moreton, M.D., F.A.C.R. 
Joe N. Pyle, P.E. 
Richard W, Ragsdale, O.D. 
Isadore Roosth 
Barbara T. Slover, R.Ph. 

Mr. Roy S. Inchassi 
P. 0. Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 

Dear Mr. Inchassi: 

In your let ter of July 25, 1983, to Commissioner Bernstein, you requested 
information concerning the relationship of our Department with the Legislature 
in regard to higher education. I can see no relationship or involvement with 
your research project and our Department. 

Sincerely, 

Hermas L. Mil ler 
Deputy Commissioner 
Management and Administration 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 25, 1983 

Mr. Clayton I. Garrison, 
Executive Director 
Employees Retirement System of Texas 
18th and Brazos 
P.O.Box 13207 
Austin, Texas 78711 

Dear Mr. Garrison: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power^and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will appreciate any information regarding the 
relationship of your group with the legislature in regard 
to financing higher education for these years# 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

<X. S. 

Roy S. Inchassi 



E ! ? ! 2 2 2 , £ f 2 . • S Q k Clayton t. garrison 
n f P I^ A S C EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
DR. B. W. ARMISTEAD, VICE-CHAIRMAN / ffiJUWA 
JACK D. KYLE 
GARY R. RODGERS 1 9 1 
MARCUS L. YANCEY, JR. 

EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM OF TEXAS 
18TH & BRAZOS STREETS 

RO. BOX 13207 
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711 

512 476-6431 

July 29, 1983 

Mr. Roy S. Inchassi 
North Texas State University 
P. 0. Box 9112 
Denton, Texas 76203 

Dear Mr. Inchas s i: 

Your letter of July 25, 1983 requested information re-
lating to public senior colleges and universities. 
This agency has no connection with educational facili-
ties . 

By copy of this letter, I am forwarding your request 
to Bill Baker, General Counsel at the Teacher Retire-
ment System. 

Sincerely, 

EVERARD C. DAVE*j[PQI& 
General Counsel v 

ECD:jkl 

cc: Mr. Bill Baker 
General Counsel 
Teacher Retirement System of Texas 
10th and Trinity 
Aus tin, Texas 78701 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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Bruce Hineman 

192 TRS 
Teacher Retirement System of Texas 

August 9, 1983 

Mr. Roy S. Inchassi 
North Texas State University 
P. 0. Box 9112 
Denton, Texas 76203 

Dear Mr. Inchassi: 

Your l e t t e r to Clayton Garrison, Executive Director of the Employees Retire-
ment System has been referred to me. The Teacher Retirement System of Texas is 
a state agency and provides information to the State Legislature. We do not 
lobby as the law prohibits such action. We have given information and testimony, 
but generally on issues related to retirement, not financing higher education in 
general. 

I might suggest you contact Frank Wright, Executive Director, Texas Association 
of College Teachers, 1210 Nueces Street, Austin, Texas 78701. They are a 
professional organization representing college teachers. They lobby for financing 
and other measures in the Legislature. I believe there is another organization 
called the Association of College Presidents which you may know more about than 
I do. Also the College and University System Coordinating Board at 200 E. 
Riverside, P. 0. Box 12788, Austin, Texas 78711 is vi tal ly interested in college 
finance. Of course Senator Grant Jones and Representative Bill Presnal could 
give you some helpful insights as they head the committees in the Legislature 
which deal with finance. 

Hope this answers your questions or gives you some suggestions. 

Sincerely, 

R. Mercer 

JRM:bn 

1001 Trinity Street/Austin, Texas 78701/(512)397-6400 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 18, 1983 

Chairman, Council of Presidents 
of the Public Senior Colleges of Texas 
2609 Coatbridge 
Austin, Texas 78745 

Dear Sir: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will appreciate any information regarding the 
relationship of your group with the legislature in regard 
to financing higher education for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Yery truly yours, 

Eoy S. Inchassi 
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COUNCIL OF P R E S I D E N T S 
OF THE PUBLIC SENIOR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES OF TEXAS 

August 9, 1983 

Mr. Roy S. Inchassi 
P. 0. Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 

Dear Mr. Inchassi: 

I have received your letter asking for information about the Council 
of Presidents and its interaction with the Legislature with regard to 
the appropriative process. I hope the following comments will help you. 

The Council of Presidents is a non-profit organization and thus, in 
order to protect its non-profit status, restricts its contact with the 
Legislature to those instances where testimony is given at hearings 
on such general topics as faculty salary needs, fringe benefits, etc. 
The staff of the Council is available to the legislators to provide 
information upon request, but the staff does not "lobby" on any issue. 
The Council acts primarily as a conduit of information on many issues* 
including legislative matters, for the member institutions. Thus, it 
would be fair to say that the Council as an organization has almost 
no effect on the appropriative process. 

In the earlier years of the Council, before formal organization and my 
association with the group, it is my understanding that the members were 
instrumental in the development of the formula system through which 
over 90% of the funds for higher education is allocated. Members of 
the Council continue to serve on the formula advisory committees which 
review the formulae every two years and recommend changes as deemed 
necessary. This activity has a direct and significant influence on 
the legislative process, but the Council is only indirectly involved. 

If you would care to explore the political activity of the Council 
before its formal organization, an excellent source of information 
would be Dr. J. C. Matthews, first Chairman of the Council in 1953. 
He resides in Denton and his telephone number is 382-8779. 

Please let me know if I can be of further assistance to you. 

Sincerely, 

Wanda J. Mil/U * 
Jjs^ecutive Dtfector 

' q 2 6 0 9 Coatbridge Drive, Austin, Texas, 78745, ( 5 1 2 ) 4 4 1 - 7 4 2 8 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
IDenton, Texas 76203 
July 18, 1983 

The Association of Texas 
Colleges and Universities 
The University of Texas at Arlington 
University Station Box 19023 
Arlington, Texas 76019 

Bear Sirs: 

I am involved, in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I.will appreciate any information regarding the 
relationship of your group with the legislature in regard 
to financing higher education for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

<a. s. 
Roy S. Inchassi 
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THE ASSOCIATION OF TEXAS COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

The University of Texas at Arlington 
University Station Box 19023 

Arlington, Texas 76019 

(817)273-2560 

OFFICERS AND 
DIRECTORS 

PRESIDENT 

Harry E. Smith 
Austin College 
900 North Grand 
Sherman, TX 75090 

VICE-PRESIDENT 

R. Jan LeCroy 

PAST PRESIDENT 

William R. Johnson 

DIRECTORS 

A.R. Allbright 
Marvin L. Baker 
Bill J. Franklin 
Norman Hackerman 
Raymond M. Hawkins 
DuaneM. Leach 
Carol M. Moak 
Haskell M. Monroe 
Herbert H. Reynolds 
Jean Richardson 
Lloyd D. Vincent 
Rev. William J. Young 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

J.R. Woolf 

August 2, 1983 

Mr. Roy S• Inchassi 
North Texas State University 
P. O. Box 9112 
Denton, TX 76203 

Dear Mr. Inchassi: 

Note is made of your inquiry of July 18, 1983, regarding 
influences on financing Texas senior public universities. 

The Association of Texas Colleges and Universities is 
not involved in this kind of activity. We generally 
classify our members in three categories: public 
community colleges, independent {private) colleges, 
and public senior colleges. Each of these groups has 
common financial funding interests. The Association 
could not exist if it participated in potentially 
conflicting financing activities. 

Very truly yours, 

v i c u . 
<3\. R. Woolf 
Executive Director 

JRW:em 
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P.O.Box 9112 
Horth Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 18, 1983 

President, Texas Association 
of College Teachers 
1210 Nueces St., Suite 201 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Dear Sir: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will appreciate any information regarding the rela-
tionship of your group with the legislature in regard to 
financing higher education for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours» 

Roy S. Inchassi 



TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGE TEACHERS 
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1210 Nueces Street, Suite 201, Austin, Texas 78701 Phone: 512/477-7983 

July 27, 1983 

Roy S. Inchassi 
P. 0. Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, TX 76203 

Dear Roy Inchassi: 

Your request of July 18 has been received. Since influencing the Texas 
Legislature regarding higher education is one of the primary functions of TACT, 
our files and records are full of descriptions of our efforts, successes and 
failures and our plans with regard to political and legislative activities. 
There is no way I could present you with a simple summary which might prove 
useful and accurate for your project. 

Suggestions of what we might provide upon your request are: 

1) Brief summaries of results of biennial legislative sessions regarding 
higher education printed for information of TACT members and leaders; 

2) Our manual on Political/Legislative Effectiveness, designed as a guide 
to chapters in their efforts to influence legislation; 

3) Some issues of Legislative Roundup which we publish to send to chapter 
leaders with week-to-week reports on legislative activity during a Session 
(since 1975); or 

4) A listing of what we have accomplished through the years, much of which 
required legislative activity but which does not include all of the preventative 
legislative work which is often as significant as positive action. 

We could supply one or two of the above without our taking too much time 
away from preparing again to influence the Legislature. None of these are too 
good at reflecting the dynamics of power and influence on financing actions of 
the legislature, but they are some of what is available in writing. You could, 
of course, have access to our files if you wished to visit our office for 
purposes of your research, but our ability to select and supply at our 
initiative is limited. 

If any of this interests you, I will expect to hear from you again. 

Sincerely yours, 

FLW/pw 

Frank L. Wright 
Executive Director 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76205 
July 18, 1983 

Chairman, Independent Colleges & 
Universities of Texas, Inc. 
P.O.Box 7842 
Abilene, Texas 79699 

Bear Sir: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will appreciate any information regarding the 
relationship of your group with the legislature in regard 
to financing higher education for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Yery truly yours, 

(Ji.. . 5 — 

Roy S. Inchassi 



ICUT Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas 

P. O. Box 13105 Austin, Texas 787II (512) 472-9522 ^ ̂  

Carol McDonald Moak 
President 

August 16, 1983 

Mr. Roy S. Inchassi 
P.O. Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, TX 76203 

Dear Mr. Inchassi: 

In reply to your attached inquiry... 

The Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas, Inc. (ICUT), 
is a non-profit corporation dedicated to the advancement of the forty 
fully accredited, privately financed colleges and universities in 
Texas. As your study is concerned with public universities, I assume 
that we can be of little help. 

I have enclosed some material about ICUT. I hope you find it 
interesting. 

Sincerely, 

Carol McDonald Moak 
President 

CMMscah 

Abilene Christian University / American Technological University / Austin College / Baylor University / Bishop College / Concordia Lutheran College / Dallas 
Baptist College / East Texas Baptist College / Hardin-Simmons University / Houston Baptist University / Howard Payne University / Huston-Tillotson Col-
w / iTt? 1 3 1 6 /

i
J a

j
c k s o n v i U e C o l l e « e / J a r v i s Christian College / LeTourneau College / Lon Morris College / Lubbock Christian Col-

C
/ ° " C g e / ° Z L f d I . ° f , t h e L a k e U n i v e r s i t y ' P a u l Quim College / Rice University / St. Edward's University / St. Mary's University / 

fh t A « P m S f « n f r h ° U l u v e r s i t y / Southwestern Adventist College / Southwestern Christian CoUege / Southwestern Junior College of 
the Assembles of God / Southwestern University / Texas Christian University / Texas College / Texas Lutheran College / Texas Wesleyan College / Trini-
ty University / University of Dallas / University of Mary Hardin-Baylor / University of St. Thomas / Wayland Baptist University / Wiley College 



201 

P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 18, 1983 

Texas Research league 
1117 Bed River 
Austin, Texas 78711 

Dear Sirs: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will appreciate any information regarding the 
relationship of your group with the legislature in regard 
to financing higher education for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Yery truly yours, 

(P • ̂  

Roy S. Inchassi 



more efficient government through research 

T E ^ A S R E S E A R C H LEAGUE 
P.O. Box 12456, Austin, Texas 78711 • (512) 472-3127 
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WILLIAM T. SLICK, JR., Chairman 
Senior Vice President 
Exxon Company U.S.A., Houston 

T. B. PICKENS, JR., Vice Chairman 
President & Chairman of the Board 
Mesa Petroleum Company, Amarilio 

TONY A. MARTIN, Treasurer 
Chairman of the Board & Chief 
Executive Officer 
Midland National Bank, Midland 

JARED E. HAZLETON, President 

July 29, 1983 

Mr. Roy S. Inchassi 
North Texas State University 
P. O. Box 9112 
Denton, Texas 76203 

Dear Mr. Inchassi: 

The Texas Research League released two studies pertaining to 
financing the state's senior public universities in the mid-70s. 
A copy of one of those reports, plus several articles the staff 
has written over the past few years are enclosed. The report 
dealing with financing construction is out of print. 

The League is a nonprofit educational corporation that makes 
studies of state and local government in Texas. However, our 
charter prohibits us from engaging in lobbying, so the relation-
ship between our organization and the legislature is difficult to 
define. 

Copies of our reports are sent to members of the legisla-
ture, and I believe they have had some impact on university 
finance. For example, in the legislative session following the 
release of Higher Education Finance; How Much is Enough the 
Coordinating Board was given $100,000 to make a study of the 
formula system. 

With respect to construction finance, the League was one of 
the first organizations to point up some of the problems with the 
way the system worked. Many of the ideas that first surfaced in 
our writings are reflected in the proposed constitutional amend-
ment that was approved by the 1983 legislative session. 

After you have examined these reports, I would be happy to 
visit with you about your research project. 

Robert E. Norwood 
Director of Research 

RENrmw 
Enclosures 
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P.O.Box 9112 
lorth Texas Stat® University 
Denton, Texas 76205 
August 1, 1983 

Mr. Jim King, Bureau Chief 
Associated Press 
P.O.Box 12274—Capitol Station 
Austin, Texas 78711 

Bear Mr. King: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will appreciate any information regarding the 
relationship of your press with the legislature in regard 
to financing higher education. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Yery truly yours, 

<fc. S. 

Roy S. Inchassi 



4p Associated Press 
James R. King 
Correspondent 
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. Aug. 4-, 1983 

Roy: 

Please be more specific. I would suggest a questionnaire. 

Regards, 

Box 12247, Capitol Station, Austin, Texas 78711 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
August 1, 1983 

Mrs. Sharon Jayson, Bureau Chief 
Texas State Network 
P.O.Box 12368 
Austin, Texas 78711 

Dear Mrs. Jayson: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the 
power and influence of external forces (local and state-
level) on the actions of the Texas legislature in financing 
senior public colleges and universities from 1965 through 
1983. I will appreciate any information regarding the 
relationship of your network with the legislature in regard 
to financing higher education. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Roy S. Inchassi 



TEXAS STATE NETWORK 2 0 6 

8585 N, Stemmons, Suite 90! 
Dallas, TX 75247 
214-688-1133 

Texas State Network 
TSN Spanish Information Service 
TSN Agribusiness Network 
TSN Dallas Cowboys Network 

August 8 , 1983 
\ 

Dear Mr. Inchassi, 

I received your letter and am a bit unsure of the information you 

request. I have a feeling you do not understand the Texas State Network 

which is a rather confusing concept. It is a news service to radio stations 

across the state offering news stories for air play. When you ask about 

the relationship of TSN with the legislature in regard to financing of 

higher education there is no relationship...except for the fact that I 

cover the stoties of what happens in the legislature. I report the news 
concerned 

and some of it higher education but there is no relationship 

between TSN and the legislature. If you have further questions, please 

feel free to call or write. My Austin number if 512-474-5264 . 

Thank you, 

Sharon Jayeon 
Texas State Network 
Bureau chief 

MAI METROMEDIA RADIO 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 18, 1983 

Honorable John B. Connally 
Picosa Ranch 

Floresville, Texas 78114-

Dear Governor Connally: 
I am involved in a research project concerning the power 

and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information on your viewpoint of your relation-
ship as governor (1963-1969) with the legislature regarding 
financing higher education. 

I will be deeply indebted to you for your help with this 
research. 

Very truly yours, 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 18, 1983 

Honorable Dolph Briscoe 
Uvalde, Texas 78801 

Dear Governor Briscoe: 

I am.involved in a research project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information on your viewpoint of your relation-
ship as governor (1973-1979) with the legislature regarding 
financing higher education. 

I will be deeply indebted to you for your help with this 
research. 

Very truly yours, 

*S-

Roy S. Inchassi 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 18, 1983 

Honorable Bill Clements,Jr. 
SEDCO, Inc. 
1901 N Akard 
Dallas, Texas 75215 

Dear Governor Clements: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information on your viewpoint of your relation-
ship as governor (1979-1983) with the legislature regarding 
financing higher education. 

I will be deeply indebted to you for your help with this 
research. 

Very truly yours, 

^ 

Roy S. Inchassi 



P.O.Box 9112 211 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 20, 1983 

State Senator Grant Jones, Chairman 
Senate Finance Committee 
The Senate of Texas 
P.O.Box 12068, Capitol Station 
Austin, Texas 78711 

Dear Senator Jones: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will be 
most appreciative if you could supply information on the 
following matters: 

(1) What is your opinion of the level of funding for 
senior public higher education institutions in the 
state of Texas for the past 18 years (1965-1983)? 

(2) In regard to financing senior institutions, what are 
the major differences of opinion or viewpoints between 
the Pressure Groups and the Legislature? What are the 
major areas of financial cooperation? 

(3) What are the major acts by the Texas legislature that 
affected the funding for senior public institutions 
from 1965-1983? 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Roy S. Inchassi 



P.O.Box 9112 212 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 20, 1983 

State Senator Carl Parker, Chairman 
Senate Education Committee 
The Senate of Texas 
P.O.Box 12068, Capitol Station 
Austin, Texas 78711 

Dear Senator Parker: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will "be 
most appreciative if you could supply information on the 
following matters: 

(1) What is your opinion of the level of funding for 
senior public higher education institutions in the 
state of Texas for the past 18 years (1965-1983)? 

(2) In regard to financing senior institutions, what are 
the major differences of opinion or viewpoints between 
the Pressure Groups and the Legislature? What are the 
major areas of financial cooperation? 

(3) What are the major acts by the Texas legislature that 
affected the funding for senior public institutions 
from 1965-1983? 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
August 1, 1983 

Honorable Deralyn Davis, Vice-Chair 
Democratic Party of Texas 
P.O.Box 15126 
Port Worth, Texas 76119 

Dear Vice-Chair Davis: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information regarding the relationship of your 
party with the legislature in regard to financing higher 
education for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

a. S. £ £ 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
August 1, 1983 

Honorable Louis C. Doehne (Dorothy) 
Vice-Chair 
Republican Party of Texas 
110 Anne Lewis 
San Antonio, TX 78216 

Dear Vice-Chair Doehne: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information regarding the relationship of your 
party with the legislature in regard to financing higher 
education. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Roy S. Inchassi 



P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 25, 1983 

Mr. Jim Hightower, Commissioner 
Texas Department of Agriculture 
Stephen F. Austin Bldg. 
P.O.Box 12847 
Austin, Texas 78711 

Dear Commissioner Higiitower: 

I am involved in a research, project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information regarding the relationship of your 
department with the legislature in regard to financing higher 
education for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

^ ^ — 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 18, 1983 

Austin Chamber of Commerce 
901 W Riverside 
Austin, Texas 78704 

Dear Sirs: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces (local and stgite-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information regarding the relationship of your^ 
group with the legislature in regard to financing higher ed-
ucation for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

(St. -3. D' 

Roy S. Inchassi 



P.O.Box 9112 217 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 20, 1983 

President 
Dallas Bar Association 
Adolphus Hotel 
Dallas, Texas 75202 

Dear Sir: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information regarding the relationship of your 
group with the legislature in regard to financing higher ed-
ucation for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

S « ^ i — 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
August 1, 1983 

Mr. Carole Kneeland 
WPAA-KVUE-TV 
P.O.Box 12884 
Austin, TX 78711 

Dear Mr. Kneeland: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces Ilocal and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information regarding the relationship of your 
group with the legislature in regard to financing higher 
education. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
August 1, 1983 

Mr. Bob Lowry, Bureau Manager 
United Press International 
P.O.Box 12187 
Austin, TX 78711 

Dear Mr. lowry: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information regarding the relationship of your 
press with the legislature in regard to financing higher 
education. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

2). 

Roy S. Inchassi 



P.O.Box 9112 220 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 20, 1983 

President 
Texas Press Association 
718 West 5 

Austin, Texas 78701 

Dear Sir: 
I am involved in a research project concerning the power 

and influence of external forces Xlocal and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information regarding the relationship of your 
group with the legislature in regard to financing higher ed-
ucation for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

CR.S. - —-

Roy S. Inchassi 



P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 20, 1983 

President 
Exxon Company USA 
Austin Agent 
1127 Springdale Rd 
Austin, Texas 78721 

Dear Sir: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information regarding the relationship of your 
group with the legislature in regard to financing higher ed-
ucation for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Roy S* Inchassi 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 18, 1983 

Texas Association 
of Tobacco and Candy 
7800 Shoal Greek Blvd 
Austin, Texas 78757 

Dear Sirs: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information regarding the relationship of your 
group, with the legislature in regard to financing higher ed-
ucation for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

O L S . 

Roy S. Inchassi 



P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 20, 1983 

Texas Association of Insurance Agents 
1000 Brazos 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Dear Sirs: 

I am involved in a research project concerning the power 
and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information regarding the relationship of your 
group with the legislature in regard to financing higher ed-
ucation for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

S. 

Roy S. Inchassi 
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P.O.Box 9112 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
July 18, 1983 

Texas Bankers Assn. 
Education Dept. 
203 W 10 

Austin, Texas 78701 

Dear Sirs: 
I am involved in a research project concerning the power 

and influence of external forces (local and state-level) on 
the actions of the Texas legislature in financing senior public 
colleges and universities from 1965 through 1983. I will 
appreciate any information regarding the relationship of your 
group with the legislature in regard to financing higher ed-
ucation for these years. 

Thank you for your time and kind assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

(31. S. —•—• 

Roy S. Inchassi 



APPENDIX G 

RANK ORDER OF LOCAL- AND STATE-LEVEL 

EXTERNAL FORCES BY INFLUENCE FOR 

FUNDING HIGHER EDUCATION 
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TABLE XXI 

SUMMARY RANK ORDERING OF THE LOCAL-LEVEL EXTERNAL 
FORCES THAT INFLUENCE FUNDING FOR HIGHER 

EDUCATION IN TEXAS AS PERCEIVED BY 
ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS 
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Influence 

Local-Level External Forces Mean Rank Local-Level External Forces 

4.024 1 Institution's District Senator 

3.738 2 Institution's District Representative 

3.381 3 Oil and Gas Industry 

3.190 4 Financial Institutions 

2.786 5 News Media (print) 

2.714 6 Alumni 

2.667 7 Ethnic Groups 

2.659 8 All Other Business and Corp. 

2.643 9 Minority Groups 

2.500 10 News Media (non-print) 

2.452 11 Municipal Government 

2.310 12 County Government 

2.262 13 Civic Organizations 

2.190 14 Agriculture 

2.024 15 Labor 
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RIM ORDER OP LO GAL-LEVEL 

EXTERNAL FORGES BY INFLUENCE 

Rank 

1 Institution's District Senator 

2 Institution's District Representative(s) 

3 Oil and Gas Industry 

4 Financial Institutions 

5 News Media (print) ,.. 

6 Alumni 

7 Ethnic Groups 

8 All Other Business and Corp, 

9 Minority Groups 

10 News Media (non-print) 

11 Municipal Government 

12 County Government 

13 Civic Organizations 

14 Agriculture 
I.IIIII .in, W < - ..mm mini n MI... WTOIIIMHMII ..I-I. i.-

15 Labor ! 



TABLE XXII 

SUMMARY RANK ORDERING OF THE STATE-LEVEL EXTERNAL 
FORCES THAT INFLUENCE FUNDING FOR HIGHER 

EDUCATION IN TEXAS AS PERCEIVED BY 
ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS 
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Influence 

Mean Rank State-Level External Forces 

4. 500 1 Legislative Budget Board Staff 

4. 024 2 Coordinating Board 

3. 762 3 Board of Regents 

3. 714 4 Governor and Staff 

3. 619 5 State Comptroller 

3. 357 6 TASSCUBO 

3. 286 7 Council of College Presidents 

3. 024 ! 8 State Auditor 

2. 881 9 Political parties 

2. 762 10 Employee Retirement System 

2. 738 11 Texas Education Agency 

2. 571 12 Texas Association of College Teachers 

2. 476 13 Texas Research League 

2. 405 14 Independent Colleges and Universities 

2. 357 15 Association of Texas Colleges and 
Universities 

2. 333 16 Texas State Teachers Association 

2. 167 17 Department of Health 
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RANK ORDER OF STATE-LETEL 

EXTERNAL FORGES BY INFLUENCE 

Rank 

1 Legislative Budget Board Staff 

2 Coordinating Board 

3 Board of Regents 

4 Governor and Staff 

5 State Comptroller 

6 TASSCUBO 

7 Council of College Presidents 

8 State Auditor 

9 Political parties 

10 Employee Retirement System 

11 Texas Education Agency 

12 TACT 

13 Texas Research League 

14 Independent Colleges and Univ. 

15 ATCU 

16 TSTA 

17 Dept. of Health 
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TABLE XXIII 

SUMMARY RANK ORDERING OF ADMINISTRATORS' PERCEPTIONS 
OF THE DEGREE OF INFLUENCE EXERTED BY ALL 

EXTERNAL FORCES IN TEXAS 

Influence 
All Local- and State-Level 

External Forces Mean Rank 
All Local- and State-Level 

External Forces 

4.500 1 Legislative Budget Board Staff 

4.024 2.5 District Senator 

4.024 2.5 Coordinating Board 

3.762 4 Board of Regents 

3.738 5 District Representative(s) 

3.714 6 Governor and Staff 

3.619 7 State Comptroller 

3.381 8 Oil and Gas Industry 

3.357 9 TASSCUBO 

3.286 10 Council of Presidents 

3.190 11 Financial Institutions 

3.024 12 State Auditor 

2.881 13 Political Parties 

2.786 14 News Media (print) 

2.762 15 Employee Retirement System 

2.738 16 Texas Education Agency 

2.714 17 Alumni 

2.667 18 Ethnic Groups 

2.659 19 All Other Business and Corp. 
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TABLE XXIII—Continued 

Influence 
All Local- and State-Level 

External Forces Mean Rank 
All Local- and State-Level 

External Forces 

2.643 20 Minority Groups 

2.571 21 TACT 

2.500 22 News Media (non-print) 

2.476 23 Texas Research League 

2.452 24 Municipal Government 

2.405 25 Independent Colleges and Universities 

2.357 26 ATCU 

2.333 27 TSTA 

2.310 28 County Government 

2.262 29 Civic Organizations 

2.190 30 Agriculture 

2.167 31 Department of Health 

2.024 32 Labor 
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Rank 

1 

2 

2 

4 
5 
6 

7 
8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

15 

14 

15 

16 

17 
18 

19 
20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 
30 

31 
32 

legislative Budget Board Staff 

District Senator 

Coordinating Board 

Board of Regents 

District Representative(s) 

Governor and Staff 

State Comptroller 

Oil and Gas Industry 

TASSCUBO 

Council of Presidents 

Financial Institutions 

State Auditor 

Political Parties 

Mews Media (print) 

Employee Retirement System 

Texas Education Agency 

Alumni 

Ethnic Groups 

All Other Business and Corp, 

Minority Groups 

TACT 

News Media (non-print) 

Texas Research League 

Municipal Government 

ICAU 

ATCU 

TSTA 

County Government 

Civic Organizations 

Agriculture 

Dept. of Health 

Labor 

Rank Order of Local 
and State-level 
External Forces by 
Influence 
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RANK ORDER OF LOCAL- AND STATE-LEVEL EXTERNAL 

FORCES BY USEFULNESS OF CONTACT FOR 

FUNDING HIGHER EDUCATION 
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TABLE XXIV 

SUMMARY RANK ORDERING OF THE LOCAL-LEVEL EXTERNAL 
FORCES ACCORDING TO USEFULNESS OF CONTACT 
REGARDING FUNDING FOR HIGHER EDUCATION 

IN TEXAS AS PERCEIVED BY ACADEMIC 
ADMINISTRATORS 
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Usefulness 
of Contact 

Local-Level External Forces Mean Rank Local-Level External Forces 

4.231 1 Institution's District Senator 

4.200 2 Institution's District Representative 

3.500 3 Financial Institutions 

3.462 4 Agriculture 

3.212 5 Alumni 

3.211 6 Minority Groups 

3.118 7 Oil and Gas Industry 

3.000 8 All Other Business and Corp. 

2.941 9 Ethnic Groups 

2.906 10 Civic Organizations 

2.852 11 News Media (print) 

2.773 12 Municipal Government 

2.750 13 News Media (non-print) 

2.389 14 County Government 

2.286 15 Labor 
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RANK ORDER OF LOCAL-LEVEL 

EXTERNAL FORCES BY USEFULNESS OF CONTACT 

Rank 

1 Institution's District Senator 

2 Institution's District Representative(s) 

3 Financial Institutions 

4 Agriculture 

5 Alumni 

6 Minority Groups 

7 Oil and Gas Industry 

8 All Other .Business and Corp. 

9 Ethnic Groups 

10 Civic Organizations 

11 News Media (print) 

12 Municipal Government 
III • I|>IIHI|»,«W.IJHI I m Iiinn UIIIIMIJH MILL HiH»Liiii«.WII>JLi ir mm mi FILM mm • IN 

13 Mews Media (non-print) 

14 County Government 

15 Labor _______ 



TABLE XXV 

SUMMARY RANK ORDERING OF THE STATE-LEVEL EXTERNAL 
FORCES ACCORDING TO USEFULNESS OF CONTACT 
REGARDING FUNDING FOR HIGHER EDUCATION 

IN TEXAS AS PERCEIVED BY ACADEMIC 
ADMINISTRATORS 
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Usefulness 
of Contact 

Mean Rank State-Level External Forces 

4. 425 1 Legislative Budget Board Staff 

4. 050 2 Board of Regents 

3. 892 3 TASSCU Business Officers 

3. 694 4 Council of College Presidents 

3. 649 5 Coordinating Board 

3. 459 6 Governor and Staff 

3. 433 7 State Comptroller 

3. 040 8 State Auditor 

3. 000 9 Employee Retirement System 

2. 889 10 Independent Colleges and Universities 

2. 846 11 Political Parties 

2. 652 12 Texas Association of College Teachers 

2. 533 13 Texas Education Agency 

2. 500 14 Texas State Teachers Association 

2. 429 15 Texas Research League 

2. 250 16 Department of Health 

2. 200 17 Association of Texas Colleges and 
Universities 



Rank 

1 

237 

RAM ORDER OP STATE-LEVEL 

EXTERNAL FORCES BY USEFULNESS OF CONTACT 

Legislative Budget Board Staff 

2 Board of Regents 

3 TASSCU Business Officers 

4 Council of College Presidents 

5 Coordinating Board 

6 Governor and Staff 

7 State Comptroller 

8 State Auditor 

9 Employee Retirement System 

10 Independent Col« & Univ. 

11 Political parties 

12 TACT 

15 Texas Education Agency 

14. TSTA 

15 Texas Research League 

16 Dept. of Health 

17 ATCU 



TABLE XXVI 

SUMMARY RANK ORDERING OF BOTH LOCAL- AND STATE-LEVEL 
EXTERNAL FORCES ACCORDING TO USEFULNESS OF CONTACT 
REGARDING FUNDING FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN TEXAS 

AS PERCEIVED BY ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATORS 
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Usefulness 
of Contact 

All State- and Local-Level 
External Forces Mean Rank 

All State- and Local-Level 
External Forces 

4.425 1 Legislative Budget Board Staff 

4.231 2 Institution's District Senator 

4.200 3 Institution's District Representative 

4.050 4 Board of Regents 

3.892 5 TASSCU Business Officers 

3.694 6 Council of Presidents 

3.649 7 Coordinating Board 

3.500 8 Financial Institutions 

3.462 9 Agriculture 

3.459 10 Governor and Staff 

3.433 11 State Comptroller 

3.212 12 Alumni 

3.211 13 Minority Groups 

3.118 14 Oil and Gas Industry 

3.040 15 State Auditor 

3.000 16.5 All other Business and Corp. 

3.000 16.5 Employee Retirement System 

2.941 18 Ethnic Groups 

2.906 19 Civic Organizations 
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TABLE XXVI—Continued 

Usefulness 
of Contact 

All State- and Local-Level 
Mean Rank External Forces 

2.889 20 Independent Colleges and Universities 

2.852 21 News Media (print) 

2.846 22 Political Parties 

2.773 23 Municipal Government 

2.750 24 News Media (non-print) 

2.652 25 TACT 

2.533 26 Texas Education Agency 

2.500 27 TSTA 

2.429 28 Texas Research League 

2.389 29 County Government 

2.286 30 Labor 

2.250 31 Department of Health 

2.200 32 Association of Texas Colleges and 
Universities 
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Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
6 

7 
8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

16 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
24 
25 
26 

27 
28 

29 
30 
31 
32 

legislative Budget Board Staff 

Institution's District Senator 

Institution's District Representative^) 

Board of Regents 

TASSCU Business Officers 

Council of Presidents 

Coordinating Board 

Financial Institutions 

Agriculture 

Governor and Staff 

State Comptroller 

Alumni 

Minority Groups 

Oil and Gas Industry 

State Auditor 

All Other Business and Corp, 

Employee' Retirement System 

Ethnic Groups 

Civic Organizations 

Independent Col* & Univ. 

Mews Media (print) 

Political parties 

Municipal Government 

News Media (non-print) 

TACT 

Texas Education Agency 

TSTA 

Texas Research League 

County Government 

Labor 

Dept. of Health 

ATCU 

Rank Order of Local 
and State-level 
External Forces by 
Usefulness of 
Contact 
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