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The purpose of this study is to provide research on the 

funding of state senior higher education in Texas. The focus 

of this work is on the pressure group-policy process. At the 

beginning of the study, several questions were raised to 

assist in establishing boundaries for the research, the col-

lection of data, and the construction of a heuristic model 

to conceptualize the policy process. 

The historical and legal factors which affect the 

funding of higher education were then examined. Attention 

was focused on the constitutional and statutory provisions 

which pertain to general appropriations and capital outlays 

for public higher education. Formula and non-formula items 

were examined as well as the sources of capital funds. 

The participants in the funding process were identified 

and described. Pressure groups, political actors, and the 

higher education subsystem were analyzed both in terras of 

their roles and functions in the process. Several models 

were constructed to help conceptualize the interactions of 

pressure groups, higher education, and political actors at 

the various stages of the funding process. 



Finally, the influence of the participants was measured 

statistically according to mean and rank. A questionnaire 

containing one hundred and three variables was constructed 

to measure the perceptions of the participants on a scale of 

one through seven. Seven indicated the highest degree of 

competition, influence, importance, or frequency of the par-

ticular issue in the question. 

The questions raised at this stage of the research were: 

(.1) How much competition surrounds appropriations for higher 

education compared to other items on the state appropriations 

bill? (2) How much influence do political actors and pres-

sure groups exert on general appropriations and capital out-

lays for state higher education? (3) What are the internal 

characteristics of those groups which are perceived to be 

influential? (4) What strategies do these groups use to 

influence the funding process? (5) What factors will affect 

the financing of higher education in the next decade? 

The questionnaire was administered to thirty-four mem-

bers of the Sixty-Sixth Texas Legislature. They included 

members of the House Committee of Higher Education, the 

House Appropriations Committee, the Senate Finance Committee, 

and the Senate Committee on Education. In addition, the 

questionnaire was administered to other persons believed to 

have knowledge of higher education in Texas. However, only 

the interviews from the legislators were analyzed statisti-

cally. 



The research indicates several things. First, the 

funding process for higher education is the most competitive 

aspect of the state budgetary process. Second, the locus of 

power resides within the institutions. Although higher 

education associations do exert influence, their influence 

appears to be passive and supportive in nature. Third, the 

dominant center of institutional power is within the boards 

of regents, in particular, the University of Texas and Texas 

A & M Boards. Fourth, the centers of influence among the 

political actors are located within the legislative leader-

ship, the appropriation committees, and the Legislative 

Budget Board. Fifth, the most important internal character-

istic of groups which influence the funding process is 

experience in the governmental process. Sixth, legislators 

seek to maximize the goals of the institutions within their 

respective districts. This is accomplished through a series 

of mutual exchanges to insure that each legislator and his 

university constituency obtain satisfaction. Seventh, eco-

nomic pressures, declining enrollments, and the reapportion-

ment of the legislature will increase the pressure oh 

institutions and decision-makers during the 1980*s. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Today public higher education in America is experiencing 

unprecedented change and controversy. This stems in large 

measure from the growth, complexity, and competing demands 

of modern society. While colleges and universities are 

expected to provide the expertise and skills needed to main-

tain a stable society and growing economy, rising costs due 

to increased enrollments, inflation, and program expansion 

have increased the debate over the funding of higher 

education. 

Higher education, which was once considered non-;; 

political, has become increasingly political due to the 

cross-pressures stemming from competing demands for public 

funds. The magnitude of the cost of financing higher educa-

tion, together with the growing percentage of the state 

budget designated for higher education, has shaped the debate 

over the amount and direction of state expenditures. 

As the states assume a greater responsibility for public 

higher education, the costs that accompany this role generate 

conflict over the allocation of state funds. The politics 

of education intensifies, and state supported colleges and 

universities find themselves in the middle of state fiscal 

battles. Competing demands for public funds and calls for 



fiscal restraint make it more difficult to secure expanded 

or even constant appropriations from state legislatures. 

The executive and legislative branches of government 

find themselves in the midst of a highly political environ-

ment of cross-pressures stemming from state agencies and 

their support groups, and mounting public pressure to hold 

the line and curb the rise of state expenditures. The 

dilemma faced by elected officials is how to balance these 

pressures with the needs of higher education. The situation 

in Texas is not unique among the states. The effects of 

rising enrollments, price level increases, and program ex-

pansion have accelerated the costs of higher education in 

the state. 

The expenditure patterns between 1966 and 1976 reflect 

an accelerating growth in terms of funds spent as well as an 

increasing percentage of the total budget of the State of 

Texas for higher education. In the 1966-67 biennium, the 

budget for all State expenditures totaled 4 billion dollars, 

of which 516 million, or 12.8 per cent, was allocated for 

higher education. For the 1976-77 biennium, the legislature 

appropriated 12.8 billion for all state functions, of which 

2.5 billion, or 19.1 per cent, was designated for higher 

education.^ During the 1980-81 biennium, the state will 

"'"Texas Research League, Higher Education Finance: How 
Much is Enough, report by the Texas Research League (Austin, 
1977), p. 2. 



spend 21.1 billion dollars, reflecting an increase of 4.1 

billion, or 24.0 per cent, over the amount expended for 

1978-79. Of this amount, approximately 3.5 billion, or 

seventeen per cent, of the state budget will be used to fund 

public higher education.^ 

The rapid increase in expenditures for higher education 

is in part due to enrollment increases. In 1975, more than 

498,000 students were enrolled in the public colleges and 

universities in the state, compared to 226,000 in 1965, an 

increase of 100 per cent. According to projections by the 

Coordinating Board, between 1979 and 1987, the enrollment 

will increase by 6.3 per cent, from 700,000 to 744,000."* 

Programs and institutional expansions are also respon-

sible for the increased costs of higher education. A number 

of these increases are due to new programs such as the tui-

tion equalization grahts, student loan programs, and state 

technical institutions. However, most of the increases 

result from institutional expansion. In 1979, there were 

146 institutions in Texas: eighty-five colleges and univer-

sities (thirty-six public; forty-nine private); and sixty-

one two-year colleges (fifty-six public and five private). 

2 . 
Statement by staff member, Legislative Budget Board, 

October 15, 1979. 

•̂ Coordinating Board, Texas College and University Sys-
tem, Fall Headcount Enrollment Forecasts: Texas Postsecon-
dary Educational Institutions, 1978-1987 (Austin, 1978), 
p. 26. 



While the number of private colleges and universities has 

stabilized in recent years, the number of public institutions 

has increased by nearly 50 per cent since 1965.^ 

Another factor responsible for increased costs for 

higher education is the general rise in the level of prices 

due to inflation. Between the fiscal years of 1966 and 

1975, price levels rose at an annual rate of 7 per cent. 

However, during the last two years the rate of inflation has 

risen to over 11.3 per cent.5 This means that the major 

part of the increased amounts for higher education are con-

sumed by cost increases. 

As Texas enters the next decade, the politics surround-

ing higher education will intensify. Institutional demands 

for increased funding will be met by other state agencies 

and programs wanting a larger slice of the state's financial 

pie.^ Elected officials, operating under the shadow of 

Proposition Thirteen, will experience public pressure to 

exercise fiscal restraint and "cut the fat" out of govern-

mental programs, including higher education. How the issues 

^Kenneth W. Tolo, Higher Education in Texas: The Role 
of State Government in Student Aid, Program Development and 
Institutional Funding, Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public 
Affairs Series (Austin, 1978), p. 3. 

^Federal Reserve Board, "Financial and Business Statis-
tics," Federal Reserve Bulletin, LXV (Washington, 1979), 
A51. 

^Michael Usdan and others, Education and State Politics: 
The Developing Relationship Between Elementary-Secondary and 
Higher Education (New York, 1969), pp. 163-190. 



related to the funding of higher education are dealt with, 

will be largely determined by the degree to which groups 

supporting or opposing the expansion of higher education 

influence state decision-makers. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this research was to examine the influ-

ence exerted by pressure groups and political actors on the 

funding of higher education in Texas. Conceptual models 

are developed to explain the policy process of the State 

political system as it relates to the financing of public 

higher education. Statistical analysis is made in an 

attempt to measure the perceived influence of political 

actors and pressure groups. The focus of this study is 

guided by the establishment of several basic questions that 

pertain to the interaction of political actors and groups 

in the funding process for state higher education. 

Questions to be Answered 

The following questions were developed to be answered: 

1. What historical and legal factors affect the financ-

ing of higher education? 

2. Who are the political actors and pressure groups 

that participate in the funding process? 

3. What is the process for funding state higher educa-

tion? 

4. How do these political actors and groups interact? 



5. How much influence do these actors and groups exert? 

6. Why are these groups and actors influential in the 

funding process? 

7. What conclusions can be made about the influence of 

groups and political actors on the financing of higher edu-

cation? 

Methodology 

With the above questions providing the conceptual 

framework to guide the research, the study proceeded in 

several distinct stages. These are described below: 

The first stage was a survey of the literature related 

to the politics and finance of education together with 

studies which focus on pressure groups. The basic concern 

of this aspect of the study was to review some of the major 

works which make up the politics of education and pressure 

group tradition. 

The second stage was an examination of the policy 

process. The major emphasis was to determine how policy is 

made. Public policy was defined, the policy process was 

analyzed, and different theoretical approaches to the study 

of public policy were described. Inquiry was made into the 

historical and legal framework surrounding the funding 

process for higher education in Texas. Identification and 

description of the participants involved in the funding of 

higher education was made. The identification of political 



actors which influence the funding of higher education was 

made by examining the appropriations process for higher 

education, and noting the different actors who participate 

in the process. Pressure groups were identified in a two-

step procedure. First, general types of pressure groups were 

identified according to functional interest; e.g., business, 

labor, agriculture, public education, higher education, 

regional coalitions, state and local governments, and racial-

ethnic groups. Second, higher education pressure groups 

were identified by utilizing a previous study of the coordi-

nation of higher education in Texas.^ Conceptual models 

were then developed to describe how political actors and 

higher education pressure groups interact in the process. 

The third stage involved measurement of the perceived 

influence of political actors and pressure groups who influ-

ence the funding of higher education. Educators, state 

officials, and other persons believed to possess an under-

standing of the political process were interviewed concerning 

the appropriations process. Fifty-two legislators were con-

tacted and twenty-three agreed to participate. Additionally, 

seven non-elected officials and four university administra-

tors were interviewed. Thirty-four people were interviewed; 

Frederick J. Waddell, "A Historical Review of the 
Coordination of Higher Education in Texas," unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, School of Education, North Texas 
State University, Denton, Texas, 1971. 
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however, only data obtained from state legislators was 

analyzed statistically. 

A questionnaire was constructed for the purpose of 

obtaining information as to the perceived degree of influ-

ence exerted by political actors and pressure groups on 

general appropriations and capital outlays for higher educa-

tion.^ The study was delimited to members of the Texas 

legislature who served on committees directly affecting 

higher education appropriations during the Sixty-Sixth 

Legislature. An interview schedule was formulated to include 

members of the following committees: (1) Senate Finance, 

(2) Senate Education, (3) House Appropriations, and (4) House 

Higher Education. 

The questionnaire was administered during the last two 

weeks of the Sixty-Sixth Regular Session of the Texas Legis-

lature and during the two-week period following its adjourn-

ment.^ The initial contacts with the persons to be interviewed 

were made by letter, followed by telephone calls or visits to 

their respective offices to arrange a time and place for the 

interview. Although most of the persons contacted agreed to 

®The studies that proved helpful in the construction of 
the questionnaire were Jeffery M. Berry, Lobbying for the 
People; the Political Behavior of Public Interest Groups 
(Princeton, 1977), pp. 293-300; Lester W. Milbrath, The 
Washington Lobbyist (Westport, 1963), pp. 359-370. 

^Lewis Dexter, Elite and Specialized Interviewing: 
Handbook for Research in Political Behavior (Evanston, 1970). 
This work was helpful in providing a format for conducting 
the interviews. 



grant an interview, some preferred to complete the question-

naire without a formal interview. In some instances, the 

questionnaire was completed by staff members familiar with 

the legislator's perceptions. When this method was followed, 

the staff member was requested to submit the completed 

instrument to the legislator for additional comment and 

verification. 

Each interview began with an explanation to the respon-

dent of the purpose of the research and the format of the 

questionnaire. In addition, the participants were told that 

their anonymity would be protected. The average length of 

each interview was approximately forty-five minutes. In 

some instances, the participants were willing to give addi-

tional time in order to clarify their responses to certain 

items on the questionnaire. 

The data taken from the interviews were then analyzed 

on the computer at North Texas State University, and infor-

mation was obtained for a statistical description of the 

influence of pressure groups and political actors. Appro-

priate tables were constructed to facilitate the comprehen-

sion of the extent of influence. 

The final stage was a summary and conclusions section. 

This material is presented in Chapter VII. 

Related Research 

To provide a background for this study, a review of the 

related literature is necessary in order to develop a 
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conceptual understanding of the structures and processes 

involved in the funding of higher education. The literature 

relevant to this study is of three types: (1) that which 

deals with the politics and finance of higher education; 

(2) that which deals with the pressure group phenomena; 

(3) that which examines the policy process. In the remaining 

part of this chapter the literature pertaining to the poli-

tics and finance of higher education is examined together 

with the pressure group literature. In the next chapter the 

policy process is examined and related to the pressure group-

policy process. 

Literature on Politics of Higher Education 

The literature examining the politics of higher educa-

tion at the state level is extremely limited. According to 

Gove and Solomon, prior to 1968 very little was written that 

"has the relationship between higher education and the state 

political situation as its major focus." Instead, the re-

search dealing with the relations between the state and 

university focuses on issues such as institutional encroach-

ment by state governments, the declining freedom of univer-

sity faculties, and state interference with the internal 

administration of colleges and universities.10 

10Samuel K. Gove and Barbara Whiteside Solomon, "The 
Politics of Higher Education: A Bibliographic Essay," 
Journal of Higher Education, XXXIX (April, 1968), 181-195. 
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However, during the 1960's, a number of works appeared 

which examined the relationship of politics to the public 

schools. Some of these works on the politics of education 

grew out of the community-powered studies which followed 

Floyd Hunter's seminal work on Atlanta^ and Robert Dahl's 

study of New Haven.^ Ralph Kimbrough's Political Power and 

11 

Educational Decision-Making, was one such work. J Utilizing 

the reputational approach, Kimbrough examined the critical 

role played by informal groups and informal interaction in 

influencing community decision-makers who operate within the 

associational-institutional structure of office. Another 

such work was written by Arthur J. Vidich and Joseph L. 

Bensman. In Small Town in Mass Society, they identified 

educational decisions as paramount and trace educational 

decision-making processes as they relate to the informal and 

formal power structures. 

The most comprehensive studies that appeared prior to 

1968 pertaining to state politics and public education are 

found in the exploratory research on eleven states, three in 

the Midwest and eight in the Northeast. This material is 

"^Floyd Hunter, Community Power Structure (Chapel Hill, 
1953). 

•^Robert Dahl, Who Governs? (New Haven, 1961}. 

•^Robert Kimbrough, Political Power and Educational 
Decision-Making (Chicago, 1964). 

l^Arthur J. Vidich and Joseph Bensman, Small Town in 
Mass Society (Princeton, 1958). 
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presented in four works: Schoolmen and Politics, by 

Stephen K. Bailey, and others;^ State Politics and the 

Public Schools, by Nicholas A. Masters, and others; The 

Political Power of Education in New York State, by Michael D. 

Usdan;^7 an(j shaping Educational Policy, by James B. 

Conant."*"® Taken together these studies provided data on 

basic patterns that exist between state legislative systems 

and public education pressure groups. The research found 

that the legislative-group relationship differed from state 

to state in terms of the degree of cohesion each group main-

tained with the legislature. 

These works indicated a change in the thinking of polit-

ical scientists regarding education and politics. This 

change is reflected in the number of recent works which 

examine the politics of public education.-^ The result has 

"^Stephen K. Bailey and others, Schoolmen and Politics: 
A Study of State Aid to Education in the Northeast (Syra-
cuse, 1962). 

•^Nicholas A. Masters and others, State Politics and 
the Public Schools: An Exploratory Analysis (New York, 

• - • | . L_ |-| • | i • . • i 1. i. i • i • -i i •*" ' - i 

1964). 
17Michael D. Usdan, The Political Power of Education in 

New York State (New York, 1963). 

James B. Conant, Shaping Education Policy (New York, 
1964). 

i g 

Since 1968, a number of works exploring different 
aspects of public education from a political perspective 
have appeared. See Lawrence Iannacconne and Frank Lutz, 
Politics, Power, and Policy: The Governing of Local School 
Districts (Columbus, 1970); Philip Meranto, School Politics 
in the Metropolis (Columbus, 1970); Gary Orfield, The 
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been to legitimatize the study of the politics of education, 

including the politics of higher education. 

According to Samuel K. Gove and Carol Floyd, since 1968 

some of the voids in research related to politics and higher 
O A 

education have been partially filled. Political scientists 

have examined the politics of higher education in the con-

text of the governor, 23- state constitutional conventions ,̂ 2 

and coordination.^3 The attitudes of state legislators 

toward public higher education was studied by Heinz Eulau 
24 

and Harold Quinley. This investigation found that 

Reconstruction of Southern Education; The Schools and the 
1964 Civil Rights Act (New York, 1969); Alan Rosenthal, 
Pedagogues and Power: Teacher Groups in School Politics 
(Syracuse, 1969) ; John Thomas Thompson, Policymaking in 
American Public Education (Englewood Cliffs, 1976); and 
Harmon Zeigler and Karl F. Johnson, The Politics of Educa-
tion in the States (New York, 1972). 

^Samuel K. Gove and Carol Floyd, "Research on Higher 
Education Administration and Policy: An Uneven Report," 
Public Administration Review, XXXV (January, February, 1975), 
12. 

21 
John W. Lederle, "Governors and Higher Education," 

•The American Governor in Behavioral Perspective, edited by 
Thad J. Beyle and J. Oliver Williams (New York, 1972), 232-
240. 

22 
Samuel K. Gove and Susan Welch, "The Influence of 

State Constitutional Conventions on the Future of Higher 
Education," Educational Record, L (Spring, 1969), 206-212. 

^Lyman A. Glenry and Thomas K. Galiglish, Public Uni-
versities , State Agencies, and the Law: Constitutional 
Autonomy in Decline (Berkeley, 1973) . 

^Heinz Eulau and Harold Quinley, State Officials and 
Higher Education: A Survey of Opinions and Expectations of 
Policy-Makers in Nine States (New York, 1970). 
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legislative leaders were more aware of the needs of higher 

education than non-leaders in the legislative bodies. In 

another work, Leonard E. Goodall, James B. Holderman, and 

James Nowlan examined the sources of tension between the 

2r> 

state legislatures and universities. 

In recent years, several works have been published 

which examine various aspects of the politics of higher 

education in Texas. One such work is Frederick Waddell1s 

study of the Coordinating Board. This study is an examina-

tion of the development of coordination in Texas, as well 

as the politics surrounding its formation. Utilizing a 

systems approach, Waddell constructs conceptual models to 

describe the operations and interactions of higher education 

with the state political system.^ The Texan Constitution: 

Its Impact on Education is another work which deals with the 

impact of the Texas Constitution on education. While the 

study examines all levels of Texas education, the section on 

higher education provided assistance in conceptualizing the 

structure of higher education in the state.^ In addition 

to those studies which examine the politics of higher 

^Leonard F. Goodall, James B. Holderman, and James D. 
Nolan, "Legislature and University: The Uneasy Partnership," 
Educational Record, LII (Winter, 1971), 36-40. 

26waddell, "A Historical Review of the Coordination of 
Higher Education in Texas." 

^^Irving Dawson, John Thompson and Fred J. Waddell, The 
Texas Constitution: Its Impact on Education (Houston, 1973). 



15 

education, there are those which concentrate on the finance 

of higher education, including the politics of funding. Two 

studies published in 1970 compare the needs and abilities of 

the fifty states to meet the rising costs of higher educa-

tion. In Higher Education in the Fifty States, M. M. 

Chambers constructs a state by state statistical compendium 

for the peiod 1959-1969. Consideration is given to state 

funds for higher education, tax and expenditure rates, per 

capita, and the extent of legislative control of higher 

education.^8 The second work, by Kenneth A. Quindry, com-

pares the efforts of the fifty states to raise revenue for 

higher education for the period 1969-1970.^ Using Califor-

nia as the base of inquiry, Robert G. Thompson studied the 

politics of budgeting for higher education. He found that 

budgeting questions are solved on the basis of brokerage 

politics involving constantly shifting alliances. The Uni-

versity of California has consistently been favored over 

other universities and colleges in California due to its 

ability to present a united front.Marvin W. Peterson 

examined the political impact of the implementation of 

n Q 
M. M. Chambers, Higher Education in the Fifty States 

(Danville, 1970). 
29 
Kenneth A. Quindry, State and Local Revenue Potential 

(Atlanta, 1970). 
30 
Robert G. Thompson, "Politics and Purse Strings," An 

Invisible Giant, edited by Donald R. Gerth and James 0. Haehn 
and Associates (San Francisco, 1971). 
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planning, programming, and budgeting systems on public higher 

education. He discussed several implications of PPBS on 

university-state relationships. The most important political 

change he foresees is that since legislators will have more 

detailed information on educational programs, the potential 

for any program to become a major issue is increased.31 

In the 1970's several studies and research reports were 

published which examined the politics of funding higher edu-

cation in Texas. One such work was written by Kenneth W. 

Tolo. Tolo's purpose was to give an overview of the organi-

zational environment of higher education in the state, stu-

dent financial assistance programs, and institutional 

•59 

funding. Two reports by the Texas Research League which 

dealt with higher education finance were also helpful. The 

purpose of these reports was to call attention to some of . 

the inequities in funding higher education in Texas and to 

recommend courses of action to remedy the perceived inequi-

ties. While the studies are polemical in nature, they 

provide helpful information regarding the constitutional and 

statutory framework within which general appropriations and 

capital outlays o c c u r . 3 3 
31 
Marvin W. Peterson, "The Potential Impact of PPBS on 

Colleges and Universities," Journal of Higher Education, XLII 
(January, 1971), 361-370. 

32to1o, Higher Education in Texas. 

•̂ •̂ Texas Research League, Higher Education Finance: How 
Much is Enough?, A Report by the Texas Research League (Aus-
tin, 1977); Texas Research League, Matching Projected 
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William A. Miller and John L. Carter also provide a 

description of the funding procedures for Texas public higher 

education. Major areas of funding are dealt with, including 

an analysis of the appropriations process for higher educa-

tion and constitutionally dedicated funds for capital outlays. 

Although the roles of political actors are examined, no 

attempt was made to determine the degree of influence exerted 

by these actors or groups on the appropriations p r o c e s s . ^ 4 

In addition, several reports prepared by state agencies 

and study committees of the state legislature were consulted. 

Although none of the works dealt with pressure groups or the 

interrelationships of political actors in the funding pro-

cess, they did provide additional information on the struc-

ture of Texas higher education together with the types of 

funds.^ 

This concludes the review of related literature dealing 

with the politics and finance of higher education. The lit-

erature which focuses on the pressure group phenomena is now 

considered. 

Resources to Estimated Senior College Construction Finance 
Needs in Texas (Austin, 1976). 

"^William A. Miller and John L. Carter, Financing Public 
Senior Institutions of Higher Learning in the State of Texas 
(Denton, 1972). 

35 
Coordinating Board, Texas College and University Sys-

tem, Texas Higher Education: 1968-1980 (Austin, 1975); The 
Committee on Higher Education, Interim Report Sixty-Sixth 
Legislative Session (Austin, 1978); the Joint Committee on 
the Funding of Institutions of Higher Education, Interim Re-
port Sixty-Sixth Legislative Session (Austin, 1978). 
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Pressure Group Literature 

The literature examining pressure groups in American 

political life primarily focuses on national and state in-

terest group and lobbying activities. Very little has been 

written on higher education interest groups at the national 

level, and even less on the activities of pressure groups 

concerned with higher education at the state level. In 

order to systematize our approach to this aspect of the 

study, a survey of the literature which attempts to define 

pressure groups is first considered. Then the general lit-

erature related to pressure groups at the national and state 

levels is examined, followed by that which focuses on higher 

education pressure groups. 

In order to establish conceptual clarity, pressure 

groups must be defined. The basic question is what distin-

guishes pressure groups from other political phenomena? 

This question has been answered in several ways by political 

scientists. According to Earl Latham, pressure groups want 

to create an environment in which they feel secure. Latham 

has suggested that this security can be attained by (1) 

putting restraints on the environment, (2) neutralizing the 

environment, or (3) conciliating the environment and making 

it respective.^® David Riesman prefers to use the expression 

3®Earl Latham, "The Group Basis of Politics: Notes for 
a Theory," American Political Science Review, XLVI (June, 
1952), 376-397. 
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"veto groups" to describe interests which make demands on 

society. The veto group may or may not have an organization. 

The common trait of the veto group is a mutual concern about 

a particular issue. The primary function of a veto group is 

defensive. Since they are usually not in a strong position, 

they attain their objective by frustrating political activi-

ty. Following the resolution of an issue they become dormant 

T7 • 

again. Banfield and Wilson distinguish interest groups 

and "interest groupings." These authors feel interest groups 

seek to influence office-holders, whereas "interest groupings" 

are subgroups within parties which are concerned with the 

successful completion of specific p r o g r a m s . 3 8 Harold Zeigler 

rejects the notion that an interest group is an aggregate of 

individuals seeking social goals. According to Zeigler, an 

interest group is different from other social groups in that 

it seeks political goals. In particular, it seeks "a polit-

ical goal or political goals for its members, without placing 

its membership in formal political office. 

From the foregoing, it would appear that these are two 

common traits of interest groups. First, there is a common 

purpose or purposes which draw people to the group. Second, 

David Riesman, The Lonely Crowd (New Haven, 1961), 
p. 211. 

- ^ E d w a r d c. Banfield and James Q. Wilson, City Politics 
(New York, 1963), p. 131. 

3 9 
Harmon Zeigler, Interest Groups in American Society 

(Englewood Cliffs, 1964), p. 76. 
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the group makes a collective demand on the political system 

for goals that will benefit their membership. Therefore, 

David Truman's definition seems to be the most helpful for 

this research. An interest group is "any group that, on 

the basis of one or more shared attitudes, makes certain 

claims upon other groups in the society for the establishment, 

maintenance, or enhancement of forms of behavior that are 

implied by the shared attitudes."^ 

In view of the number of terms that are used to describe 

what is referred to as an interest group or pressure group, 

a clarification is needed. Once it is determined that only 

those organizations which have a stake in the political 

process belong to the pressure group universe, the term may 

be used interchangeable with interest groups, organized 

interests, lobbies, political groups, power groups, or veto 

groups. In the remaining chapters, this clarification of 

the interchangeability of these concepts will be used to-

gether with Truman's definition as the basis of their meaning. 

Since this study grows out of the pressure group-policy 

tradition, a review of the general literature pertaining to 

pressure groups is needed. While this review is not intended 

to be comprehensive, it does examine some of the seminal 

pressure group studies which have shaped the conceptual un-

derstanding of political scientists. In the next chapter, 

^David Truman, The Governmenta1 Process, Political 
Interests and Public Opinion (New York, 1951), p. 24. 
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which explores the nature of the policy process, the litera-

ture on pressure groups is extended and related to the policy 

process. 

There exist four major types of studies of pressure 

groups: first, those that are wide in scope and examine the 

interactions of interest groups with the political processes; 

second, those that focus on a single interest group; third, 

studies which examine pressure groups as they operate in one 

arena, in particular, the legislative; fourth, those works 

which study pressure groups concerned with a specific poli-

cy.41 

The first systematic interpretation of the governmental 

process from the point of view of the interaction of interest 

groups was done by Arthur Bentley. Bentley felt that by ob-

serving the activities and interactions of social groups, one 

could understand the political process. These groups were 

perceived as "collectives of action", which made demands on 

the political system. Vying pressure groups cause conflict 

which, in turn, produce a compromise in public policy.42 

The most important contribution to the study of interest 

groups in recent years was made by David Truman. Using 

Bentley as a starting point, Truman attempted to formulate 

41 
Samuel J. Eldersveld, "American Interest Groups: A 

Survey of Research and Some Implications for Theory and Re-
search," Interest Groups on Four Continents, edited by Henry 
W. Ehrmann (Pittsburgh, 1964), pp. 174-178. 

42Arthur F. Bentley, The Process of Government (New 
York, new edition, 1956), p. 182. 
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a theoretical synthesis for understanding interest groups. 

According to Truman, the American political system depends 

on political pressures and can be understood almost entirely 

in terms of group interaction.4^ 

I n Politics, Parties, and Pressure Groups, V. 0. Key 

examined the nature and role of pressure groups in relation 

to the power of government. Key believed that "group inter-

ests are the animating forces in the political process." 

Pressure groups are seen as supplementing the party system 

as well as the formal instruments of government. The con-

flict that ensues from these pressure activities necessi-

tates a balance through compromise. According to Key, the 

role of government is the reconciliation of these various 

44 
interests. • 

Illustrative of the second type of study which examines 

a single interest group over a period of time is Peter 

Odegard's Pressure Politics. Concentrating on the Anti-

Saloon League, Odegard traces the group from its inception 

as an unorganized social group to a highly developed pressure 

group.45 Another work which focuses on a single interest 

group is Oliver Garceau's study of the American Medical 

^Truman, The Governmental Process. 

44V. 0. Key, Politics, Parties, and Pressure Groups 
(New York, 1958), p. 23. 

45Peter Odegard, Pressure Politics: The Study of the 
Anti-Saloon League (New York, 1928). 
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Association. Garceau attempted to explicate the obscure 

relationships within the AMA. The central concern is with 

the internal organization and political relationships within 

46 

the AMA. 

The third type of study is concerned with pressure 

groups operating in one arena, particularly the legislative. 

A general survey of the interaction of pressure groups on 

the legislative process was done by E. P. Herring in 1929. 

His concern was to classify pressure groups and explain the 

reason for their emergence. Like both Bentley and Truman, 

he believed that influence on the political process was re-

lated to group rather than individual action.^ Belle 

Zeller's Pressure Politics in New York Stateand Dayton 
A Q 

McKean1s Pressures on the Legislature of New Jersey 

examines pressure group activity in the legislative arena. 

These studies provide helpful insight into the formation of 

pressure groups and modes of influence. Their findings 

indicate that pressure groups are the products of prior 

disturbances within the political system. 
46 
Oliver Garceau, The Political Life of the American 

Medical Association (Cambridge, 1941). 
p. Herring, Group Representation Before Congress 

(Baltimore, 1929). 

^®Belle Zeller, Pressure Politics in New York (New York, 
1937). 

A Q 
Dayton McKean, Pressures on the Legislature of New 

Jersey (New York, 1938). 
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Finally, there are studies which concentrate on the 

role of pressure groups interacting with a single policy-

conflict situation. E. E. Schattschneider's Politics, 

Pressures, and the Tariff is an example of this type of 

study. Concentrating on the committee hearings dealing with 

the revision of the Smoot-Hawley Tariff, Schattschneider 

examined the types of influence and tactics used by economi-

cally oriented pressure groups to influence Congress.-*® 

Another study of this type is Stephen K. Bailey's Congress 

Makes a Law, which traces the Employment Act of 1946 from 

the time it was proposed through the stages of adoption and 

implementation. The importance of the work is the documen-

tation of the close relationship between congressmen and 

labor during the debates on the legislation. Consideration 

is given to the nature of pressure group coalitions, together 

with the events which help create such coalitions.51 

Although the general literature dealing with pressure 

groups at the national and state levels is rather extensive, 

studies which examine higher education pressure groups are 

somewhat limited. At the national level, the nature, role, 

and strength of the higher education lobby have been examined 

in three studies. In Educational Interest Groups in the 

50 
E. E. Schattschneider, Politics, Pressures, and the 

Tariff (Englewood Cliffs, 1935). 

^Stephen K. Bailey, Congress Makes a Law (New York, 
1950) . 
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Nation's Capital, Stephen K. Bailey describes the nature of 

education interest groups operating in Washington, whom they 

represent, their purposes, and their strategies of influ-

ence.^ Lauriston King's The Washington Lobbyists for Higher 

Education duplicates Bailey's study in some ways, but ampli-

fies it in others. King documents the personal characteris-

tics and changing political perspectives of Washington 
C O 

representatives. Thomas R. Wolanin and Lawrence E. 

Gladieux focus on the role Washington-based higher education 

groups played in the passage of the Educational Amendments 

of 1972. The work has a broader perspective than Bailey's 

and King's books, and it indicates the nature of the dynamic 

environment in which higher education pressure groups oper-

ate. ̂  

The thrust of these three studies is to describe lobby-

ing efforts aimed at legislative committees and executive 

agencies at the federal level. These efforts are generally 

undertaken by associations acting on their own and in re-

sponse to specific interests on their membership. Although 

the authors noted attempt to form coalitions for specific 

S2 
Stephen K. Bailey, Educational Interest Groups in the 

Nation's Capital (Washington, 1975). 

S^Lauriston King, The Washington Lobbyist for Higher 
Education (Lexington, 1975). 

C A 

-^Thomas R. Wolanin and Lawrence E. Gladieux, Congress 
and the Colleges (Lexington, 19 76). 
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legislation, the differences between the groups has prevented 

them from forming permanent coalitions. 

Higher education's attempts to influence policy making 

at the state level is not as well studied. The literature 

that does exist is very limited. Two of the longer volumes 

are State Politics and Higher Education and The Politics of 

Higher E d u c a t i o n . ^ 5 These works are edited volumes of case 

studies which examine the higher education-state government 

relationship. However, neither study has higher education 

pressure groups as their focus. 

One study by Alan Rosenthal examined the changes in 

state legislatures which have affected the lobbying strate-

gies of universities. Rosenthal found that legislatures in 

some states have taken the initiative from the state depart-

ments of education and other interest groups and have begun 

to exercise greater control over the design and implementa-

tion of educational programs. According to Rosenthal, the 

growth of legislative involvement in higher education policy-

making can be attributed to the growth of professional staffs 

for legislative committees, a greater use of the standing 

committees for policy deliberation, and longer legislative 
C C 

sessions which permit more extensive deliberation. 

55Leonard Goodall, State Politics and Higher Education 
(Dearborn, 1976); James D. Nolan, The Politics of Higher 
Education (Urbana, 1976). 

5*>Alan Rosenthal, "The Emerging Legislature Role in 
Education," Compact, LXVI (Winter, 1977), 2-3. 
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Some of the literature dealing with higher education 

pressure activity at the state level focuses on the role of 

the university president. According to Hicks, the presi-

dent's efforts should be directed primarily toward the 

5 7 

governor, legislative leaders, and opinion leaders. Lee 

and Bowen, who examined the multi-campus university, found 

that a division of labor exists between the system and cam-

pus heads, with system heads assuming the major role for 

governmental relations and campus heads assuming the task 
C Q 

of governing the campus. 

Recent studies of university faculties in New York 

point to their growing importance as a pressure group at the 

state level. As they unionize, their activities will affect 

the state budget for higher education. E. D. Duryea and 

Robert Fisk note that "collective bargaining has brought 

into legislative relations a new channel for expression of 

faculty sentiments and pressures to support benefits for 

faculty and professional s t a f f . " 5 9 

This concludes the survey of the literature which per-

tains to the politics of education and pressure groups. The 

John W. Hicks, "Lobbying for Limited Resources," 
State Politics and Higher Education, edited by Leonard 
Goodall (Dearborn, 1976), pp. 141-144. 

Eugene C. Lee and Frank M. Bowen, The Multicampus 
University: A Study of Academic Governance (New York, 1971). 

59E. D. Duryea and Robert S. Fisk, Collective Bargaining, 
the State University and the State Government in New York 
(Buffalo, 1975), p. 29. 
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literature demonstrates the existence of a broad body of 

research dealing with pressure groups and a growing number 

of studies on the politics of education. However, there are 

few studies which focus on the interactions of higher educa-

tion pressure groups and state governments. Therefore, the 

present investigation is needed to expand the pool of knowl-

edge about the operations of higher education pressure groups 

which affect college and university funding. 

In the next chapter, the policy process and approaches 

to the study of policy are examined. The purpose is to 

provice a conceptual framework which can be utilized to 

study the interaction of pressure groups and political 

action in the funding process for higher education in Texas. 



CHAPTER II 

THE POLICY PROCESS: A FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS 

The financing of higher education involves a number of 

critical choices. Major policies must be made in regard to 

issues such as the allocation of funds to existing univer-

sities and colleges, the rate of institutional growth, cur-

riculum development, faculty salaries, and the creation of 

new institutions of higher learning. How these issues are 

dealt with is determined by the interaction of numerous 

political, economic, and social variables. Of particular 

significance is the growing number of organizations which 

have an interest in higher education. As a result, the 

process of financing higher education at the state level 

has become increasingly complex. 

In order to understand the interaction of the numerous 

actors and structures involved in the financing of state 

higher education, it is necessary to examine some of the 

theories used to study social organizations and policy 

processes. The purpose of this chapter is to review some 

of these policy studies and social theories which are useful 

in developing conceptual models. The remainder of the chap-

ter discusses the concepts helpful to an understanding of 

29 
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the policy process. Before considering these concepts though, 

it is essential that we define policy as utilized in this 

study. 

Toward a Definition of Policy 

The word policy is one filled with ambiguity. This is 

due in large measure to the various ways policy is used by 

social scientists. Is policy the action taken, the reaction 

obtained, or does it involve a process without beginning or 

end? 

Traditionally, policy was viewed from a legal perspec-

tive. This approach was supported by organizational theory 

largely derived from Max Weber. Weber conceived of organi-

zations as units of specialization, arranged in a hierarchy, 

and operating according to rational rules and regulations. 

According to the classical view, policy making and adminis-

tration were separate functions. The inadequacy of Weber's 

approach stems from his lack of insight into the dynamic 

nature of policy making and the failure to give consideration 

to numerous variables that affect the shaping of policy.^ 

Robert Salisbury believes that there are three major 

positions on the subject of policy, "sometimes taken sepa-

rately, and sometimes in combination."2 David Easton speaks 

1h. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills, From Max Weber (New 
York, 1958), pp. 199-230. 

^Robert Salisbury, "The Analysis of Public Policy," 
Political Science and Public Policy, edited by Austin Ranney 
(Chicago, 1968), p. 152. 
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of policy as "the authoritative allocation of values for 

society." This refers to what governments sanction and is 

distinguished from the decision-making processes.^ Another 

view would confine the usage of policy to general questions 

and use another term to describe specific decisions. Policy 

in this sense would consist of a broad frame of authoritative 

rules, with a distinction between policy and non-policy. 

According to Easton, this position describes "the more gen-

eral intentions of the authorities of which any binding 

output might be a partial expression.A third way of 

looking at policy is grounded on the assumption that politi-

cal behavior has a goal or purpose. Lasswell and Kaplan 

define policy as "a projected program of goal values and 

practices.Carl Friedrich says that "it is essential for 

the policy concept that there be a goal, objective, or pur-

pose ."^ According to this position, all political activity 

is viewed as policy-oriented, and therefore must encompass 

the policy substance in order to understand the behavior 

directed toward the purposes. 

3David Easton, The Political System (New York, 1953) , 
p. 129. 

^David Easton, A Systems Analysis of Political Life, 
(New York, 1965), p. 358. 

^Harold D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, Power and 
Society (New Haven, 1950), p. 71. 

Carl J. Friedrich, Man and His Government (New York, 
1963), p. 79. 
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Some of the more recent policy studies have focused 

attention on the activities of legal governments. Heinz 

Eulau and Robert Eyestone for example, define policy as 

"the relationship of governmental unit to its environment 

and the response of a government to challenges or pressures 

from the physical and social environment."^ H. Hugh Heclo 

found agreement that at the core, policy is a course of ac-

tion intended to accomplish some end. "But he concluded 

that there is nevertheless a certain ambiguity as to whether 

or not policy is more than the intended course of action . . . 

the term policy needs to embrace both what is intended and 

what occurs as a result of intention."® By Heclo1s analysis 

one can conceive of policy as a series of actions from the 

time of interaction to implementation. Policy-making is a 

dynamic process involving the interaction of actors with 

political, social, and economic variables. As Eulau and 

Prewitt point out, "What the observer sees when he identifies 

policy at any one point in time is at most a stage or phase 

in a sequence of events that constitutes a policy develop-

ment. 

^Heinz Eulau and Robert Eyestone, "Policy Maps of City 
Councils and Policy Outcomes: A Developmental Analysis," 
American Political Science Review, LXII (March, 1968), 126. 

SH. Hugh Heclo, "Review of Policy Analysis," British 
Journal of Political" Science, II (January, 1972) , 84-85. 

^Heinz Eulau and Kenneth Prewitt, Labyrinths of Democ-
racy (Indianapolis, 1973), p. 481. 
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Our focus in this study is on the policy process, that 

is, the various processes by which public higher education 

is funded. In the next section the policy process is exam-

ined. This is followed by a description of the various 

theoretical approaches used by political scientists to study 

public policies. 

The Policy Process 

Politics is a necessary result of mans' proximity to 

man and the scarcity of resources available to meet the 

needs and desires of human beings. Whenever men perceive 

the need to organize for the purpose of tangible or intan-

gible rewards, the policy process comes into play. Although 

groups may have identical values, their location in regard 

to other organizations, often leads to different results 

stemming from the same policy. The fact of the policy 

process is that some are rewarded and others are deprived 

in different degrees, according to the type of policy. 

Basic to the policy process for funding higher education 

is the determination of the amount and direction of funding. 

This requires the making of choices among competing demands. 

The dynamic nature of the process involves the action of 

groups and political actors in a series of related events or 

acts over a period of time. The decision-making is political 

only in the sense that those who are engaged in deciding at 

any time are acting in reference to the scope of government. 
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The policy process involves a series of distinct, but related 

stages. The sequential nature of the process can be de-

scribed as moving through the following stages. 

Problem formulation—This concerns the identification 

of a problem which groups believe can be solved through 

governmental action. This results in group action which 

attempts to bring the problem to the government's attention. 

Problem consideration—Although numerous wants and 

needs are presented to the government, only a small number 

receive serious consideration. The fact that certain prob-

lems are considered while others are not is dependent upon 

several factors: the type of problem, the strength of the 

group presenting the problem, and the availability of re-

sources to meet the problem. 

Policy formulation—Policy formulation occurs when pro-

posed courses of action are developed into policy alterna-

tives. Although policy formulation does not automatically 

result in policy adoption, it does mean that proposed solu-

tions have been formulated. 

Policy adoption—When a policy is legitimized and funded, 

then the policy is considered adopted. This involves passage 

•^Some of the studies which examine the policy process 
are Robert E. Agger and others, "A Political Decision-Making 
Model," The Search for Community Power, edited by W. D. 
Hawley and F. M. Wirt (Englewood Cliffs, 1968), pp. 212-226; 
Charles 0. Jones, An Introduction to the Study of Public 
Policy (North Scituate, 1975), p. 12? and Ronald F. Campbell 
and others, The Organization and Control of American Public 
Schools, 2nd edition (Colombus, 1970), p. 39. 
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by the legislature, approval by the executive, and acceptance 

by the judiciary. 

Policy implementation—Policy implementation is the 

application of the adopted policy. At this state of the 

process, the content and effect of the policy can be changed 

by administrative discretion. 

Policy impact—Once policy is implemented, its impact 

on the environment is evaluated. The type and degree of 

impact may result in the strengthening, modification, or 

termination of the policy. 

If there are stages of the policy process, how do 

groups and political actors within the process interact? 

How are decisions made which involve the allocation of re-

sources? The processes involved in the allocation of funds 

for higher education may involve five basic forms of inter-

action. H 

Bargaining—This is the attainment of group goals 

through a process of give and take. Central to the bargain-

ing process is the offer of inducements to others in the 

form of benefits, reduced costs or support in exchange for 

their support. Groups will exchange desired objects or 

obtain support by the offer of promises which are mutually 

rewarding. 

•'••'•Joyce M. Mitchell and William C. Mitchell, Policy-
Making and Human Welfare (Chicago, 1971), pp. 433-477. 
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Competition—This refers to regularized situations and 

processes, involving two or more groups striving to gain the 

same object without imposing costs on the opposition. Com-

petition tends to result in win-or-lose outcomes, usually 

involving third parties or some impersonal standard of vic-

tory. 

Conflict—This is the realization of group goals through 

the winner required direct concession on a given issue or the 

infliction of costs on the loser. Often times this occurs 

through a subtle technique of suppressing opposing groups, 

or getting them to back down. However, most conflict situ-

ations tend to be regularized in the political process and 

are transformed into bargaining or competitive processes. 

Command—This process refers to the action of one actor, 

who makes a decision and the rest follow. The decision is 

simply made, and followed by others in the group or system. 

Cooperation—This is the attainment of a goal through 

peaceful adjustments of preferences relative to others. 

Usually this process occurs within groups or decision-makers 

whose basic goals are the same. The result is a mutual 

sharing of rewards and costs. 

Up to this point, we have examined the nature of public 

policy, the stages of the policy process, and how decisions 

are made which affect policy outcome. In the next section, 

we extend this discussion, and consider some of the 
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theoretical approaches or models used by social scientists 

to analyze the policy process. 

Approaches to the Study of Policy 

The study of the policy process can be approached in a 

number of ways. Theoretical approaches developed by social 

scientists to explain what governments do are not, in gen-

eral, developed for the purpose of policy analysis. However, 

they can be and have been converted to that purpose with 

little difficulty. The major theoretical approaches to the 

study of public policy include (1) institutionalism, (2) 

elite theory, (3) group theory, and (4) systems theory. 

Each of these focuses attention on aspects of political 

activity that are relevant to this study. Each approach 

provides a different emphasis on the policy process, and 

each assists us in understanding different things about 

policy. 

Institutionalism 

The institutions and structures of government have long 

been a focal point of inquiry for political scientists. The 

reason for this focus is that policy is generally formulated, 

enacted, and implemented by the institutions of government. 

Policy does not become public policy unless governmental 

institutions provide it with legitimacy. In fact, government 

institutions provide public policy with the characteristics 

of legitimacy, universality, and coercion. It is this 
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ability of governments to enact policies for society, to 

command the loyalty of the citizens toward those policies, 

and to monopolize the legitimate forums at its disposal that 

"encourages individuals to work for the enactment of their 
*j o 

preferences into public policy."-1-̂  

Traditionally, institutionalism was legal in its ap-

proach. The concern was not with processes or linkages, but 

with political institutions and their structures, organiza-

tions, constitutional arrangements, and functions. However, 

recent institutional studies have turned their attention to 

the political processes within institutions. The concern is 

not only with the structures of government, but also with the 

political behavior of the a c t o r s . B y viewing governmental 

institutions as structural patterns of behavior which persist 

over time, a distinction can be made between the kinds of 

behavior exhibited in different institutions and the rules 

and structures that affect both policy making and the con-

tent of policy. As Dye asserts, "the institutions of society 

may be so structured . . . [that] they give advantage to 

certain interests in society and withhold advantage from 

other interests. 

^Thomas R. Dye, Understanding Public Policy (Englewood 
Cliffs, 1972), p. 33. 

l-̂ Carl J. Friedrich, Constitutional Government and 
Democracy (Boston, 1941). 

l^Dye, Understanding Public Policy, p. 33. 
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Institutional analysis, with its focus on structure and 

procedures can help in understanding policy formation and 

execution. By examining the structural arrangements within 

which political actors function we can gain some insights 

into the framework upholding the policy process for funding 

higher education. However, institutionalism by itself does 

not tell us why or how policy is made. 

Elite Theory 

Public policy may also be viewed as the reflection of 

the values or preferences of an elite. An elite may be de-

fined as "that minority which enjoys most of the scarce and 

highly valued resources such as security, prestige, income, 

and p o w e r . T h e older elite theorists such as Mosca, 

Michels, and Pareto maintained that an elite was a functional 

necessity in all societies, although each believed that elite 

power rested upon different resources.^ 

In recent years, two sociologists, Floyd Hunter and 

C. Wright Mills, have analyzed American politics with refer-

ence to elites.-^ Although Hunter's reputational approach 

differs from Mills' positional approach, both agree on 

•^Robert Presthus, Elites in the Policy Process (London, 
1974), p. 332. 

"^Gaetano Mosca, The Ruling Class (New York, 1939); 
Robert Michels, Political Parties (Glencoe, 1958); Vilfredo 
Pareto, The Mind and Society (New York, 1935). 

17pioyd Hunter, Community Power Structure (New York, 
1963); C. Wright Mills, The Power Elite (New York, 1956). 
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certain presumptions about the basic configurations of power 

in communities. As Hunter wrote, "The power of the individ-

ual must be structured into associational, clique or insti-

tutional patterns to be effective.11 According to Hunter, 

there develops within a community a ruling elite which has 

the potential power to affect major decisions. 

In Community Power Structures, Hunter examined power in 

the city of Atlanta, Georgia. From the fact that Atlanta 

was a community of intense economic activity, Hunter conclud-

ed that "a social order, or system, must be maintained 

t h e r e . H e r e was an important distinction that guided 

Hunter in his research. The maintenance of a community is 

assured by the continued activity of many persons, while 

changes in the community—large scale projects or innovative 

legislation—are the distinct province of a few citizens, 

persons whom Hunter calls leaders. To distinguish between 

the influence exercised by leaders and lesser persons, Hunter 

used the term policy to describe political acts of change, 

whereas power was simply a common force that, when exercised 

to a greater or lesser degree, resulted in policy decisions 

or less important activity.20 

1 8 
Hunter, Community Power Structure, p. 6. 

19 Ibid., p. 10. 

^^Ibid., pp. 6-7. 
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Hunter's study challenged the assumed relationship be-

tween formal position and decision-making. His research 

indicated that while institutions play a role in policy 

execution, policy is generally made outside of the formal 

institutions of government, by a small group of community 

influentials. 

Like Hunter, C. Wright Mills used a methodological 

technique grounded in the sociological view of power. 

According to Mills, "power is anchored in the major institu-

tions of society." Mills argued that in regard to national 

power and actions, the crucial institutions were the state, 

9 9 

the military establishment, and the corporate economy. ^ 

Although the level of research differed, there were simi-

larities. Mills reiterated Hunter's distinctions between 

policy matters and ordinary politics. Mills asserted that 

policies related to crisis situations were made by the power 

elite. Both works accept the existence of a middle level 

where pluralist power struggles occur, and an upper level 

where policy decisions are made. Both Mills' and Hunter's 

methodologies and conclusions have generated considerable 

debate among social scientists. What is important to our 
O*! 

Robert Agger and others, The Ruler and the Ruled; 
Political Power and Importance in American Communities (New 
York, 1964). This study found that the structure of politi-
cal influence varied from community to community depending 
upon the cultural environment. 

^Mills, The Power Elite, p. 5. 
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consideration is that they focus attention on the role of 

leadership in the policy process, both from without and 

within the political system. 

Group Theory 

This theory regards public policy as the result of the 

struggle between groups. This theory holds that interaction 

between groups is the central fact of political life. A 

group is seen as a collective of individuals who, on the 

basis of "shared characteristics," make demands on the polit-

ical system. Such a group becomes political when it makes 

"a claim through or upon any of the institutions of govern-

ment. The group serves as a bridge between individuals 

and the political system. Policy-making centers are seen as 

responding to group pressure through conflict, bargaining 

negotiations, and compromise. 

The group theory or pluralist model implies that major-

ity coalitions must be formed on each issue, and that many 

groups fail to apply their potential resources in building a 

coalition. Rather than a single elite, there exists a multi-

centered system in which different groups influence various 

decisions in the community.^ 

^Truman, The Governmental Process, p. 24. 

^Marian D. Irish and James W. Prothro, The Politics 
American Democracy (Englewood Cliffs, 1968), pp. 255-287. 
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Thomas Dye asserts that the task of the political sys-

tem is the management of group conflict by (1) establishing 

the rules of the game, (2) balancing interests through com-

promise, (3) enacting those compromises in the form of 

public policy, and (4) enforcing the compromises.25 "The 

whole interest group system—the political system itself—is 

held together in equilibrium by several forces." First, the 

"latent group" in American society which is supportive of . 

the "rules of the game." Although this group has a low 

visibility, any assault which threatens the equilibrium of 

the political system may result in the activating of this 

group. Second, "over-lapping group membership", prevents 

any one group from taking an extreme position on issues. 

Third, "checking and balancing resulting from group compe-

tition" assists the system in maintaining an equilibrium. 

Groups fulfill three major functions in the political 

process: interest representation, system-maintenance func-

tions, and conflict-resolution. Interest representation is 

the translation of demands and expectations into public 

policy and giving them expression in the political system. 

Interest groups solve the problem of how specialized inter-

ests are to be represented over and against interest aggre-

gation. The result is that another avenue of interest 

25 
Dye, Understanding Public Policy, p. 23. 

26Ibid., p. 25. 
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representation is provided in addition to elections and 

political parties. A pressure group "helps to win and 

organize support, and acts as a communication channel for 

the grievances, large and small, which arise even in the 

best human enterprises."^ Another interest representation 

function of pressure groups is the supplying of information 

to decision-makers. The formal institutional context within 

which decision-makers operate tends to remove them from 

situations and persons for whom they are making decisions. 

This problem is solved in part by the interest group which 

provides facts and figures on how a pending piece of legis-

lation will affect their group's membership, the economy, or 

society. Pressure groups also aid in the function of 

interest-representation by making the electoral process more 

effective. They play a role in informing their membership 

of the general predispositions and past records of candidates 

for public office. 

A second major function of pressure groups is that of 

generating support for the political system. Whenever 

groups are able to influence political decisions, or think 

they are able to influence them, they are more likely to 

support the political system. Pressure groups also assist 

^Harry Eckstein, Pressure Group Politics: The Case of 
the British Medical Association (Stanford, 1960), p. 161. 

See James Deakin, The Lobbyists (Washington, 1966), 
pp. 182-223. 
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in the resolution of conflict. Although many of the con-

flicts that the political system must handle are caused by 

groups presenting their demands, pressure groups do contrib-

ute to the resolution of conflict by moderating demands that 

otherwise might be extreme in nature. This occurs because 

of the multiple membership in each group.2^ 

All pressure groups have certain resources: size, 

cohesion, financial resources, prestige, and leadership are 

the most important. Yet, having resources is not the same 

as having influence: resources must be translated into in-

fluence. The methods by which pressure groups attempt to 

accomplish this transformation vary in kind and degree. 

Probably the most effective means of influencing the 

decisions of the political system is to influence the selec-

tion of the individuals making the decisions. If a key 

decision-maker is favorably disposed toward a group's inter-

est, all the group must do is reinforce and channel these 

predispositions. In the case of elective decision-making 

positions, interest groups may attempt to influence the 

selection of individuals by supporting candidates favorable 

to their goals. The form of support will depend on the re-

sources of the group. While a large group may concentrate 

on mobilizing its membership to vote, a small but prestigious 

interest group may simply publicize its endorsement of a 

29 
Truman, The Governmental Process, pp. 157-168. 
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candidate. A financially powerful group may contribute 

campaign funds. 

Another means of influencing decisions is the attempts 

by interest groups to influence public opinion. At times, 

the goal is a short-ranged one: to alter the opinions of 

the public on a particular issue. Interest groups may also 

attempt to neutralize opinion by engaging in campaigns to 

create a favorable image of their organization and goals. 

Once the individuals filling the decision-making posi-

tions have been determined and public opinions have been 

crystalized, the context within which pressure groups must 

operate has been established. This is where lobbying enters 

in, influencing the decision-makers. The lobbying methods 

used by pressure groups may vary from one institution of the 

political system to another. 

There are two public and two private means of influenc-

ing the legislative system. One public means of exerting 

influence is testifying at formal hearings conducted by a 

committee on pending legislation. A second means of public 

influence is the stimulated letter-writing campaign. This 

strategy rests on giving the appearance to members of the 

legislative system that their constituents are concerned 

about a particular policy. 

The two private means of influence used by pressure 

groups are viewed by research as being more effective than 

public means of influence. First, the pressure group 
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attempts to establish a relationship of trust between itself 

and members of the legislature who deal with policy affecting 

its organization. To build a relationship of trust and re-

spect, the lobbyist must play a certain role that the infor-

mal rules have established. The heart of these informal 

rules is to treat decision-makers honestly and provide them 

with accurate information. The second private means of in-

fluencing the legislature consists of at least three indirect 

methods: first, to persuade sympathetic legislators to in-

fluence other members of the legislature concerning the 

group's goals; second, to influence legislators through 

other interest groups with whom they have a working rela-

tionship; third, to work through persons in the bureaucracy 

favorable to the interests of the group.30 

There are several strategies used by pressure groups in 

persuading and informing legislators. The "contact man" 

exerts influence by visiting legislators and cultivating a 

working relationship. The "campaign organizer" assists the 

legislators' election effort by contributing money and 

mobilizing support. The "informant" builds his support by 

providing technical information to the legislators. The 

30Several studies which examine techniques or strategies 
used by pressure groups are Jefferey Berry, Lobbying for the 
People, pp. 212-285; Deakin, The Lobbyist, pp. 182-223; 
Lester W. Milbrath, The Washington Lobbyist, pp. 179-278; 
and John A. Strayer, American State and Local Government 
(Columbus, 1973), pp. 202-205. 
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"watchdog" follows the legislative agenda for legislation 

that might adversely affect his interest group. Finally, 

the "strategist" works with other lobbyists and sympathetic 

legislators for the passage of legislation favorable to the 

31 
group. JJ-

One study of legislator-lobbyist found that there are 

three types of legislative responses. Some legislators are 

"favilitators," exhibiting a friendly attitude toward orga-

nized interests and a great deal of knowledge about group 

activity. Others are "resisters," who also know a great 

deal about group activity, but are hostile toward it. 

Finally, there are the "neutrals", who either have little 

knowledge of pressure group activity or have no strong 

feelings about pressure activity. 

Zeigler and Van Dalen discovered a greater willingness 

for state legislators to interact with lobbyists at the 

state level than at the national level. This circumstance 

stems from those characteristics which are peculiar to state 

legislative systems: short legislative sessions, frequent 

turnover, the amateur status of state politicians, the 

31Malcolm E. Jewell and Samuel C. Paterson, The Legis-
lative Process in the United States (New York, 1966), pp. 
285-289. 

32John C. Wahlke and others, The Legislative System (New 
York, 1962), pp. 324-325. 
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part-time nature of the job, and lower salaries made by the 

33 

legislators. 

The methods used by pressure groups in influencing the 

bureaucracy are similar to those used in influencing the 

legislature. Various formal means of influence are available 

that are similar to the learnings of legislative committees. 

Sometimes, members' interests groups are even given represen-

tation on official advisory boards or appointed to key 

positions within the bureaucracy. Research demonstrates 

that pressure groups probably exercise greater influence in 

the bureaucracy than in any other branch of the political 

system. The reasons for this are: (1) an agency suffers 

less from countervailing pressures than do the other branches 

of government, (2) the constituency of the agency is likely 

to be an interest group, (3) the agency generally operates 

in a zone of low visibility, and (4) the specialized nature 

of bureaucratic decisions tends to encourage favorable in-

terest groups who are concerned with similar technical 

issues. 

Interest groups wishing to influence the chief executive 

of the nation or state face the problem of access. The 

• ^ H a r m o n Zeigler and Hendrick Van Dalen, "Interest 
Groups in the States," Politics in the American States, 
edited by Herbert Jacob and Kenneth N. Vines (Boston, 1971), 
p. 123. 

•^Presthus, Elites in the Policy Process, pp. 169-284. 
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result is that groups may find it difficult or impossible to 

receive a hearing from the chief executive or one of his 

close advisors. This problem is compounded by the existence 

of numerous cross pressures exerted on the executive. While 

indirect methods of communication are perhaps the most preva-

lent, the best strategy is that of influencing the selection 

of the executive. Levitt and Feldbaum argue that pressure 

groups attempting to influence the executive branch of govern-

ment will direct their activities toward obtaining (1) recog-

nition from the executive that an issue is an important 

problem,. (2) inclusion of the desired solution to an existing 

problem in the executive agenda, or, conversely, deemphasis 

or omission of undesirable programs in the executive legisla-

tive proposal, (3) needed assistance in the influence of the 

legislative body, (4) executive affirmation or veto of legis-

lation, (5) favorable execution of existing laws, (6) desired 

executive orders and administrative decisions, and (7) assis-

tance in creating public opposition to or support of proposed 

or existing policies.^5 

Finally, there are a number of additional points which 

should be made relative to pressure group strategies and be-

havior at the state level. First, the structure of the 

governmental system will determine the strategies used by 

pressure groups. If the decision-making authority is widely 

35 
Morris Levitt and Eleanor G. Feldbaum, State and Local 

Government and Politics (Hinsdale, 1973), pp. 117-118. 
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dispersed, more access points are created for this entrance 

of pressure groups. Second, pressure groups may find it 

easier to engage in obstruction and delay than in positive 

action. This is made possible by the governmental structure 

with its numerous veto points. Third, there is some evidence 

that pressure groups are more influential in one-party states 

than in two-party ones. Harmon Zeigler argues that "with 

regard to political variables, pressure groups are strongest 

when political parties and legislative cohesion are weak-

est."36 

Related to the Zeigler thesis is the finding of Lewis 

Froman that the strength of interest groups does have an 

effect on the political system. Specifically, Froman found 

that the stronger the interest groups are in a state, the 

longer the state constitution will be, the more amendments 

there are proposed and adopted, the more elected officials 

there are, and the greater number of state agencies with 

elected officials there is. 

The importance of group theory to this study is its 

emphasis on the role of groups in the policy process. 

Various groups have different views as to the direction and 

amount of funding for state higher education. The policy 

which will be adopted may be viewed as the result of the de-

gree of influence exerted by groups on the political system. 

Zeigler and Van Dalen, Politics in the American 
States, p. 127. 
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Systems Theory 

Another way of understanding policy is to see it as the 

response of the political system to environmental forces. 

David Easton's model of the political system shown in Figure 

1 provides a conceptual framework for understanding the 

•37 

policy process. The policy process may be viewed as be-

ginning with a series of inputs into the political system. 

Inputs Conversion Process Outputs 

Environment 

Demands 

Expectations 

Supports 
Feedback Loop 

Rule 
Initiation 

Rule 
Application 

Rule 
Interpretation 

Fig. 1—The political system and it's environment 

The notion of inputs is a very broad one, encompassing all 

environmental factors that may influence the allocation of 

resources. The principal categories of inputs are demands 

and supports. Demands involve statements by individuals or 

groups that society's resources ought to be allocated in a 

particular way. Supports refer to any of the various ways 

3 7 
This framework is based upon David Easton, A Framework 

for Political Analysis (Englewood Cliffs, 1965), p. 112. For 
a discussion of the systems approach see David Easton, A 
Systems Analysis of Political Life (New York, 1965). 
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by which individuals or groups may orient themselves favor-

ably to the system. Supports may be diffused or specific, 

positive or negative. Specific support is that which is 

given in return for the fulfillment of demands. Diffused 

support consists of an orientation to the political system 

as a whole, its norms, or its authorities. While positive 

support is associated with attitudes or actions in behalf of 

political objects, negative support infers opposition. 

The results of demands and supports are converted by 

the authoritative decision-maker, into authoritative allo-

cation of values or outputs. The conversion process involves 

at least four phases: first, interest representation, which 

is the translation of demands into viable policy alternatives 

and giving them expression in the political system; second, 

rule initiation: that is, making authoritative decisions 

that initiate new rules or make changes in old ones; third, 

rule application, or the making of authoritative decisions 

that apply generalized rules to specific situations; fourth, 

fule interpretation, which is making authoritative decisions 

that determine the intent of rules in order to settle con-

flicts that have arisen over their meaning. 

The outputs of the political system consist of authori-

tative decisions that allocate advantages and disadvantages 

to an entire society. More specifically, these authoritative 

decisions are either applications or interpretations of 

rules. In large measure, politics involves the continuous 
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allocation and reallocation of benefits and deprivations, 

the authoritative distribution of rewards and costs among 

the members of society. Each policy output influences the 

types of future demands and supports for the policy; depri-

vations create new demands while benefits generate support. 

Thus policy outputs, through feedback into the environment, 

result in policy outcomes permitting the policy to both adapt 

and to modify that environment. 

While systems theory is limited by its general nature, 

its usefulness to this study can be seen in two ways. First, 

it helps us to understand the environmental context within 

which the policy process occurs. Second, systems theory 

provides a means of conceptualizing the pressure—group-policy 

process. By viewing state government as a political system, 

and higher education as a subsystem, the interaction between 

higher education pressure groups and political actors can be 

examined. 

In order to provide a framework for the analysis of the 

pressure group-policy process for funding higher education 

we need to develop conceptual models. In this study I pro-

pose to develop several conceptual models from these ap-

proaches, and conceptual schemes that will show the 

interaction of pressure groups and political actors in the 

funding process for higher education. 

In Figure 2 I attempt to depict the policy process for 

funding higher education. While the model is not intended 



55 

r—I 

• H 

• H 

\ / 
/ \ 

\s 
/\ 

\ / 
/ \ 

I—I 

U o 

U O 

• H 
I—I 

•Hi 

• H 

• P 2 
fd 
> M 

• H 

£ 
O 

• H 
- P 
fd 
o 

«-d 
CD 

0) 
JCS 
fcn 

• H 
, 3 

<D 
• P 
fd 
• P 

t n 
a 

• H 

a $ 
m 

0 
4 - 4 

01 
0} 
CD 
O 
o 
U 
Q A 

>1 
o 

• H 
r H 
0 

0 1 

CD 

- P 

O 
<4-4 

CD 

O 

S 

CM 

t7> 
• H 
fk | 

X B O T j o q - S T H X T 9 D T J * O q . S T H 

q . u a u i i i o j ; x A U 3 



56 

to describe the process in detail* it does assist us in 

making a preliminary identification of the various environ-

mental, historical, and legal factors, as well as the struc-

tures and participants involved in the funding of higher 

education. 

In the following chapters a series of models is con-

structed for the purpose of describing the funding process 

for higher education in Texas. The procedure is develop-

mental in nature. Questions are raised and conceptual 

models are developed to provide a descriptive analysis of 

the process. In the next chapter, the historical and legal 

factors which affect the .financing of higher education are 

examined. 



CHAPTER III 

HISTORICAL AND LEGAL FACTORS AFFECTING 

THE FUNDING OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

Higher education in Texas operates within a historical 

and legal framework. In this respect, institutional growth 

can be viewed as the response of the political system to 

past events. The legal response is the method whereby con-

stitutional and statutory provisions are established to 

guide institutional growth toward prescribed ends. The 

purpose of this chapter is to describe the development of 

public higher education in Texas, and to examine the con-

stitutional and statutory provisions which affect the 

funding of universities and colleges in the state. 

The Historical Development of Public 
Higher Education in Texas 

The Declaration of Independence, signed at Washington 

on the Brazos, Texas, on March 2, 1836, listed a number of 

grievances against the Mexican government. One of the major 

complaints was the Mexican government's neglect of public 

education. Although the signers of the Declaration of Inde-

pendence criticized the Mexican government for its failure 

57 
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to provide for public education, little reference was made 

to education in the Constitution of 1836.1 

The first positive action on education occured in 1839, 

when the Texas Congress, on the recommendation of President 

Mirabeau B. Lamar, passed a bill to set aside part of the 

public domain for public schools and higher education. The 

legislation called for the setting aside of 17,712 acres for 

the establishment of a primary school in each county. Also, 

221,400 acres of land were to be set aside for the estab-

lishment and maintenance of two universities, one for the 

eastern half of the state and the other for the western 

half. However, due to the numerous financial problems 

confronting the Lamar administration and general public 

indifference, the legislative intent was not carried out. 

In the constitution of 1845, greater attention was 

given to public education. Although the Constitution called 

for the establishment and maintenance of free public schools, 

no mention was made of higher education. In 1849, the first 

steps were taken to establish a college or university. 

Action came in the form of a resolution adopted by the 

Committee on Education "to consider the practicality and 

^C. E. Evans, The Story of Texas Education (Austin, 
1955), pp. 45-46. 

^Frederick Eby, The Development of Education in Texas 
{New York, 1925), pp. 84-91. 
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expediency of establishing a college or university as was 

ii 3 
contemplated by the Congressional Act of 1839." 

Elisha Pease, who became governor in 1853, urged the 

establishment of a university. In spite of intense opposi-

tion, a bill was passed in 1858 to establish the University 

of Texas. The legislation mandated the setting aside of 

$100,000 in U. S. government bonds and one out of every ten 

sections of public land which had theretofore been or might 

be granted by the state to encourage the building of rail-

roads. In addition, the legislature reaffirmed the action 

taken by the Congress of 1839, to set aside fifty leagues 

4 
of land for the university. 

The Civil War dealt a heavy blow to higher education. 

The University of Texas was not established as planned and 

much of the university land was sold. However, in 1866 a 

major stimulus to higher education occurred when the Texas 

legislature accepted the provisions of the Morrill Act of 

1862, which had provided a land grant of 180,000 acres to 

each state for the purpose of establishing an agricultural 

and mechanical college. In 1871, Brazos County was chosen 

as the site for the college and a fund of $75,000 was appro-

priated to construct buildings. Five years later, the 

•̂ Ibid. , p. 104. 

4J. J. Lane, History of Education in Texas (Washington, 
1903), pp. 125-127. 
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Agricultural and Mechanical College was opened as a branch 

of the University of Texas.^ 

In 1876, the state of Texas adopted a new constitution 

with the provision that "as soon as practical to establish, 

organize, and provide for the maintenance of a university of 

the first class." The constitution set up the Permanent 

University Fund for the University of Texas.6 Set apart for 

the fund was "one million acres of the unappropriated public 

domain of the state," and declared to be included in the 

fund were "all lands, and other property [theretofore] set 

apart and appropriated" for the University, together with 

the proceeds from the sales of the land and property. The 

constitution further provided that income from the fund 

should be invested, and that the proceeds accruing would be 

placed in the Available Fund for the "maintenance, support, 

and direction of a university of the first class. 

In March, 1881, Senate Bill 98 of the Seventeenth Legis-

lature was enacted to carry out the constitutional mandate 

to establish the University of Texas. Two years later, the 

University of Texas opened its doors for students in Austin. 

The same year, the legislature appropriated an additional 

one million acres of public lands. These additional lands, 

^Eby, The Development of Education in Texas, pp. 289-

290. 

6Ibid., p. 287. 

^Texas Constitution, Sections 10 and 11 of Article III. 
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located in nineteen West Texas counties, increased the 

original grant to 2,221,400 acres of land.8 

In 1891, the University of Texas opened,its first medi-

cal branch in Galveston. This was followed, in 1913, by the 

creation of a branch university, the State School of Mines 

and Metallurgy at El Paso.9 In the ensuing period, other 

medical and academic branches were opened in Dallas, Arling-

ton, San Antonio, Houston, Midland-Odessa, and Tyler. 

Although the Texas Constitution of 1876 provided that 

the Agricultural and Mechanical College of Texas was a 

branch of the University of Texas, the two were never under 

the same board, of regents. In fact, as long as the money 

derived from the Permanent University Fund was small, Texas 

A & M found it advantageous to disclaim any branch relation-

ships with the University of Texas. This allowed A & M to 

bypass the constitutional prohibition on using general reve-

nue money for construction and go directly to the legislature 

to secure funds from general appropriations. However, with 

the discovery of oil and gas on University lands in 1923, 

the Texas A & M Board of Regents laid claim to a portion of 

the Available Fund. After extended negotiations between the 

two institutions, an agreement was reached to divide the in-

come from the Available Fund, with one-third going to Texas 

A & M University and two-thirds to the University of Texas. 

^Evans, The Story of Texas Education, p. 265. 

9Eby, The Development of Education in Texas, pp. 284-289, 
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This arrangement was then authorized by the Forty-second 

Legislature in 1931.10 Today, the Texas A & M University 

System includes the main campus at College Station, Tarleton 

State University at Stephenville, and Prairie View A & M at 

Hempstead. 

The Constitution of 1876 also provided that a college 

or branch university be established for Negroes.11 The 

first state college for Negroes was Alta Vista Agricultural 

College, near Hempstead, Texas. Founded as a sister school 

of Texas A & M University, it soon failed for lack of stu-

dents. In 1879, the school was reestablished as Prairie 

View A & M. The second Negro institution was formed in 1947, 

in Houston, Texas. Texas State University for Negroes as 

it was then called, was established to forestall the ad-

mission of by court order of Negroes. Later the institution 

was renamed Texas Southern University.12 However, by the 

1950's all institutions were required to admit Negroes.13 

Another development in Texas higher education occured 

in 1879, when Sam Houston State Normal was established 

through a grant from the Peabody Educational Foundation. 

10Texas Legislative Council, Public Higher Education in 
Texas (Austin, 1950), p. 114. 

11Texas Constitution, Section 14 of Article VII. 

12Eby, The Development of Education in Texas, pp. 274-
275. 

13Sweatt v. Painter, 339 U.S. 629 (1950). 
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Located in Huntsville, Texas, its purpose was to train white 

teachers. During the ensuing period, other normal schools 

were established in different areas of the state to meet the 

growing demand for public school teachers. In 1923, the 

normal schools changed their names to State Teacher's Colle-

ges and remained as such until 1949.14 in that year, North 

Texas State Teachers1 College was granted permission to 

separate from the Board of Regents for the State Teacher's 

Colleges, and operate under its own board as a state univer-

sity. Within a short period of time, other teacher's 

colleges obtained legislative permission to be designated 

as universities with their own governing boards. Today only 

four universities remain under control of the State Senior 

1 ̂  

College Board of Regents. J 

A further development in Texas higher education is the 

growth of junior or community colleges. In 1917, the Texas 

legislature placed all public and private junior colleges 

under the authority of the State Department of Education. 

At the beginning, the public junior colleges were funded 

entirely through student fees and local taxes.^ However, 

since 1951, the state has assumed a greater share of the 

costs. In 1979, there were forty-seven public community 

l^Evans, The Story of Texas Education, pp. 282-286. 

-^Waddell, A Historical Review of the Coordination of 
Higher Education in Texas, pp. 52-53. 

l^Evans, The Story of Texas Education, pp. 161-163. 
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colleges, with nearly 236,000 students.17 Although community 

colleges are governed by locally elected boards, their aca-

demic and vocational programs are under the jurisdiction of 

the Coordinating Board and State Board of Vocational Educa-

1 8 
tion, respectively. 

Efforts to avoid duplication of services and the crea-

tion of programs without proper facilities and qualified 

staff resulted in the formation of the Texas Commission on 

Higher Education in 1955. The Commission met with limited 

success and ten years later was replaced by the Coordinating 

Board, Texas College and University System. The Board, 

created at the recommendation of Governor John Connally, 

has the responsibilities of financial planning, program 

development, services to students, and campus planning.-^ 

This concludes a summary of the development of higher 

education in Texas. The next section examines the legal 

framework which affects the funding of higher education. 

The constitution and statutory provisions are examined under 

two general categories: general appropriations and capital 

outlays. 

17The Coordinating Board, Texas College and University 
System, Institutions of Higher Education in Texas, 1978-79 
(Austin, 1979), pp. 4-6. 

^Dawson and others, The Texas Constitution: Its 
Impact on Education, pp. 10-11. 

l ^ M i l l e r anfl Carter, Financing Public Senior Institu-
tions of Higher Learning in the State of Texas, pp. 1-12. 
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Legal Factors Affecting the Funding 
of Public Higher Education 

General Appropriations 

For appropriation purposes there are four funding 

classifications for Texas public higher education. They 

include the following types of educational institutions. 

Public senior colleges and universities: Included in 

this classification are all of the state's thirty-three 

four-year and general graduate institutions, upper-level 

institutions, and centers. All of these senior colleges 

and universities operate under Coordinating Board formulas 

for appropriations. 

Public community colleges: At the present time there 

are forty-seven junior college districts in the state, 

which operate fifty-two institutions. These institutions 

are state-assisted rather than state-supported. State funds 

for general academic and administrative purposes are based 

on formulas designated by the Coordinating Board. State 

funds for vocational-technical programs are channeled 

through the Texas Education Agency. Funds for construction 

of facilities are derived from local taxes. 

Health-related institutions: These include the public 

health, dental, nursing, and allied health schools. Four of 

these are operated by the University of Texas. In addition, 

there are three others: Texas Tech University School of 

Medicine, Texas A & M School of Medicine, and the Texas 
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College of Osteopathic Medicine. These health related insti-

tutions are not under the Coordinating Board formula system. 

All others: This classification includes funding for 

the Coordinating Board (student assistance programs), Texas 

Technical Institutes, museums, Natural Fibers and Food Pro-

tein Committee, University of Texas Systems Office, veteri-

nary medical diagnostic laboratory, animal control service, 

Moody College of Marine Sciences and Maritime Resources, 

Texas Maritime Academy, Western Information Network, research 

and services of Texas A & M University Agricultural Experi-

ment Station, extension services, and funds to contract with 

independent medical and dental institutions. 

The total funds appropriated in these four classifica-

tions make up the state's appropriations to all public in-

stitutions of higher education. General appropriations to 

the thirty-three state universities and forty-seven community 

colleges are appropriated according to categories designated 

as formula and non-formula items. 

Formula items.—Prior to 1947 the appropriations process 

for higher education was marked by a meticulous detailing of 

each university's functions, departments, staff, etc. Funds 

were then appropriated to the universities according to each 

of these categories. However, with the increase in the num-

ber of universities and colleges, this cumbersome legislative 

device for managing university programs soon proved to be 
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inadequate. In 1947, the legislature abandoned the detailing 

of university appropriations and established five functional 

categories: salaries, summer school, maintenance, equipment 

and travel, and improvement and repair.20 Today, twenty-one 

functional categories exist for funding state higher educa-

tion. They are the president, all other general administra-

tion, general institutional expense, staff benefits, faculty 

salaries, departmental operating expenses, instructional 

administration, organized activities, vocational teacher 

training, library, organized research, extension and public 

service, physical plant general services, campus security, 

building maintenance, custodial services, grounds maintenance, 

purchased utilities, all other utilities expense, special 

items, and major repairs and rehabilitation.21 

In 1937, the Legislature first attempted to establish 

formulas for certain items on the appropriations bill for 

higher education. The appropriations bill contained two 

criteria for determining the amount of funding. The policy 

stated that funding would be based on full-time student 

equivalents of $175 for each freshman or sophomore, $225 

for each junior, senior, or graduate, and $25 for each 

on iUTexas Research League, Higher Education Finance, pp. 
14-15. See also Acts 1947, 50th Legislature, pp. 651, 659. 

^^Legislative Budget Office, Thirty-three State Colleges 
and Universities by Element of Cost (Austin, 1979). 
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student in technical courses. The amount was then arrived 

at by 

Multiplying the number of full-time students 
and adding the three sums, for each of the 
several institutions, the total salaries and 
maintenance for the long session and summer 
school and for each of the years of the next 
biennium. 

The second criterion, which was based on the assumption 

that institutions with smaller enrollments bear a greater 

share of the costs, stated: 

For each of the . . . institutions having a 
long-term enrollment of fewer than 750 full-
time students, ten per cent has been added 
to the salaries and maintenance to cover 
additional administrative and instructional 
costs. ^ 

The formula system adopted in 1937 continued, with 

periodic modifications by the legislature, for nearly two 

decades. Although legislative control over general appro-

priations for higher education declined in this period due 

to the formula system and general functional categories, 

problems continued to exist. Universities asserted that 

the allocation of funds on the basis of enrollments was not 

reflective of institutional needs. Also, since appropria-

tions were based on full-time student equivalents, competi-

tion between the universities for students was encouraged.^3 

22 
Acts, 45th Legislature, Chapter 444 (Austin, 1937), 

pp. 939—941. 
23 
Texas Legislative Council, Public Higher Education in 

Texas (Austin, 1950), pp. 130-131. 
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In order to correct these problems, the 54th Legislature 

directed the newly formed Texas Commission on Higher Educa-

tion to establish formulas to be used by the universities 

in making their requests for appropriations. The Commission 

was authorized to certify institutions which prepared their 

appropriation requests according to the "designated formu-

las. "24 

The legislature required that all budgetary requests 

from the various institutions must go through the Commission. 

In addition, the Commission was granted the power of recom-

mendation over all requests for appropriations.25 By 1958, 

the Commission had established formulas for funding in the 

areas of general administration, faculty salaries, libraries, 

building maintenance, and custodial s e r v i c e s . 2 6 

In 1965, on the recommendation of Governor John Connally, 

the Texas legislature created the Coordinating Board as the 

successor to the Texas Commission of Higher Education. The 

Board was given responsibilities in financial planning, 

program development, services to students, and campus plan-

2 7 
ning. The formula system was continued under the Board, 

2^Acts, 54th Legislature, Chapter 487 (Austin, 1955) , 
p. 1217. 

25Ibid., p. 1217. 

2^Texas Commission on Higher Education, Annual Report 
(Austin, 1958). 

27 
Coordinating Board, Texas College and University 

System, The Coordinating Board and Its Responsibilities 
(Austin, 1971), pp. 1-6. 
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but with two important changes. First/ the formulas were to 

be used by the Legislative Budget Board and the Governor's 

Budget Office in making requests for appropriations. Both 

offices were authorized to make recommendations to the leg-

islature based on the formulas. Second, the Governor's 

Budget Office, the Legislative Budget Board, and the indi-

vidual institutions were authorized to recommend "deviations 

from any applicable formula or formulas prescribed by the 

Board, and advance reasons and arguments in support of 

them.""0 Both of these changes were significant, in that 

the budget offices began to take a more active role in the 

designation of formulas, and universities were given a way 

of appealing directly to the legislature. 

The Coordinating Board established formulas in seven 

areas for the 1971-73 bienniuirt, and increased the number 

to ten for the 1973-75 biennium. For the 1979-81 biennium, 

the Board recommended formulas for twelve appropriation 

items. These are general administration and student services, 

general institutional expense, faculty salaries, departmental 

operating expenses, instructional administration, library, 

organized research, physical plant general services, building 

maintenance, custodial services, grounds maintenance, and 

faculty and staff group insurance. 

28Vernon's Texas Annotated Codes, Article 61.059, 550 
(1965) 
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For eight universities with declining enrollments, 

adjustments were made to formula-produced amounts in the 

areas of general administration and student services, gen-

eral institutional expense, faculty salaries, departmental 

operating expense, and library. The adjustments were recom-

mended by the Board to compensate for a 35 per cent decrease 

that would have been reflected in appropriated amounts be-

cause of the decline in enrollments. However, the adjust-

ments were made only for the 1980 fiscal year.29 

The formula system which allocates approximately 80 

per cent of the funds for higher education gives a degree 

of certainty to the process of financing higher education, 

but the basic characteristic of the formula system is 

30 

equity. The Texas Commission of Higher Education stated 

in 1957 that the emphasis of the formula system would be 

"upon gaining an equitable distribution of State funds, 

rather than upon determining the needed level of appropria-
O *1 

tions."JX The legislation which established the Coordinating 

Board in 1965 continued this concept, placing equity before 

need. 
29 
Coordinating Board, Texas College and University Sys-

tem, Bases of Legislative Appropriations for the Recommended 
Formula Items (Austin, 1979), pp. 1-7. 

3®This classification is based upon the studies by the 
Texas Research League, Higher Education Finance, pp. 21-26, 
and Kenneth W. Tolo, Higher Education in Texas, pp. 145-148. 

31 
Texas Commission on Higher Education, Annual Report 

(Austin, 1957), p. 17. 
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A second characteristic of the formula system is that 

derived amounts are not binding on the legislature. Although 

the Legislative Budget Board uses the formulas devised by 

the Coordinating Board to arrive at appropriation levels, 

the legislature can depart from designated formulas. 

The third characteristic of the formula system incor-

porates the concept established in 1937, that adjustments 

should be made for smaller institutions, to cover the higher 

per-student costs for instructional and administrative pur-

poses. These adjustments call for a 10 per cent addition 

to the smaller institution's regular formula-based appropri-

ations. ̂ 2 

Non-formula items.—The remaining 20 per cent of the 

general appropriations for higher education are non-formula 

items. Excluded from the formula system are categories of 

institutional needs which vary from university to university. 

These include organized activities, vocational teacher train-

ing, extenxion and public services, campiis security, pur-

chased utilities, other utility expenses, special items, 

major repairs and rehabilitation, and staff benefits. 

Capital Outlays 

One source of funding which is external to the formula-

based appropriations process is funds for construction. 

•^Tolo, Higher Education in Texas, pp. 145-146. 
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Basically, there are five constitutional and statutory 

sources of funds for construction of facilities at Texas 

Universities: (1) the Permanent University Fund, (2) the 

Ad Valorem Tax Fund, (3) use fees from tuition (Skiles Act), 

(4) building use fees, and (5) tuition revenue bonds. In-

stitutions which participate in either the Permanent Univer-

sity Fund or the Ad Valorem Tax Fund are ineligible to 

receive general revenue appropriations for new capital 

construction. 

The Permanent University Fund.—Capital outlay for the 

University of Texas and Texas A & M University is funded 

from income derived from the Permanent University Fund, 

whose historical origins I have already discussed. The 

land endowment, together with the proceeds from oil and gas 

leases, comprises the corpus of the Fund. In 1979, the Fund 

was valued at over 1.1 billion dollars, exclusive of real 

estate values. Income from Fund investments is deposited in 

the Available University Fund, subject to legislative appro-

33 

priation. Figure 3 shows the flow of the Permanent and 

Available University Funds.^4 

The University of Texas and Texas A & M have been per-

mitted since 194 7 to issue bonds secured from the expected 

^Texas Constitution, Article VII, Sections 11 and 11a. 

^^This flow chart is taken from the Texas Research 
League publication, Matching Projected Resources, p. 5. 
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revenue from a portion of the Available Fund for Construc-

tion. The Board of the Texas A & M University System is 

authorized to issue negotiable notes or bonds not to exceed 

a total amount of one-third of 20 per cent of the value of 

the Permanent University Fund exclusive of real estate values 

at the time of issuance. These bonds may be issued provided 

no building or other permanent improvement shall be acquired 

or constructed for use by any part of the academic institu-

tions of the system without the prior approval of the legis-

lature or of such agency that is authorized to grant such 

approval. These academic institutions include Texas A & M 

University, Prairie View A & M College, and Tarleton State 

University. 

The same provisions also apply to the University of 

Texas System with one difference. The negotiable bonds or 

notes issued by the Board of Regents are not to exceed two-

thirds of 20 per cent of the value of the Permanent Univer-

sity Fund exclusive of real estate values at the time of 

issuance. The academic institutions are the University of 

Texas at Austin and the University of Texas, El Paso. 

Any bonds or notes issued by either system are payable 

solely out of the income of the Permanent University Fund. 

These bonds or notes are to mature serially in not more than 

thirty years from their respective dates. Both governing 

boards have the authority to retain the proceeds of the sales 
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of bonds or notes and to deposit them for special trust 

purposes.^5 

Before 1971, Available University Funds could only be 

used for capital improvements at the designated universities 

within each system. In 1971, the legislature removed the 

restrictions and permitted the two systems to use Available 

University Fund surpluses to support any legitimate univer-

sity purpose.36 in addition, general revenue funds may not 

be used by those institutions funded through the Permanent 

University Fund to acquire, construct, or provide for any 

other permanent improvement unless there are uninsured 

losses resulting from fire or some natural disaster.37 

In recent years, the Permanent University Fund has 

grown by almost 10 per cent annually. In 1975, the Fund 

was valued at $783 million, with a projected value by 1985 

of approximately $1.3 billion. The growth of the Fund has 

resulted in a corresponding growth of the bonding limit. 

In 1975, the two systems had issued bonds equal to 97.5 per 

cent of the constitutional limit.^8 

Since these funds are restricted by the state constitu-

tion to be used at designated institutions within these two 

35ibid., Article VII, Section 18. 

36Vernon's Annotated Statutes, Section 66.03. 

•̂ Texas' Constitution, Article VII, Section 18. 

p. 6. 

Op 
JOTexas Research League, Matching Projected Resources, 
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systems, what sources are available to the other institutions 

in the state? Capital funds for most of the remaining insti-

tutions come from the Ad Valorem Tax Fund. 

Ad Valorem Tax Fund.—In 1947, an amendment was added 

to the Texas Constitution authorizing an ad valorem tax of 

five cents per $100 of assessed property values. The purpose 

of the tax was the creation of a fund to be used for the 

acquiring, constructing, and initially equipping buildings or 

other permanent improvements at the designated institutions 

named in the amendment, together with their assigned share 

of the proceeds. 

The allocation of funds, which was based on enrollments, 

was for a period of ten years, beginning on January 1, 1948. 

Future allocations were to be based on the average long-

session full-time student enrollment for the preceding five-

year period of time. These institutions were prohibited 

from receiving any other money from the state for the purpose 

of acquiring or construction of buildings, or any other per-

manent improvements except in cases of fire, storm or earth-

quake . 

In 1956, an amendment to the Constitution added Lamar 

Tech and Texas Southern University to the number of institu-

tions participating in the Ad Valorem Tax Fund. Tarleton 

State, Prairie View A & M, Arlington State College, and the 

University of Texas at El Paso were removed from participation 
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in the fund and placed under the Permanent University 

Fund.^^ 

Another amendment was added to the Texas Constitution 

in 1965, resulting in several changes. First, the ad valorem 

tax was increased to 10£ per $100 of assessed property value. 

Second, Arlington State College was removed from the Perma-

nent University Fund and placed under the Ad Valorem Tax 

Fund. Third, Midwestern University, the University of 

Houston, Angelo State University, and Pan American College 

were authorized to receive funds under the Ad Valorem Tax 

Fund. Fourth, the allocation period was changed to last 

twelve years, beginning January 1, 1966. During the first 

period, 85 per cent of the estimated receipts were to be 

allocated on the basis of the following factors: 

Ninety per cent of the funds allocated on June 1, 
1966, shall be allocated to state institutions 
based on projected enrollment increases published 
by the Coordinating Board, Texas College and Uni-
versity System for fall 1966 to fall 1978. 

Ten per cent of the funds allocated on June 1, 
1966, shall be allocated to certain of the 
eligible state institutions based on the number 
of additional square feet needed in educational 
and general facilities by such eligible state 
institutions to meet the average square feet 
per full-time equivalent student of all state 
senior institutions. 

The remaining 15 per cent of the fund was allocated on 

June 1, 1972, using the same determinants, except 50 per 

cent of the allocation was based on projected enrollments 

39 
Ibid., pp. 8-12. 



79 

and 50 per cent on the need for additional educational and 

general facilities.^0 Table I lists the participating uni-

versities and their allocations for the period 1972-77.̂ "'" 

TABLE I 

PERCENTAGE PARTICIPATION IN 
AD VALOREM TAX FUND 

University 1972-77 

East Texas State 4.1% 
North Texas State 10.6 
Sam Houston State 5.3 
Southwest Texas State 5.9 
Stephen F. Austin State .5.7 
Sul Ross State 9 
Texas A & I—Kingsville 3.9 
Texas Tech 12.2 
Texas Woman's 2.4 
UT—Arlington 11.9 
West Texas State 3.2 
Lamar 8.3 
Texas Southern 2.9 
Angelo State 2.2 
Midwestern State 2.6 
Pan American 2.9 
University of Houston 15.0 

The governing board of each participating institution 

is authorized by the constitution to pledge all or part of 

its share of the Fund to secure bonds and notes issued for 

the purpose of acquiring, constructing, and initially 

equipping buildings or other permanent improvements at their 

respective institutions. These funds cannot be used to 

^Texas' Constitution, Article VII, Section 17. 

p. 13. 
-̂*-Texas Research League, Matching Projected Resources, 
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supplement those obtained by the issuance of revenue bonds, 

to pay any part of construction or acquisition or cost of 

improvements covered by revenue bonds. 

The bonds or notes used for expansion purposes are 

issued in amounts determined by the governing boards of each 

university. They bear interest which cannot exceed 4 per 

cent per annum, and are to mature serially in not more than 

ten years. The governing boards are permitted to retain 

proceeds from the Fund as a special trust for use in carrying 

out bond purposes. All bonds issued by the regent boards 

must be approved by the Attorney General and registered with 

the Comptroller of Public Accounts.^ 

Since 1948, the universities participating in the Ad 

Valorem Tax Fund have issued over $221 million in bonds.^ 

The tax produced an estimated $90 million in the 1978-79 

biennium for the College Building Fund, up from $62 million 

for the 1976-77 biennium. By the end of the current alloca-

tion period, $29.6 million will remain in the fund to be 

distributed to the participating institutions.^ 

By constitutional provision, the new allocation period 

was to begin in 1978. However, in 1978, the constitutional-

ity of the ad valorem tax was challenged. In a suit initiated 

4 7 
Texas Constitution, Article VII, Section 17. 

^Texas Research League, Matching Projected Resources, 
p. 15. 

^Ibid., pp. 16-18. 
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by State Representative Wayne Peveto of Orange, Texas, it was 

contended that the 100 per $100 evaluation on property values 

was inequitable for several reasons: (1) there is no uni-

form tax base from county to county; (.2) some counties keep 

their values current with frequent appraisals, while others 

reappraise only every ten or twenty years; (3) there are no 

uniform appraisal standards from county to county; and (4) 

assessment ratios vary from county to county, from a low of 

10 per cent to a high of 65 per cent. Peveto argued that 

such inequities violate the Fourteenth Amendment to the 

Constitution of the United States, as well as the "equal and 

uniform" taxation requirements of the Texas constitution.^ 

Although the suit was initiated on legal grounds, it 

served as a catalyst for a larger question: are the con-

struction needs of the participating institutions so great 

that they need the amount which will be generated over the 

next decade by the Fund? It was estimated by the Texas 

Research League that the 10 £ property tax will raise over 

$550 billion during the next decade. The result is that the 

construction of new building space will exceed needs by one 

and a half t i m e s . ^ 6 

45Wayne Peveto, et. aJU , Bob Bullock, Comptroller of 
Texas and Jim Ray, Director of Ad Valorem Tax Division 
(Austin, 1978). Case entered 250th State District Court, 
Austin, Texas, April 5th, 1978. Case dismissed June 20th, 
1979. 

p. 18. 
4 6 
Texas Research League, Matching Projected Resources, 
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In response to the suit, which had the effect of placing 

tax proceeds under a cloud, the issuance of bonds was delayed. 

In an exchange with the Texas Legislature, Peveto agreed to 

drop the suit if legislative action was taken to amend the 

Property Tax Code. The Code was amended by Senate Bill 621, 

which reduced the assessments to .001 per cent of market 

values. At that level, the tax is expected to generate only 

about $25,000 per year.^ This action by the legislature 

will provide a reduction of taxes during the fiscal year 

1981 of approximately $50 million. In addition, Governor 

Clements vetoed the rider in the General Appropriations Act 

appropriating the funds in fiscal year 1980 from the College 

Building Fund to the seventeen participating universities. 

Since this money is constitutionally dedicated and cannot be 

spent for other purposes, the effect of the Governor's 

action is to retain the revenues collected in fiscal 1980 in 

the College Building Fund.^® 

How the Sixty-Seventh Legislature will act to provide 

construction funds for these seventeen institutions in 1981 

is an open question. During the Sixty-Sixth Legislature 

session, attempts were made to modify present constitutional 

^Senate Bill 621. This bill, also known as Property 
Tax Code, is to take effect with some exceptions on January 
1, 1982. The setting of the ratio at .0001 is to take effect 
January 1, 1980. 

A Q 
Legislative Budget Office, Legislative Appropriations 

for the 1980—81 Biennium, p. 7. 
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provisions for funding college construction. With some 

variations, several attempts were made to create a State 

Higher Education Assistance Fund to replace the existing 

state Ad Valorem Tax Fund. 

The Permanent University Fund and the Ad Valorem Tax 

Fund provide construction funds for twenty-two of the state 

institutions. The remaining seven institutions utilize a 

different procedure. Texas A & I at Kingsville and Texas 

Eastern University at Tyler rely upon legislative appropria-

tions for construction. The other institutions rely upon 

student tuition revenue bonds. In addition to tuition reve-

nue bonds, use fees from tuition and building use fees pro-

vide two other means for state universities to secure money 

for capital programs. 

Tuition revenue bonds.—Texas Tech University and the 

University of Texas System were authorized in 1971 to use 

tuition charges, of the aggregate amount of student fees, to 

retire revenue facility bonds. This authorization provided 

for facilities at Texas Tech University and it's Medical 

School, the new University of Texas campuses, and four of 

49 

the state's medical, dental, and nursing schools. In 1973, 

the University of Houston and Texas A & M University were 

also permitted to issue tuition revenue bonds to construct 

4^Actj3r 63rd Legislature, Chapter 1024 (Austin, 1971) , 
p. 3335. 
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facilities at Moody College and the University of Houston-

Clear Lake. The funds used to retire these bonds are taken 

from the general revenue of the state. The amount each in-

stitution receives is calculated by adding the sum of the 

total required expenditures and then subtracting all income 

items, e.g., tuition. The balance is then appropriated from 

general revenue funds.^ 

Use fees from tuition.—Since 1941, all of the univer-

sities have been authorized under the Skiles Act to charge 

a building use fee, which is not to exceed $5 per semester 

for each full-time student. The building use fee may be 

pledged by the respective governing boards for the sale of 

bonds issued for capital improvements, including the pur-

chase of land. Any acquisition or capital improvements 

must be made without cost to the state. The governing 

boards are authorized to issue bonds approved by the Attor-

ney General and registered with the Comptroller of Public 

Accounts. The term of the bonds is limited to forty years. 

Building use fees.—The governing boards of all state 

institutions were authorized in 1955 to establish use fees 

~*̂ Acts, 63rd Legislature, Chapter 145 (Austin, 1973), 
p. 345. 

51 
Coordinating Board, Texas University and College Sys-

tem, Revised Compilation of Constitutional and Statutory 
Laws Affecting Public Senior Colleges and Universities 
(Austin, 1970), p. 484. 
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for any kind of improvement, without specific limitations on 

the amount of the fee. The law stated that the regent 

boards could 

construct, acquire or improve buildings or land 
deemed appropriate . . . [and] fix fees and 
charges . . . for the use of any building or 
structure . . . in amounts deemed to be reason-
able . . . taking into consideration the cost 
of providing the facilities, the use made of 
them and the advantages to be derived therefrom 
by the users thereof and by the institution.52 

The boards of each institution were authorized under 

the legislation to issue bonds approved by the Attorney Gen-

eral and registered with the Comptroller's office. Bonds 

are authorized to be issued pledging the use fee, with no 

restriction on their term. 

In 1975, the legislature acted to limit the amount an 

institution could charge to $6 per semester credit hour. 

However, any university which did charge more was permitted 

to continue that amount, with no increase.^3 jt is esti-

mated that the combination of funds derived from the Skiles 

Act and building use fees supports approximately $600 

million of the current university bonded indebtedness.^ 

This concludes the description of the historical and 

legal factors which influence the funding of state senior 

52 
Texas Education Code, Sections 55.11 and 55.16. 

^Acts, 64th Legislature, Chapter 469 (Austin, 1975), 
p. 1245. 

p. 24, 

C A J Texas Research League, Matching Projected Resources, 
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colleges and universities. In this chapter, I have attempted 

to provide a brief review of the development of public higher 

education, with particular emphasis on the constitutional and 

statutory provisions which affect the appropriation process. 

In the next chapter, attention is focused on the higher edu-

cation subsystem and the political actors and groups who 

participate in the funding process. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE PARTICIPANTS IN THE FUNDING PROCESS 

FOR STATE HIGHER EDUCATION 

To a large degree, the key questions surrounding the 

amount and direction of institutional funding depend on the 

interaction of the state political system, the higher educa-

tion subsystem, and pressure groups which may have an inter-

est in the financing of state higher education. The purpose 

of this chapter is to describe the structure of the state 

higher education subsystem, to examine the higher education 

pressure groups which may attempt to influence the appropri-

ations process, and to analyze the political decision-makers 

who interact with the higher education subsystem and pressure 

groups. 

The Subsystem of Texas Higher Education 

Higher education in Texas is a complex subsystem in-

volving two sectors--public and private.-'- In Figure 4 I 

have attempted to describe both of these systems. Public 

higher education involves six broad segments. 

•'•The Coordinating Board, Texas College and University 
System, Institutions of Higher Education in Texas, 1978-1979 
(Austin, 1979). 

^This is a revision of Waddell's model in The Texas 
Constitution, p. 27. 
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Senior Colleges and Universities: There are twenty-

eight senior colleges and universities in the state. These 

institutions provide a broad range of baccalaureate, profes-

sional, and graduate programs. Some of these institutions 

operate under their own boards of regents, while others are 

part of a system. 

Upper-Level Institutions: At the present time, there 

are eight upper-level institutions in the state. Each of 

these institutions operates as an extension of a senior 

college or university system. They provide junior, senior, 

and sometimes first-level graduate programs in direct support 

of regional community colleges. 

Lower-Level Institutions: There are only two lower-

level institutions in Texas which are connected to an upper-

level institution. These are Orange and Port Arthur and are 

connected to Lamar University. Both function as extensions 

of the main university, and offer course work at the fresh-

man and sophomore levels. 

Community Junior Colleges: Public community colleges 

offer a wide range of programs, ranging from general academic 

to vocation-technical programs. There are forty-seven 

community or junior colleges in the state. 

Medical, Dental, Nursing and Allied Health Schools: 

These schools offer programs to prepare doctors, dentists, 

nurses, and other professionals for health-related careers. 
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There are seven of these schools in the state, four of which 

are part of the University of Texas System. 

Public Technical Institutes: These institutions pro-

vide occupationally oriented programs in technical and 

vocational areas. At the present time, there are four such 

institutes in the state. 

In addition to the public institutions, there are 

numerous private colleges and universities. These institu-

tions differ in size, mission, and program offerings. They 

may be classified according to three categories. 

Senior Colleges and Universities: These schools pro-

vide baccalaureate programs, with certain ones offering 

graduate and professional programs. There are thirty-six 

such schools in Texas. 

Junior Colleges: Today there are six independent 

junior colleges in the state. Generally, these schools 

provide university-parallel programs at the freshman and 

sophomore level. 

Medical, Dental, and Allied Health Schools: Baylor 

University is the only independent school in the state 

offering health care training. Instruction is offered in 

the fields of medicine, dentistry, and nursing. Baylor 

contracts with the state to provide medical and dental edu-

cation for Texas residents. 

Since all public and private institutions are affected 

by the kinds of financial decisions made by state political 
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actors, the political system becomes a sphere of group inter-

action. The funding process activates groups who attempt to 

influence decision-makers to allocate desired levels of ap-

propriations to their respective institutions. Before the 

dynamics of the pressure group-policy process can be examined, 

the participants must be identified and described. In the 

analysis that follows, state level decision-makers who affect 

the funding of higher education are examined, together with 

higher ecucation pressure groups. The role and function of 

each of the pressure groups and political actors are de-

scribed, and a conceptual model is developed to show their 

interrelationships. 

The Participants 

Political Parties 

Traditionally, American political parties have displayed 

the characteristics of decentralized pragmatic coalitions. 

Texas political parties are part of the loose, nonhierarchial 

structure which sharply distinguishes American political 

parties from those of other countries. However, party iden-

tification in Texas is quite different from that of parties 

in many other states. Since the Civil War, Texas has been 

identified as a one-party state with a strong Democratic 

party and a weak Republican party. Within the Democratic 

party, however, conservative and liberal factions have 

developed. 
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The conservative faction has generally reflected the 

dominant economic interests of the state, e.g., oil, banking, 

business, farming, and ranching. This wing is generally 

supported by the middle and upper-middle class structure. 

On the other hand, the liberal faction has drawn support 

from the economically disadvantaged, labor unions, blue 

collar workers, and intellectuals. Although the liberal 

wing continues to exert a relative degree of political in-

fluence, the conservative wing is still the prevailing 

political force within the Democratic party.^ 

The Republican party has achieved a limited degree of 

success in recent years. The election of John Tower to the 

U. S. Senate in 1961 and a Republican governor in 1978 indi-

cate some movement in the direction of a two-party state. 

However, the basic Republican difficulty stems from the 

continued dominance of the Democratic party by the conserva-

tive faction. Due to the factional nature of the Democratic 

party, with the existence of a strong conservative nucleus, 

and a weak Republican party, it would be difficult, if not 

impossible, to correctly assess the degree of influence 

political parties have on the funding of state higher educa-

tion . 

3 
James R. Soukup, Clifton McClesky, and Harry Holloway, 

Party and Factional Division in Texas (Austin, 1964). 
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Governor and Staff 

The type and degree of influence the Governor exerts 

on the funding process for higher education depend upon 

numerous personal, socio-political, economic, and legal 

factors. Each Governor's policy position on higher education 

is the result of his view of higher education in relation to 

other state needs. In addition, one Governor may stress 

higher education as did John Connally, or vocational and 

technical training, as did Dolph Briscoe. 

The constitutional powers of the Governor which affect 

the funding of higher education are legislative, budgetary, 

and appointive in nature. The Texas Constitution establishes 

the Governor's legislative responsibilities in three areas: 

message, veto, and special sessions. The constitution re-

quires that the Governor give a "State of the State" message 

at the beginning of each regular session of the Legislature. 

Special messages may be delivered to the Legislature at any 

time during the session.^ In each of these instances, the 

Governor is in the position of articulating his policy pref-

erences regarding higher education. 

The most direct legislative tool of the Governor is the 

veto. This power takes several forms. The Governor may veto 

an entire bill, or items of appropriations within appropria-

tions bills. This places the Governor in a strategic 

^Texas Constitution, Article IV, Section 9. 

^Ibid., Article IV, Section 14. 
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position in regard to appropriations for higher education. 

By threatening to veto the appropriations bill or appropria-

tion items, the Governor may be able to persuade the Legis-

lature to delete or alter items within the appropriations 

bill for higher education. In addition, the item veto can 

be used to punish legislators, and in turn, universities or 

colleges in their districts. 

A special session of the Legislature, which may last no 

longer than thirty days, may be called by the Governor. 

There is no limit as to the number of special sessions a 

Governor may call, but the Legislature may consider only 

those matters that are presented by the Governor.^ As with 

the veto power, the threat of a special session may be used 

by the Governor to persuade the Legislature to enact his 

policy preferences in higher education. 

A second constitutional power of the Governor which 

affects the funding of higher education is his budgetary 

power. While the Governor is authorized to prepare a budget, 

the Legislature has diluted his influence by establishing 

the Legislative Budget Board. Also, gubernatorial power over 

the budget is further diminished since the Governor has no 

authority over the execution of the budget. The Governor is 

prevented from impounding funds appropriated by the 

^Ibid., Article IV, Section 8. 



95 

Legislature, transferring funds from one state agency to 

another, or raising or lowering appropriations.' 

The appointive powers of the Governor, which are quite 

broad, though not unlimited, serve as an important source of 

gubernatorial influence on higher education. The Governor 

appoints all members to the Coordinating Board and Board of 

Regents for each university system. All persons appointed 

by the Governor must be confirmed by two-thirds of the Senate 
O 

present. By selecting individuals who reflect his views of 

higher education, the Governor can indirectly influence uni-

versity policy, as well as the amount and direction of fund-

ing. 

Governor's Budget and Planning Office 

Closely related to the Governor and his staff is the 

Executive Budget Office. Until 1921, the State of Texas had 

only a legislative budget. In that year, the Board of 

Control (a three-member group, appointed by the Governor, 

with the approval of the Senate, for six-year overlapping 

terms) was established. In 19 31, pursuant to the Uniform 

Budget Law, the Governor was made the chief Budget officer 

of the State. Under this law, the Board of Control continued 

its previous role of preparing estimates, but the Governor 

7 
General and Special Laws of Texas, 51st Legislature, 

Regular Session, Chapter 487 (Austin, 1949). 
O 
Texas Constitution, Article IV, Section 12. 
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was authorized to secure information for the State Auditor 

and other State officials, and to hold hearings. 

In 1951, the Legislature passed a statute transferring 

the budgetary functions of the Board of Control to the Gov-

ernor, and directing him to present a budget within five 

days after the beginning of the legislative session. Under 

this law, the Governor was given the sole responsibility for 

the preparation of the Executive Budget.^ In 1976, the 

Governor's Budget Office and the Division of Planning and 

Coordination were joined. 

In addition to preparing the Governor's budget recommen-

dations the Office develops programs for the State. The 

Office is divided into eight functional departments, one of 

which is concerned with education. This department assists 

the Governor in the formation of budget recommendations for 

higher education. 

Lieutenant Governor 

The Lieutenant Governor is chosen by the people in a 

state-wide election. In addition to being the first in line 

of successioniin case of the death, resignation, or removal 

of the Governor, the Lieutenant Governor performs several 

functions which directly affect the funding of higher educa-

tion. Although the Lieutenant Governor is not a member of 

^Fred Gantt, Jr., The Chief Executive in Texas (Austin, 
1964), pp. 214-215. 
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the Legislature, the powers he exercises are legislative in 

nature. As the President of the Senate, he is given the re-

sponsibilities of recognizing Senators who wish to speak, 

voting to break a tie, and serving on the Legislative Council. 

Although these responsibilities may affect the funding 

of higher education, his influence in the legislative process 

is greater in the following areas. He is authorized to 

appoint the chairmen and vice-chairmen of the nine standing 

committees in the Senate, as well as members of the Senate 

to the standing and conference committees. He is also a 

member of the Legislative Budget Board, to which he appoints 

four members. Each of these powers places the Lieutenant 

Governor in a strategic position, perhaps the most influen-

tial one in the state to determine the amount and direction 

of funding for higher education. 

The Legislature 

Of the several decision-making centers which affect the 

funding of higher education at the state level, the Texas 

Legislature is paramount. In a sense, Texas has moved from 

a system of separated to integrated powers, resulting from 

the ascendency of the Legislature and the decline in the 

power of the Governor. 

The Legislature is composed of thirty-one Senators and 

one hundred and fifty Representatives, elected for four and 

two-year terms, respectively. The Legislature meets in 
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regular biennial sessions, lasting no longer than one hundred 

and forty days, beginning on the second Tuesday in January in 

odd-numbered years. In addition, the Legislature may be 

called into any number of special sessions, not to exceed 

thirty days by the Governor. During special sessions, the 

Legislature is required to consider only legislation relating 

to issues specified by the Governor. 

The Texas Constitution places procedural limitations on 

the Legislature. The first thirty days of the session are 

limited to the introduction of bills, emergency appropria-

tions, and emergency matters which may be submitted by the 

Governor. The next thirty days are reserved for committee 

hearings, and the last sixty days are set aside for legisla-

tive action on bills, resolutions, and emergency matters 

submitted by the Governor. 

Apart from the Speaker of the House, the Lieutenant 

Governor, and the President Pro-Tern of the Senate, there 

are no elected or designated leaders in the Legislature. 

Work is carried on through standing committees in both 

houses. During the Sixty-Sixth Legislature there were nine 

committees in the Senate and thirty in the House. The size 

of the committees in the House is determined by house rules, 

while the Lieutenant Governor determines the size of the 

committees in the Senate. 

•̂ 'Texas' Constitution, Article III, Section 5. 
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Within the Texas legislative system, there are two 

standing and two appropriative committees with primary-

responsibilities for higher education. The standing commit-

tees are the Senate Committee on Education and the House 

Committee on Higher Education. The two appropriative com-

mittees are the Senate Finance Committee and the House 

Appropriations Committee. Although the House Committee on 

Higher Education is, as its- name suggests, concerned only 

with matters relating to higher education, the Senate Com-

mittee on Education deals with all levels of education.11 

In 1975, a significant change in the work of the house 

standing committees occurred. At that time, each standing 

committee was given the additional responsibility of par-

ticipating in the budget process, and for making recommenda-

tions to the appropriation committees for state agencies and 

institutions under their jurisdiction. 

With regard to recommendations the Committee on 
Appropriations is required to consider, the com-
mittee may reduce any item and may reduce or 
eliminate any program recommended, by a majority 
vote of the members present and voting, a quorum 
being present, but may not increase any item over 
the amount recommended or fund any program which 
the substantive committee recommends be terminated, 
except on the vote of two-thirds of the members 
present and voting, a quorum being present.12 

^Legislative Reference Library, Chief Elected and 
Administrative Officials, 1979 (Austin, 1979), pp. 9-23. 

12House Rules, 64th Legislature, XVII, Section 9. 
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Appropriation bills are assigned to the respective 

appropriative committees by the Speaker and Lieutenant 

Governor. The committees may approve, disapprove, amend, 

or rewrite the bill. After committee action, the bill is 

placed on the calendars of each house for debate. Once the 

bill has been considered on the floor in one house and the 

amendments, if any, considered and disposed of, a vote is 

taken on engrossment. The appropriations bill passed in one 

house may be passed or defeated in the other, with or without 

amendments. If amended, the bill is returned to the house 

of origin. If accepted, the bill is enrolled, signed, and 

sent to the Governor. If the house of origin rejects the 

amendment, a conference committee is requested. 

The conference committee is composed of five members of 

the House and five members of the Senate, appointed by the 

Speaker and Lieutenant Governor, respectively.-^ Either 

house may instruct its members to follow a certain course 

of action on the appropriations bill. The committee's 

recommendations must be fully accepted or rejected by each 

house. Amendments may not be added, but both houses may 

agree to return the report to the committee, or at the re-

quest of the House, the Senate may accept a proposal for 

another conference.^ 

13lbid., 62nd Legislature, XXIV, Section 7. 

•^Ibid., XXIV, Section 12. 
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Speaker of the House 

The presiding officer of the House of Representatives 

is the S p e a k e r , - * - 5 He is elected by members of the House at 

the beginning of each regular session. As in the case of 

the Lieutenant Governor, the Speaker controls proceedings 

in the House through the recognition of members who wish to 

speak, the appointment of members to the thirty standing 

committees and as chairmen of standing committees, the 

assignment of bills and resolutions to committees, and his 

membership on the Legislative Budget Board and Legislative 

Council. 

Due to the importance of the speakership, the selection 

process involves a great deal of political bargaining. The 

Governor, pressure groups, and other political actors lobby 

in behalf of the person they feel will be most supportive 

of their legislative interests. The outcome of the election 

has a great influence on the types of legislation the House 

will consider, as well as on the roles of the members. Due 

to the position and powers of the Speaker, his views on 

higher education will significantly affect the outcome of 

financial policy for universities and colleges. 

The Legislative Budget Board 

In 1949, the State Legislature created the Legislative 

Budget Board. Since its establishment, the Board has been 

15 
Texas Constitution, Article III, Section 9. 
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an active and influential participant in financial decision-

making for higher education. The legislation which estab-

lished the Board requires each agency, department, and 

institution of the state to submit budget estimates to the 

Board. 

The Legislative Budget Board consists of five members 

from each house of the Legislature, including the Lieutenant-

Governor and Speaker of the House. In addition, the chairmen 

of the Senate Finance and House Appropriations committees 

serve on the Board. The other six members are appointed by 

the Speaker and Lieutenant Governor.^ 

The Board appoints a director, who transmits to all 

members of the Legislature and to the Governor copies of 

the budget of estimated appropriations within five days 

after the convening of the Legislature. 

In the preparation of the estimated budget, the director 

cooperates with the Governor's Office of Budget and Planning. 

However, budget estimates are arrived at independently, and 

presented separately to the Legislature. Although the State 

ends up with two budgets, the Legislature generally follows 

the recommendations of the Legislative Budget Board rather 

than those of the Governor's Office of Planning and Budget-

ing. The formulas used by both budget offices in preparing 

budget requests for higher education are prescribed by the 

^ 6Vernon' s Annotated Civil Statutes, Articles 5429c 
(Austin, 1949). 
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Coordinating Board. In addition, the Coordinating Board 

certifies that the budget requests from each university has 

17 
been prepared according to the prescribed formulas. 

The Coordinating Board, Texas College 
and University System 

The Coordinating Board, Texas College and University 

System, was established in 1965 by the legislature as the 

successor to the Texas Commission on Higher Education. As 

the highest authority on higher education in the state, the 

Board is given the responsibilities of providing leadership 

1 R 

and coordination for higher education. The major divisions 

of responsibilities for the Board are financial planning, 

senior colleges and universities, community colleges and 

universities, health affairs, student services, campus 

planning and physical facilities development, and administra-

tion.19 

The Board has the authority to determine the role and 

scope of each public institution of higher education. Also, 

the Board may review periodically all degree and certificate 

programs offered by these institutions to assure that they 
17 
Interview with a staff member of the Legislative 

Budget Board, May 27, 1979. 

l®The Coordinating Board, Texas College and University 
System, The Coordinating Board and Its Responsibilitles 
(Austin, 1971), p. 4. 

19 
The Coordinating Board, Texas College and University 

System, The Coordinating Board (Austin, 1978). 
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meet present and future needs of the state. The Board is 

also required to cooperate with private institutions, and 

to take into account the degree and certificate programs in 

these institutions in authorizing new programs for public 

institutions of higher education. 

The Board is composed of eighteen members, appointed by 

the governor and approved by the senate for six-year over-

lapping terms. The Governor designates the chairman of the 

Board. Members serve without pay, but are reimbursed for 

any expenses incurred while performing Board-related duties. 

In addition, Board members are prohibited from holding any 

job in the field of education for which they would receive 

compensation during their term. The Board appoints the 

Commissioner of Higher Education, who functions as the chief 

executive officer and serves at the pleasure of the Board. 

Boards of Regents 

Boards of Regents, sometimes referred to as Boards of 

Directors, serve as the governing authority of their respec-

tive institutions or systems. In 1979, Texas had sixty-five 

such boards. Forty-seven of these are junior college boards 

composed of locally elected individuals. One oversees the 

activities of the Texas Technical Institute. The other six-

teen boards govern the remaining public institutions. The 

purpose of these boards is the organization and management 

of their respective universities. Each board is composed of 
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nine regents appointed by the governor and confirmed by the 

senate. The term of office of each regent is six years, with 

the terms of three regents expiring every two years. 

The size of a university or university system, measured 

in terms of the geographical scope of its influence, student 

enrollment, facilities, services, etc., provides boards of 

regents with a broad base which may be utilized to mobilize 

legislative support for institutional programs. The politi-

cal and economic background of the regents also determines 

the relative strength of the boards. Historically, members 

have been selected from the socio-economic elites of the 

state. The professions most widely represented on the boards 

are business, ranching, oil and gas, banking, law, and medi-

cine. While not all regents have been overtly active in 

politics, their appointment is generally understood to be 

reflective of some degree of political support for the 

Governor. 

Once on a board, regents are expected to fulfill a dual 

role: to be sensitive to the policy position of the appoint-

ing Governor, and to protect the interests of their respec-

tive institutions. When the two roles come into conflict ,/ 

with one another, the tendency of the regents is to support 

the institution rather than the Governor. This tendency is 

reinforced if the board member is a graduate of the particu-

lar university. 
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The board of regents are also given the responsibility 

of formulating policies for institutional funds. Each board 

is required to approve its institution's budget prior to its 

submission for state action. The boards are also given the 

authority to issue bonds and notes to fund capital improve-

ments. The authorization states, 

Any such governing board is authorized to issue 
its bonds and notes . . . for the construction, 
improvement, or acquisition of buildings or 
structures, the equipment thereof, or the acqui-
sition of land herein authorized.^0 

University Administrators 

The administrative structure of the public senior insti-

tutions in Texas varies with each system and university. 

Three university systems, the University of Texas, Texas A & 

M University, and the University System of South Texas, 

function at a three-tier level. A chancellor oversees the 

operations of the respective systems, with a president and 

administrative support personnel at each campus. The Univer-

sity of Houston System which consists of the University of 

Houston, the downtown campus, and the branches in Clear Lake 

and Victoria, reverses the administrative structure and 

functions with a president over the system, and chancellors 

and administrative support personnel at each campus. The 

20 
The Coordinating Board, Texas College and University 

System, Revised Compilation of Constitutional and Statutory 
Laws Affecting Public Senior Colleges and Universities 
(Austin, 1970), p. 565. 
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Texas State University System functions without a chancellor, 

with a president and administrative support personnel at each 

of the institutions. The remaining institutions function 

21 

with a president and administrative support personnel. 

The chief administrative officers of all university and 

university systems are appointed by their respective boards 

of regents. The chancellor or president (whichever leads 

the system or institution) is the chief operations officer. 

He is responsible for academic planning and development. He 

is delegated authority by the board to govern the university 

system or institution. He functions as an agent of the board 

of regents in implementing board policies. In addition, he 

represents the system or university before the Texas Legis-

lature and the Coordinating Board. 

Administration support personnel include the various 

vice-presidents of the various institutions. Their respon-

sibilities vary in kind and degree, e. g., academic affairs, 

administration, development, finance, etc. In matters rela-

ted to funding, they are expected to provide and coordinate 

information relevant to institutional demands. This infor-

mation is in turn channeled through the chief administrative 

officer (president or chancellor) to state-level decision-

makers. 
21The Coordinating Board, Institutions of Higher Educa-

tion. 
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Higher Education Associations 

Another source of input into the funding process for 

higher education is the associations for higher education. 

These associations exist on different levels within the 

higher education system, and present different kinds of 

demands. Some of the more active groups are the Council of 

College Presidents, the Association of Colleges and Univer-

sities of Texas, the Texas Association of State Supported 

College and University Business Officials, the Texas Associ-

ation of College Teachers, the Committee of Governing Boards, 

and the Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas.^2 

The Council of College Presidents, established in 1924, 

is composed of the presidents of each of the state senior 

colleges and universities. Since its inception, the Council 

has served as a communication system among the state insti-

tutions and between higher education and state decision-

makers. The Council was responsible for the establishment 

of the basic organizational structure of the Texas Commission 

on Higher Education. In addition, the Council worked with 

the Commission on an informal basis to develop formulas to 

fund higher education. Today, the Coordinating Board still 

relies upon the Council for assistance in establishing formu-

las. 

The Association of Colleges and Universities of Texas 

serves as an umbrella organization for all institutions of 

^Waddell, A Historical Review, pp. 154-158. 
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higher education in the state. Membership is composed of 

state universities and junior colleges, as well as private 

colleges and universities. The Association serves as a 

channel of communication between the various institutions 

in order to maintain a consensus on the goals, programs, 

and funding of higher education. 

Another group which functions as a source of input for 

higher education is the Committee of Governing Boards. The 

Committee is composed of one regent from each of the sixteen 

boards which oversee the activities of state universities. 

The Committee usually meets at the same time as the Council 

of College Presidents. Although it operates at a different 

level from that of the Council of College Presidents, its 

function is identical—to maintain communication among the 

regents in order to facilitate agreements on higher educa-

tional policy. 

The Texas Association of State Supported College and 

University Business Officials is another group which attempts 

to influence state decision-makers. This group is made up 

of the fiscal officers of the state institutions. As an arm 

of the Council of College Presidents, it generally acts 

through the Council. Its primary area of concern, according 

to one interviewer, is to obtain legislation to aid in the 

efficient operation of university programs. 

Historically, the faculties of Texas colleges and uni-

versities have had little effect on the funding of higher 
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education. What participation that does occur is minimal. 

Faculty concerns for program expansion and salary increases 

are generally channeled through the administrative offices 

of each institution. However, faculty members may exert 

influence through the Texas Association of College Teachers. 

This organization, composed of university faculty members, 

exerts occasional influence in such areas as academic free-

dom, faculty benefits, and others perceived to be vital to 

their interests. 

Another association which has emerged in recent years 

as a political force in Texas higher education is the Inde-

pendent Colleges and Universities of Texas. Operating as 

the major articulator for the needs of private higher educa-

tion, this association has devoted most of its efforts 

toward the passage of student assistance programs. Of par-

ticular interest to the Independent Colleges and Universities 

of Texas is the Tuition Equalization Grant program. The 

program was begun in .1971 to assist students in paying the 

difference between the amount of tuition charged by private 

colleges and that charged by comparable public institutions. 

The appropriations for the 1980-81 biennium funds the Tuition 

Equalization Grant Program at $26,030,928. This will provide 

for approximately 21,477 students at an average grant of $600 

per year, although the grants can be as high as $1,136.^ 

Legislative Budget Board, Legislative Appropriations 
for the 1980-81 Biennium, p. 7. 
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Alumni 

Each year tens of thousands of students are graduated 

from Texas universities and colleges. As these individuals 

make the transition to alumnus, they carry with them degrees 

of loyalty to their respective institutions, in particular, 

and to higher education, in general. This loyalty, when 

mobilized, can exert enormous influence on state decision-

makers responsible for funding higher education. 

Due to the geographical and economic spread of alumni, 

their influence has become pervasive. Each region of the 

state possesses growing numbers of alumni who maintain an 

interest in the well-being of their respective alma maters. 

A large number of these alumni have achieved economic and 

social prominence which permit them privileged access to 

state decision-makers. 

The influence of alumni is exerted through a built-in 

"lobby system" since many of them hold key elective or 

appointive offices. In addition, the universities and 

colleges in the state maintain well organized ex^student 

associtions, e.g., the University of Texas Ex-Students 

Association, which lobby in behalf of their institutions. 

Groups Not Associated with Higher Education 

Within the political environment of the state is a host 

of groups whose primary interests are not related to higher 

education. These groups include such general categories as 
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business, labor, agriculture, regional coalitions, and racial 

and ethnic groups. While these groups and their particular 

organizations may not generally be active in matters related 

to the funding of higher education, under certain conditions 

they can be mobilized. Depending upon the issue or issues 

under consideration, they may become active in support of 

or opposition to funding measures. The primary consideration 

of the group is an assessment of the impact of the funding 

policy on their particular constituency: does the policy 

provide an advantage to their clientele? 

A primary influence on the funding of higher education 

comes from the various business-related organizations within 

the state. Umbrella organizations such as the Chamber of 

Commerce, as well as groups representing particular business 

groups who are affected by funding policies, often become 

involved in the politics of funding higher education. One 

such group which has exerted some influence on state decision-

makers in recent years is the Texas Research League. The 

League, which designates itself as a research-oriented organ-

ization rather than a pressure group, functions as a focal 

point for business interests desiring to influence state 

policy. In regard to the financing of higher education, the 

League has lobbied through research reports and committee 

hearings. Although the Research League disclaims a bias 

against higher education, its support for "fiscal 
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responsibility" is sometimes seen as a covert way of attempt-

ing to trim appropriations for higher education. * 

Regional coalitions are another type of broadly based 

functional pressure group which may affect the funding of 

higher education. Texas is a large state, with diverse 

cultures, resources, and needs. In order to secure the 

economic advantages which occur from the formation or exten-

sion of public institutions in given regions of the state, 

coalitions often emerge. These coalitions can be best un-

derstood as loose alliances of regional economic elites and 

political leaders who come together to exert pressure on the 

political system to expend funds for higher education in 

their particular geographical area. 

Local governments often become actively involved in 

matters related to higher education. When issues concerning 

the location or expansion of an institution are under con-

sideration, 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 usually lobby for the formation or expansion 

of an institution in their locales. 

Public education consumes the largest portion of the 

state budget. For the 1980-81 biennium, the state will 

spend nearly $6 billion for elementary and secondary 

24 
Interview with a staff member of the Texas Research 

League, May 21, 1979. 
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education.The size of the public school budget makes 

public education a possible competitor with higher education 

for state funds. The group structure for public education 

is composed of administrative, school board, and teacher 

organizations. While each group may differ on particular 

policies, there is agreement concerning the need for ade-

quate funding of elementary and secondary education. 

Racial and ethnic groups compose a growing power bloc 

in state politics. Roughly 30 per cent of the population of 

Texas is composed of racial and ethnic minorities, particu-

larly Blacks and Mexican-Americans. Although racial-ethnic 

groups utilize groups such as the League of United Latin 

American Citizens, the Political Association of Spanish-

Speaking Organizations, and the National Association for the 

Advancement of Colored People to advance their position at 

the state level, most of their influence in matters related 

to higher education is more directly related to representa-

tion in the house and senate. Roughly 10 per cent of the 

current membership in both houses is composed of racial-

ethnic groups. In addition, 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 

2^Legislative Budget Board, A Recapitulation: Article 
IV Education (Austin, 1979). 
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groups a stronger base from which to influence the funding 

of higher education. 

Two other groups which may influence the funding of 

higher education are agriculture and labor. Operating 

through groups such as the Farm Bureau and the AFL-CIO, 

respectively, they may attempt to influence funding in 

their respective areas of interest, e.g., extension service 

programs and vocational-technical programs. Outside of these 

particular areas of concern, neither group is deeply involved 

in the appropriation process for higher education. 

The preceding analysis has focused on two aspects per-

tinent to this study—the higher education subsystem and the 

numerous participants involved in the funding process. In 

order to conceptualize the interactions of the participants, 

a model has been constructed. While the model is not inten-

ded to provide a detailed analysis of the policy process for 

funding higher education, it does give a visual description 

of the inter-relations which exist between state senior 

colleges, pressure groups, and political actors. 

In Figure 5, the state university micro-system is pre-

sented. The model represents the fourteen state institutions 

operating under the governance of boards of regents. Each 

institution has, in addition to its governing board, alumni, 

students, faculty, and administration. Together these five 

components, compose the core of a state university system. 

The political system which is acted upon by higher education 
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possesses three decision-making elements: the Coordinating 

Board, the Legislature, and the Governor. Operating in the 

political environment are political parties and pressure 

groups which may or may not be identified with higher educa-

tion. The model depicts formal and informal lines of influ-

ence between the state university, political actors, and 

pressure groups. 

The university is viewed as a demand-generating system. 

Demands are formulated in response to institutional needs 

as perceived by the faculty, administration, and board. The 

demands are then authorized by the board and articulated by 

board members and the administration, through formal and 

informal channels. Formal lines of demand presentation in-

volve interactions between state decision-makers and the 

leadership of the university. Informal lines of demand 

presentation involve interaction with state decision-makers 

at two levels: the individual and the group. Influence may 

be exerted at different stages of the process by individual 

administrators and board members, or through one of the 

higher education associations. These groups include the 

Council of College Presidents, the Association of Colleges 

and Universities of Texas, the Texas Association of State 

Supported College and University Business Officials, and the 

Committee of Governing Boards. In addition, the Texas Asso-

ciation of College Teachers serves as an articulator of 

faculty demands. The Independent Colleges and Universities 
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of Texas functions as a higher education pressure group, but 

with different types of demands. 

Other pressure groups, not directly concerned with 

higher education, are those geographical and functional 

groups who do not normally attempt to influence the funding 

of higher education, but who may from time to time exert 

influence, depending upon the type of policy under considera-

tion. These include groups from public education, business, 

labor, agriculture, local governments, regional coalitions, 

and racial or ethnic sectors. Alumni and regents exercise 

influence through these groups as well as through political 

parties. 

In this chapter I have attempted to describe the sub-

system for Texas higher education and to examine the groups 

and political actors involved in the funding process for 

state universities. Two models were presented to describe 

the subsystem of higher education and the microsystem of 

the state university. The purpose of these models is to 

provide an initial framework to conceptualize influence 

linkages between the state universities, groups, and politi-

cal actors. In the next chapter, the processes for funding 

higher education are examined. 



CHAPTER V 

THE POLICY PROCESS FOR FUNDING 

HIGHER EDUCATION 

The process for funding state universities involves the 

interaction of numerous political actors and groups operating 

within constitutional and statutory boundaries. In the pre-

ceding chapters, the historical and legal factors which 

affect the funding of higher education were identified and 

described, together with the various political actors and 

groups. Several conceptual models were constructed to assist 

in making a preliminary description of the structures and 

participants involved in the process. However, several 

questions remain to be answered. What are the stages of the 

process for funding higher education? Who are the partici-

pants interacting at each of these stages? What are the 

decision-making processes and strategies used by these par-

ticipants? In the analysis that follows, each of these 

questions is addressed. Our purpose is to examine each 

stage of the process, identify the participants and describe 

the decision-making processes and strategies used by the 

participants. In order to provide a descriptive analysis of 

the process, several conceptual models are constructed. The 

policy process is examined under four categories: formula-., 

tion, presentation and review, consideration and adoption, 

119 
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and implementation. The focus is on general appropriations 

rather than capital outlays, although capital outlays are 

examined at the conclusion under non-appropriated items. 

Policy Formulation 

The preparation of the higher education budget involves 

a series of complex interactions among political actors, the 

higher education subsystem, and pressure groups, over an 

extended period of time. The funding process begins follow-

ing the adjournment of the regular session of the legislature. 

Figure 6 shows this stage of the process. The participants 

are the Coordinating Board, university personnel, and lay 

persons who designate the formulas for formula items in 

general appropriations.^ 

The Coordinating Board, which is given the responsibil-

ity for designating formulas on which appropriation recommen-

dations will be made for the next biennium, appoints two 

formula advisory committees. The head of the Division of 

Financial Planning of the Board, who has direct responsibil-

ity for the creation and review of the formula system, 

appoints fourteen persons (twelve academic and two non-

academic) to the advisory committee for public senior colle-

ges and universities, and eleven individuals (eight academic 

and three non-academic) to the advisory committee for public 
7 • • • 

"'"Although public community colleges are not within the 
scope of this work, they have been included in these models 
to assist in conceptualizing the policy process. 
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junior colleges. In addition, formula study committees are 

established for each of the formula areas. These committees 

are composed of approximately eighty-five persons drawn from 

administrators, faculty, and citizens. Since universities 

and colleges view the development of formulas as important 

to their well-being, they may lobby the Coordinating Board 

to include members of their respective institutions on the 

advisory and study committees. 

The two advisory committees begin a series of meetings 

during the fall of that year. Assisted by the formula study 

committees, the advisory committees review and analyze the 

formulas in relation to the costs of institutional operations. 

The recommendations of the study committees are then sent to 

the two advisory committees for review. Following the review, 

the advisory committees determine which recommendations are 

to be forwarded to the Finance Committee and then to the 

Commissioner of Higher Education. Staff members who have 

worked with the committees may also submit reports to the 

Coordinating Board, if their recommendations differ from 

those of the advisory committees. 

In January, the formula recommendations are submitted 

by the commissioner to the full Coordinating Board. The 

formula recommendations are reviewed, revised, and adopted 

2 
Coordinating Board, Policy Paper Designation of 

Formulas (Austin, 1970), pp. 21-26. 
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at this meeting. Following the adoption of the formulas, a 

joint committee, made up of staff members from the Coordinat-

ing Board, the Legislative Budget Board, and the Governor's 

Office of Budget and Planning review the budget instructions 

which will accompany the budget formulas to be sent to each 

institution. 

The designated formulas and budget development instruc-

tions are received by the institutions in March of April. 

Each budget category for formula and non-formula items has 

four budget levels: 

(1) 90 per cent of the amount in the current budget; 

(2) current budget amounts for non-formula areas; cur-

rent budget adjusted by new enrollment figures for 

formula areas; 

(3) 100 per cent of the new formula-based amounts for 

formula areas; 100-200 per cent of the current 

budget amount for non-formula areas; and 

(4) 120 per cent of the new formula-based amounts for 

formula areas; 100-200 per cent of the current 

budget amount for non-formula areas.^ 

Once the formulas and budget development instructions 

are received by each institution, the process of budget 

development moves in a hierarchal manner: from the depart-

ment or division level to the vice-president's office for 

q 
Tolo, Higher Education in Texas, pp. 148-149. 



124 

fiscal affairs, to the president's office, and then to the 

board of regents for approval. Institutions which are part 

of a system have their budgets reviewed by the system's 

budget office. Institutional budgets for general appropri-

ations are developed to include formula and non-formula 

items, the latter being those funding areas such as special 

items, which vary from university to university. 

Policy Presentation and Review 

The next phase of the process involves the presentation 

of the formulas to the Coordinating Board, Legislative Bud-

get Board, and the Governor's Office of Budget and Planning. 

Figure 7 describes the stages of the process and the input 

from higher education. The process begins with the presen-

tation of a budget by each institution to the Coordinating 

Board. The budget will contain formula and non-formula 

items. This generally occurs sometime during the summer. 

The Coordinating Board updates the formula computations for 

formula items on the basis of new data available, and certi-

fies that the budget of each institution has been prepared 

according to the prescribed formulas and budget instructions. 

The budgets are then transmitted to the Legislative Budget 

Board and the Governor's Office of Budget and Planning. The 

budgets are then analyzed by the budget examiners in each 

office. 
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Prior to the reception of the institutions' budgets, 

the Legislative Budget Board and the Governor's Office of 

Budget and Planning have been preparing studies on the pro-

jected needs of higher education. Working independently of 

each other, the staffs within both offices prepare summaries 

of institutional needs and projected resources to fund high-

er education. Staff members may conduct visits to each 

campus to analyze institutional needs in areas such as reno-

vation and special projects. 

After the certified budgets are received by the Legis-

lative Budget Board and the Governor's Office of Budget and 

Planning, joint hearings are conducted from June through 

September. The purpose of the hearings is to provide the 
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budget staffs and institutions an opportunity to discuss in 

depth the programs for which funds are requested. Each in-

stitution is represented by its president, fiscal officers, 

and board members, who clarify details and supply additional 

information pertaining to their budget. The interaction of 

the institutions with the staff members of these two offices 

involves negotiation and compromise. In order to maximize 

the amount of funding, each institution will generally seek 

to minimize the expected amount of income generated at the 

institutional level. Staff members will generally attempt 

to come in high on institutionally generated income in order 

to cut the amounts requested by the universities and colleges. 

Once these hearings are completed, joint activity by 

the two budget offices is ended and each proceeds to develop 

priorities and recommendations for levels of funding, for 

the Governor and Legislative Budget Board. Within the Leg-

islative Budget Board, the education staff develops its rec-

ommended request levels. The recommendations are cleared 

within the staff by an internal board of review composed of 

the budget director and other examiners. The purpose of the 

review is to examine the examiners' justifications, to insure 

consistency with the budget guidelines provided by the Leg-

islative Budget Board, and to check for uniformity in the 

pattern and format of material prepared for the Budget 

Board's review. The recommendations are then presented to 

the entire staff of the board, which in turn transmits its 
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recommendations through the executive director to the members 

of the Legislative Budget Board. 

The Legislative Budget Board conducts a series of meet-

ings to consider staff recommendations. Staff presentations 

are intended to inform the board in brief and concise terms 

concerning institutional funding. The Board may make addi-

tional changes in the recommendations. It is for this reason 

that the budget examiners must be prepared to submit alter-

native proposals in the event that certain recommendations 

are not acceptable. Once a consensus is reached, the recom-

mendations for funding are written up as part of the appro-

priations bill. 

During the same period, the Governor's Office of Budget 

and Planning has been working on the governor's budget. 

Acting on the basis of guidelines established by the Governor, 

the executive budget staff works in a similar way to its leg-

islative counterpart, although less time is devoted to review-

ing institutional requests. This is due in part to the 

belief that the Coordinating Board does function as an effec-

tive buffer zone between the Governor and state institutions. 

In addition, a smaller staff, concerned with higher education 

and the need to satisfy the governor rather than members of 

the Legislative Budget Board, serves to limit the amount of 

time spent on budget review.4 

4Ibid., pp. 15 6-159. 
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Policy Consideration and Adoption 

The appropriations bill for higher education then moves 

through several distinct stages in the legislative process.5 

Each stage involves different political actors interacting 

with the higher education subsystem. At this stage of the 

process, however, two things occur—the number of partici-

pants increases and the degree of interaction intensifies. 

This is due to two factors. First, up to this point, recom-

mendations have been formulated on the basis of bargaining 

between the institutions of the state. The relationship 

between the institutions, the Governor's Budget and Planning 

Office, the Legislative Budget Board, and the Coordinating 

Board are political. An appropriations base is calculated 

which results in "an approximate satisfaction" for all par-

ticipants. Second, the movement of the recommendations to 

the legislature for consideration opens multiple access 

points for higher education and other pressure groups to 

enter and press for advantages. In the Texas Legislature, 

the access points are the legislature leadership, the commit-

tees, and individual legislators. Individual institutions 

attempt to maximize demands, political actors attempt to 

5The description of the stages of the legislative pro-
cess is based upon interviews with members of the Legislative 
Budget Board, and a summary of the process published by the 
Legislative Budget Board, The Legislative Budget and Appro-
priation Process in Texas (Austin, 1979), pp. 1-7. The in-
formation on group strategies and decision-making processes 
was collected when conducting the interviews. 
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balance institutional demands with other state needs, and 

pressure groups enter to support or oppose aspects of the 

appropriations bill. Figure 8 depicts processes and partic-

ipants involved in the consideration and adoption of policy. 

When the regular session of the state legislature con-

venes in January of each odd-numbered year, .the Governor's 

Budget and Planning Office and the Legislative Budget Board 

submit to the Legislature their budget recommendations for 

higher education. The recommendations of the Governor's 

Budget and Planning Office are submitted by the Governor, 

and those of the Legislative Budget Board are presented by 

the Lieutenant Governor. The recommendations are then for-

warded by the Speaker and the Lieutenant Governor to the 

House Higher Education Committee and the Senate Education 

Committee. 

The Senate Education Committee and the House Committee 

on Higher Education are the two substantive committees con-

cerned with higher education. In addition to substantive 

powers, both committees possess appropriative powers as well. 

At this stage of the process, they deal with policies rela-

ted to higher education and appropriation levels needed to 

fund desired programs. During the hearings, which are held 

between January and March, staff members from the Legislative 

Budget Board provide technical assistance on all matters re-

lated to appropriations. Also, staff personnel from the 
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Coordinating Board provide assistance when requested by com-

mittee members. 

The appropriation bill for higher education is then 

forwarded to the House Appropriation Committee and the 

Senate Finance Committee. Each committee possesses two sets 

of recommendations, those from the Governor's Office of 

Planning and Budgeting and those from the Legislative Budget 

Board. The Budget Board Staff again functions in an advisory 

role, providing technical assistance to committee members. 

With the approval of the committee chairmen, the budget 

director selects one member of the examining staff to serve 

as clerk of the Senate Finance Committee and one member to 

serve as clerk of the House Appropriations Committee. 

Immediately following the introduction of the appropri-

ation bills, hearings are begun. At this stage of the pro-

cess, institutional representatives and other groups which 

have an interest in higher education appear before the com-

mittee to support, oppose, or modify items on the higher 

education appropriation bill. Unlike the budgetary process 

at the national level, where agencies are expected to support 

the recommendations of the Office of Management and Budget, 

state agencies, including higher education, are not expected 

to support the recommendations of the Governor1s Budget and 

Planning Office or the Legislative Budget Board. 

If any institution is seeking to increase the level of 

funding under a particular item, it will argue for the budget 
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submitted by the Governor's Budget and Planning Office or the 

Legislative Budget Board, whichever is higher. Conversely, 

groups or legislators desiring to reduce or cut certain items 

will utilize reports or studies from legislative study com-

mittees, the Coordinating Board, or taxpayer groups such as 

the Texas Research League. 

In addition to testimony or the presentation of research 

at committee hearings, institutions may employ a number of 

informal strategies,^direct and indirect. Direct strategies 

of an informal type take the form of individual contacts with 

key committee members, which may be made by administrative 

personnel or regents. While administrative personnel will 

lobby on the basis of information describing need, regents 

express their "concern" about particular items in the appro-

priations bill which affect their particular institution. 

Concern may be translated into influence, depending upon the 

legislator's acquaintance with the regent and perception of 

his power status. Alumni groups may be mobilized by their 

respective institutions when one of the committees is per-

ceived by the institution to be unfavorable to a particular 

university need. While alumni may contact the legislators 

directly, the most frequent method is through a letter-writing 

campaign initiated by the alumni organization. 

Indirect means of communication involve two basic strat-

egies: first, to lobby through a legislator favorable to the 

institution, who in turn will communicate with the committee 
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members. This generally involves negotiation and compromise, 

the reaching of a mutually acceptable set of exchanges re-

garding the higher education bill. Second is a lobbying 

effort carried on through a letter-writing campaign. Local 

governments, regional coalitions, alumni groups, and other 

education and non-education groups who are affected by the 

funding measure under consideration sometimes express their 

concern in this way. 

The Coordinating Board is also active during the appro-

priations hearings. The Board functions in two ways: first, 

by assisting the committee members who need advice on tech-

nical aspects related to formula and non-formula items; 

second, by assisting universities in their presentations 

before the committees. 

When the hearings are completed, decisions are made by 

the committee as to what to recommend on a line-item basis. 

During these "mark-up" sessions, the budget staff partici-

pates when necessary by providing information and by assist-

ing the committee into bill draft form regarding the 

adjustments in an institution's appropriations. Following 

the acceptance of the appropriations bill by each committee, 

the bill is reported out of committee and placed on the re-

spective calendars for debate. 

Once on the floor, debate is quite limited in the House, 

and almost non-existent in the Senate. This is due to a 

number of factors. First, the appropriation bill is viewed 
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by the Senators as a concensus measure, already agreed upon 

by nearly half of the Senators, who sit on the Senate Finance 

Committee. Second, the lack of time, together with the large 

number of House members, serves to limit debate in the lower 

chamber. Third, it is known that adjustments in the appro-

priations bill will be made in the conference committee. 

Following the acceptance of the appropriations bill in 

each house, it is transmitted to the ten-member conference 

committee. At this stage of the process, the Coordinating 

Board must review and certify the items in both appropria-

tions bills which pertain to higher education. The procedure 

followed by the conference committee is based on a line-item 

comparison between the two bills. The participants are the 

conference members and staff members from the Legislative 

Budget Board, who provide technical assistance. 

Since the conference committee on appropriations is 

designated to give one vote to each house, three Senators 

or three Representatives can prevent the committee from 

reaching an agreement. This voting arrangement makes it 

possible for pressure groups to focus their influence on a 

small number of legislators. The result is that this stage 

of the process becomes highly political. Since the interests 

of higher education may gain or lose by narrow margins, 

direct contacts with the conferees are maintained throughout 

the conference period. Institutional representatives, e.g., 
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administrators and regents, press to maintain items in the 

bills or reinsert items rejected at an earlier stage. 

Although the Lieutenant Governor and Speaker have been 

the focus of institutional lobbying throughout the session, 

it is prior to and during the conference stage that the posi-

tion ..of these two legislative leaders is viewed as extremely 

critical. This is due to their appointive power to the con-

ference committee as well as their perceived influence over 

the conferees. 

The Governor may also intervene at this point by nego-

tiating with the conferees, including the Speaker and Lieu-

tenant Governor, either directly or indirectly, e.g., 

through staff members. Since his influence does not rest 

on formal powers, his degree of success or failure depends 

upon his ability to bargain with the conferees and presiding 

officers. 

When the conference committee reports out the House-

Senate compromise, it is sent to the floor of both houses 

for approval. Following the acceptance of the conference 

bill, it is forwarded to the Comptroller of Public Accounts 

for certification that the total appropriations will be 

within the limits of the Comptroller's estimate of anticipa-

ted revenues. If the appropriations bill is within the esti-

mates of the Comptroller, the bill is transmitted to the 

Governor. 
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The Governor has both general and item veto power over 

the appropriations bill. He can veto the entire appropria-

tions bill, or some of the line items. Generally, the line 

item is the rule and the general veto the exception. When 

the item veto is used to eliminate some item from the appro-

priations bill for higher education, it is for reasons of 

fiscal restraint, or because an item is funded which has a 

low priority in the Governor's policy agenda for higher 

education. 

Prior to gubernatorial action on the appropriation bill, 

institutional representatives may attempt to influence the 

Governor. However, communications with higher education may 

be initiated by the Governor. The Governor may request in-

stitutions to give priority to rank items affecting them. 

The effect of this strategy is to assist in depoliticizing 

the veto and to provide higher education with an input into 

the gubernatorial stage of the process. 

At this stage of the process, the role of the Governor 

is critical. Of particular concern to higher education 

interests is the Governor's position on higher education, 

the major questions being, is he an advocate of fiscal re-

straint, and what are his priorities in higher education? 

Policy Implementation 

Once the appropriations bill becomes law, the institu-

tions revise their spending plans for the forthcoming fiscal 
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year to bring them into accord with the amounts appropriated. 

With the beginning of the new biennium on September 1 of each 

odd-numbered year, the next phase of the policy process be-

gins, appropriated money may now be expended. In accordance 

with legislation passed in 1973, the Legislative Budget 

Board established a system of audits and evaluation. The 

programs evaluation division within the Legislative Board 

provides a comprehensive and continuing review of all agency 

expenditures, including higher education. At the beginning 

of each regular session of the Legislature, an impact study 

is presented, which measures program effectiveness and the 

operational efficiency of each receiving unit. The purpose 

of the report is to provide the decision-makers a better 

understanding of the impact of funding policies. 

Non-Appropriated Items 

Excluded from the general appropriations process for 

state higher education are other education and general funds, 

constitutionally dedicated construction funds, and federal 

funds. Although non-appropriated funds cannot be examined 

in the same manner as appropriated funds, observations can 

be made. Other education and general funds which are gener-

ated at the institutional level do affect the level of 

general appropriations for state colleges and universities. 

As was previously noted, institutions will usually underes-

timate these amounts, in order to insure increased funding 

from general appropriations. 
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Construction funds, which are constitutionally dedicated, 

remain a source of conflict. In recent years, the conflict 

has involved the constitutionality of the Ad Valorem Tax Fund 

and the equity of the Permanent University Fund. While is^ 

sues surrounding the constitutionality of the Ad Valorem Tax 

Fund have temporarily been resolved, the question remains as 

to how the seventeen institutions will be funded in the next 

decade. The Permanent University Fund continues to be a per-

plexing problem facing state decision-makers, the basic 

questions being whether to maintain the status quo of the 

fund, to open it up to all institutions within the Texas A & 

M and University of Texas Systems, or to permit all state 

senior institutions to participate in the Fund. How these 

questions are resolved will depend in large measure upon the 

ability of the two systems to maintain their "institutional 

presence" in the Texas Legislature. 

Federal funds constitute a third category of funds which 

are external to the appropriations process. Although there 

is no system of control over these funds, the Legislative 

Budget Board monitors federal funds through a system of post-

audits. This procedure permits the Legislative Budget Board 

to obtain additional information on the types of programs 

funded, as well as the amount for each. 

In this chapter I have attempted to describe the stages 

of the funding process for state higher education. The 

focus was on general appropriations rather than on capital 
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outlays. Although capital funds are appropriated, the pro-

cedure is somewhat mechanistic, due to the fact that they 

are constitutionally dedicated. The process surrounding 

general appropriations indicates a high level of institution-

al interaction with the political actors. Strategies vary 

very little. Institutions and groups desiring to influence 

decision-makers rely upon formal and informal methods, the 

most prominent being individual contact and the presentation 

of research or other data at committee hearings. Bargaining 

and negotiation are the primary methods of interaction be-

tween the participants. There is the desire to maximize 

institutional demands while maintaining a posture of "fiscal 

responsibility." 

In the next chapter this discussion is extended. The 

purpose will be to assess the influence of the participants 

in the process, the strategies of influence employed by 

pressure groups, and the internal characteristics of groups 

which make them influential. 



CHAPTER VI 

FINDINGS 

In the previous chapters we have examined the historical 

and legal factors which affect the funding of public higher 

education. Attention was focused on the higher education 

subsystem, the political actors, and pressure groups which 

participate in the decision-making processes. The policy 

process for funding higher education was also analyzed, and 

several models were constructed to assit the reader in under-

standing the stages of the process. At this point in the 

study will be presented the findings regarding influence 

exerted by pressure groups and political actors on the fund-

ing of state senior higher education. 

It is the purpose of this chapter to present answers to 

five questions: (1) How much competition surrounds appropri-

ations for higher education, compared to other items on the 

state appropriations bill? (2) How much influence do politi-

cal actors and pressure groups exert on general appropriations 

and capital outlay for state higher education? (3) What are 

the internal characteristics of those groups which are per-

ceived to be influential? (4) What strategies do these 

groups use to influence the funding process? (5) What fac-

tors will affect the financing of higher education in the 

next decade? 

140 
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In order to obtain the information necessary to answer 

these questions, a questionnaire was constructed (see Appen-

dix) to measure the perceptions of legislators on a scale 

of one through seven. Seven indicated the highest degree of 

competition, influence, importance, or frequency of the 

particular issue in the question. Fourteen items were in-

cluded. Question number one is treated in the questionnaire 

on item thirteen. Question number two is dealt with on the 

questionnaire on items one, two, three, six, seven, eight, 

and nine. Question number three is treated in the question-

naire on item twelve. Question number four is dealt with in 

the questionnaire on items four, five, ten, and eleven. 

Question number five is treated on item fourteen. 

Sixty-three people were requested to participate in 

this study. Fifty-two members of the Sixty-Sixth Legislature 

were sent letters requesting their participation. (See Appen-

dix) . Additionally, seven non-elected government officials 

and four university administrators were contacted and inter-

viewed. Of the fifty-two legislators contacted, twenty-

three agreed to participate. Ten were Senators and thirteen 

were Representatives. The legislators contacted were those 

serving on committees pertaining to the appropriations, pro-

cess. The thirteen members of the Senate Finance Committee 

were contacted and seven agreed to participate. (Two of the 

Senators serve on more than one committee, and are thus 

counted twice in the following figures.) Of the eleven-member 
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Senate Educational Committee, five participated. :Ih the 

House, twenty-one people serve on the House Appropriations 

Committee, and eight agreed to participate. The House Higher 

Education Committee is composed of eleven members, and five 

of these participated in this investigation. 

The information was obtained in various ways from the 

elected officials who agreed to participate. An interview 

was requested; however, if the interview could not be granted 

by the elected official, an interview with a staff member 

was requested. Although most of the legislators granted an 

interview, others agreed to complete the questionnaire on 

their own. In some instances, the questionnaire was completed 

by a staff member and then submitted to the legislator for 

verification and additions. The average length of each in-

terview was forty-five minutes, although some lasted for two 

hours. 

The data obtained from the twenty-three legislators are 

analyzed statistically and presented in the tables included 

in this chapter. The information obtained from the other 

eleven participants is included in the chapter, but excluded 

from the statistical analysis. 

Political Competition Surrounding Appropriations 
for Higher Education 

According to one member of the Senate Finance Committee, 

"each year higher education takes a larger percentage of the 

budgetary pie." Since higher education must compete with 
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other programs for funds, political controversy is inevitable. 

Legislators were asked to assess the degree of competition 

between several items, and to indicate which had more dis-

cussion and debate on the appropriations bill. The data 

obtained from this question are presented in Table II. 

It was the consensus that funding for all levels of 

education is competitive; however, the issue of higher edu-

cation appropriations is the most competitive. Appropria-

tions for public education and state administration were seen 

as the next most competitive aspects in the appropriated 

process. Public health ranked as the least competitive area. 

TABLE II 

AN ANALYSIS OF LEGISLATOR'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE 
DEGREE OF COMPETITION SURROUNDING 

APPROPRIATION DECISIONS 

House Senate Composite 

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank 

Higher education 6.769 1 6.778 1 6.773 1 
Local demands 4.923 5 6.111 3.5 5.409 4 
Public education 6.000 2 6.778 1 6.318 2 
Public health 4.308 7 5.444 7 4.773 7 
Public transportation 5.000 4 5.667 6 5.273 5 
Public welfare 4.385 6 , 6.111 3.5 5.091 6 
State administration 5.615 3 5.778 5 5.682 3 

N 23 

Having determined that the appropriations process for 

higher education in the State of Texas is considered very 

competitive, it is necessary to assess the influence of 
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pressure groups on the general appropriations process for 

higher education. 

Influence of Groups on the Appropriations 
Process for Higher Education 

In regard to the degree of influence exerted by various 

groups, higher education pressure groups exerted the most 

influence on members of the Legislature. One person inter-

viewed commented: "If our universities educated people as 

well as they lobbied, we'd have the best higher education 

system in the nation." The second most influential groups 

were racial-ethnic groups. They ranked slightly higher than 

the business bloc. Statements were made that although the 

influence exerted by racial-ethnic groups was a relatively 

new phenomenon, their influence would continue to grow. The 

reasons cited by members of the Legislature were greater 

participation in the electoral process by minorities, the 

election of more minorities to the Texas Legislature, the 

appointment of more minorities to key committees in the house 

and senate, and the pressure from the federal government to 

eliminate disparities between institutions such as Texas 

A & M University and Prairie View A & M. The influence of 

the various pressure groups on the appropriations process 

for higher education is described in Table III. 

As indicated in Table III, business pressure groups 

exert more influence on the Senate committees concerned with 

financing higher education than on their counterparts in the 
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TABLE III 

LEGISLATOR'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEGREE OF 
INFLUENCE EXERTED BY PRESSURE GROUPS 

ON THE APPROPRIATIONS PROCESS 
FOR HIGHER EDUCATION 

House Senate Composite 

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank 

Agriculture 3.538 7 4.100 6.5 3.780 6 
Business 4.692 3.5 5.700 2 5.130 3 
Education 

Higher 6.769 1 6.900 1 6.826 1 
Public 3.846 5 2.700 8 3.348 8 

Labor 2.769 8 4.100 6.5 3.348 8 
Local Government 1 3.692 6 4.800 5 4.174 5 
Racial-Ethnic [ 5.462 2 5.600 3 5.522 2 
Regional Coalitions ; 4.692 3.5 5.500 4 5.043 4 

N = 23 

House. When members of the Legislature were questioned about 

the concerns of influential business groups, several observa-

tions were given. Business groups are primarily concerned 

with direction of expenditures rather than the amount. As 

one member stated, "Business is supportive of higher educa-

tion, because universities and colleges in the state serve 

as a pool of manpower." One Representative commented that 

higher education and business are in a mutually supportive 

relationship via the appointment of leading businessmen to 

positions on the various boards of regents. However, busi-

ness groups are primarily occupied with their own legislative 

programs and generally stay out of the appropriations process 

for higher education. The exceptions noted by several 
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legislators are when new institutions or programs are under 

study which business groups feel will benefit the economic 

well-being of their region or community. 

Regional coalitions within the State, which ranked 

slightly below business groups, are perceived as slightly 

influential. The research indicates a mutually supportive 

relationship between the regional higher education blocs: 

in particular, the university systems operating within a 

given region, their alumni, and regional and local business 

groups. According to the respondents, these coalitions are 

highly selective, exerting influence in the establishment, 

expansion, and protection of institutions within their geo-

graphical areas. 

The remaining pressure groups were considered by most 

of the legislators as being relatively uninfluential. 

Those members who did view local governments as having some 

influence saw them in a supportive relationship with the 

regional coalition. Although agriculture was deemed to be 

moderately uninfluential as a pressure group, one exception 

was noted: the protection and expansion of agricultural 

research, training, and service through Texas A & M and 

Texas Tech University. Although public education pressure 

groups were not perceived by the legislators to be directly 

influential, indirect pressure is present through competition 

for tax dollars. 
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Influence of Higher Education Pressure Groups 
on the General Appropriations Process 

for Higher Education 

During the interviewing process, several comments were 

made by the legislators being interviewed concerning the 

influence of pressure groups on the appropriations process 

for higher education. One representative stated after look-

ing at the list: "Yes, these groups exist, and do exert 

influence, some more than others. But, basically, higher 

education has a built-in lobby—the Texas Legislature." 

Another stated that "Higher education is the purest example 

of porkbarreling in the state." 

The groups that were considered the most influential by 

the legislators were alumni associations, the Texas A & M 
4 

Board of Regents, the University of Texas Board of Regents, 

and the Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas. The 

least influential were the Texas Association of State-

Supported College and University Business Officials, the 

Committee of Governing Boards, and the Texas Association of 

College Teachers. This information is presented in Table IV. 

Since the alumni associations and boards of regents 

received the highest ranking and were considered very influ-

ential, comments about each are noteworthy. 

Regents 

The most powerful groups influencing the appropriations 

for higher education in the State are the University of Texas 
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TABLE IV 

LEGISLATOR'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEGREE OF 
INFLUENCE EXERTED BY HIGHER EDUCATION 

PRESSURE GROUPS ON GENERAL 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR HIGHER 

EDUCATION 

House Senate Composite 

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank 

Alumni Associations 6.538 1 6.400 3 6.478 3 
Association of Col-

leges and Univer-
sities 4.077 12 4.200 11.5 4.130 10.5 

Boards of Regents 
University of 

Texas 6.385 3 6.800 1 6.565 1 
Texas A & M 6.538 1 ! 6.600 2 6.565 1 
State Senior 

Colleges 5.615 6.5 5.800 5 5.696 5 
Committee of Govern-

ing Boards 3.692 13 4.200 11.5 3.913 13 
Council of College 

Presidents 5.692 5 5.400 6 5.556 6 
Independent Colleges 

and Universities 
of Texas 5.769j 4 5.900 4 5.826 : 4 

Texas Association of 
College Teachers 4.308 1 11 3.500 14 j 3.957 12 

Texas Association of 
State Supported 
College and Uni-
versity Business 
Officials 3.308 14 3.800 13 3.522 14 

Texas Research 
League 5.462 9 4.800 8 4.130 10.5 

University Presi-
dents 
University of 

Texas 5.462 9 4.700 9.5 5.130 9 
Texas A & M 5.615 6.5 4.700 9.5 5.217 8 
State Senior 

Colleges 5.462 9 5.100 7 5.304 7 

N = 23 
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and Texas A & M Boards of Regents. The Boards are influen-

tial because the institutions they serve are large, possess 

superior resources (compared to other institutions), and 

provide services through their medical and agricultural pro-

grams. According to one State Representative, the University 

of Texas Board of Regents has "become for all practical pur-

poses the fourth branch of Texas government." When appoint-

ments are made to the Boards, individuals with financial and 

political power are placed in leadership positions. They 

are advocates of the advancement of their particular univer-

sities. It was noted by a legislator: "The irony is that 

when a fiscal conservative is appointed to one of the Boards, 

he becomes a fiscal liberal." 

Alumni 

The alumni associations were ranked as the next most 

influential group on the appropriations process for higher 

education in the State. A legislator's comment concerning 

these groups was "Anytime we think about cutting any funds 

for the University of Texas or A & M, we have their alumni 

knocking on our doors." A Representative stated, "The 

presence of alumni is pervasive, especially the alumni of 

the University of Texas and Texas A & M. You have alumni in 

both houses, alumni on the boards of regents, and alumni 

groups such as the Texas Ex-Students Association." Therefore, 

there are various ways alumni influence the appropriations 
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process. Some exert influence directly, as members of the 

legislature or board of regents. Others exert pressure in-

dividually or through the collective voice of an alumni 

association. 

Other Groups 

Ranked fourth by the legislators completing the ques-

tionnaire was the Independent Colleges and Universities of 

Texas, which exerts influence in one major area: tuition 

equalization grants. The reason they are considered influ-

ential was commented upon by one representative: "Many of 

our legislators come from districts which have church-related 

colleges, and it is unpopular to vote against religion." 

The Council of College Presidents is considered moder-

ately influential by the legislators completing the ques-

tionnaire. One representative observed that the influence 

of this group has waned in recent years. A Senator stated, 

"The Council has to exert some influence. If they didn't, 

there would be two systems: one superior (the University of 

Texas and Texas A & M), the other inferior (all other uni-

versities in Texas)." 

The boards of regents of other state senior colleges 

were ranked fifth on the questionnaire. The influence they 

exert is more selective than that of the University of Texas 

or Texas A & M Boards of Regents. They are concerned with 

their particular universities and seek to work through their 

respective legislators. 
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The university presidents do not exert much direct in-

fluence on the appropriations process in Texas. One Senator 

stated, "They may contact my office, but it is generally 

through one of their fiscal officers or a board member." 

"The regents keep the presidents in the background," observed 

one legislator, "especially the president of the University 

of Texas." 

Regarding the influence of the Texas Research League, 

one representative commented, "We don't pay any attention to 

them." Reports are prepared by the League, and these are 

used when a legislator desires to support or oppose an in-

crease or a decrease in the appropriations for higher educa-

tion. While representatives view the League as moderately 

influential, members of the senate see the League as slightly 

uninfluential. 

Having determined the amount of influence on general 

appropriations for higher education as exerted by the above 

mentioned pressure groups, it is necessary to examine the 

influence of political actors on general appropriations for 

higher education. 

Influence of Political Actors on General 
Appropriations for Higher Education 

The process involved in general appropriations for 

higher education involves a number of political subsystems 

and actors. Although each of these is responsible for input 

into the appropriations process, the degree of influence 
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varies. Table V indicates the respondents' perceptions of 

the influence exerted by subsystems and actors. The most 

TABLE V 

LEGISLATOR'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEGREE OF 
INFLUENCE EXERTED BY POLITICAL ACTORS 

ON GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
HIGHER EDUCATION 

House Senate Composite 

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank 

Coordinating Board 4.923 9 6.500 5.5 5.609 7 
Commissioner of 

Higher Education 4.692 10.5 5.900 7.5 5.217 10 
Executive Budget 

Office 3.462 13 4.200 12 3.783 13 
Floor of the House 5.846 6 5.900 7.5 i 5.870 6 
Floor of the Senate 4.692 10.5 4.000 13 4.391 12 
Governor and Staff i 4.007 12 4.900 11 1 4.435 11 
House Appropriations 

Committee 6. 538 4 6.800 3 6.652 4 
House Committee on 

Higher Education 5. 615 7 5. 200 10 5.435 9 
Legislative Budget 

Board 6. 538 4 6.900 1 6. 696 1 
Lieutenant Governor 6.615 2 6.800 3 ! 6.696 1 
Senate Committee on 

Education 5.154 8 5.800 9 5.435 8 
Senate Finance 

Committee 6.538 4 6.800 3 6.652 4 
Speaker of the House 6. 769 1 6.500 5.5 6.652 4 

N = 23 

influential were the Lieutenant Governor, the Speaker of the 

House, the Legislative Budget Board, the House Appropriations 

Committee, and the Senate Finance Committee. The data indi-

cate a strong legislative influence but a somewhat weaker 
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executive and agency pressure on the appropriations process 

for higher education. 

The degree of influence is determined by the formal and 

informal rules that structure and confer authority on the 

subsystems and actors. The least influential group marked 

on the questionnaire was the Executive Budget Office. The 

floor of the senate and the floor of the house and the gov-

ernor and staff were likewise considered moderately to very 

uninfluential in the appropriations process for higher edu-

cation in the state. 

The influence exerted by these political actors regard-

ing general appropriations is largely determined by the 

formal and informal rules that structure the subsystems and 

confer authority. However, the direction of the influence 

exerted by these actors is determined by two things: (1) 

Does the legislator have a university in his district? (2) 

What is his relationship to his alma mater (if he graduated 

from a university within the State of Texas)? The consensus 

of those interviewed was that the legislator needs to be 

faithful to his alma mater and keep the university constitu-

ency in his district happy. 

The Influence of Pressure Groups on Capital 
Outlays for the Texas and Texas 

A & M University Systems 

Construction funds for the seven academic institutions 

within the University of Texas System and the four academic 
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institutions within the Texas A & M University System are 

derived from several sources. Five of these institutions 

are funded under the Permanent University Fund; four through 

revenue bonds, one through the ad valorem tax, and another 

through general appropriations. 

In recent years the basic question surrounding the 

Permanent University Fund has been whether to maintain the 

Fund as it is presently constituted, permit all of the 

branches of both systems to participate in the Fund, or 

allow all public senior colleges and universities to share 

in the Fund. Table VI indicates the respondents' perceptions 

of the influence of the various pressure groups exerted on 

the process for capital outlays. The most influential were 

the Boards of Regents for the University of Texas and Texas 

A & M. The presidents of these two systems were perceived 

to be slightly influential, but only as articulators of 

board policies. The University of Texas Board of Regents 

was perceived as slightly more influential than the A & M 

Board. The Texas A & M president was considered to be 

slightly more influential than the president of the Univer-

sity of Texas. The branch presidents were considered 

slightly uninfluential. When legislators were questioned 

as to whether branch presidents lobbied for a share of the 

Fund, the response was negative. One legislator remarked 

that "since each branch president has his eye on the 
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TABLE VI 

LEGISLATOR'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEGREE OF 
INFLUENCE EXERTED BY PRESSURE GROUPS ON 

CAPITAL OUTLAYS FOR THE TEXAS AND 
TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY SYSTEMS 

House Senate Composite 

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank 

Association of 
Colleges and 
Universities 2.000 13 2.800 11 2.348 12 

Boards of Regents 
University of 

Texas 6.846 1 6.400 1 6.652 1 
Texas A & M 6.769 2 6.200 2 6.522 2 
State Senior 

Colleges 2.615 11 2.400 11 2.522 11 
Committee of Gov-

erning Boards 3.000 8 2.200 12 2.652 10 
Council of College 

Presidents 3.308 7 2.900 ! 8 1 3.130 8 
Independent Colleges 

and Universities 
of Texas 1.000 14 1.000 ! 14 1.000 14 

Texas A & M Univer-
sity (President) 5.385 4 5.600 ; 3 5.478 3 
Branches of Texas 
A & M University 
(Presidents) 4.538 6 4.600 5.5 4.565 6 

Texas Association of 
College Teachers 2.538 12 2.000 i 13 2.304 13 

Texas Association of 
State Supported 
College and Uni-
versity Business 
Officials 2.923 9.5 2.700 10 2.826 9 

Texas Research 
League 2.923 9.5 3.500 j 7 3.174 7 

University of Texas 
(President) 5.462 3 5.300 4 5.391 4 
Branches of Uni- j 
versity of Texas 
(Presidents) 4.846 5 4.600 5.5 4.739 5 

N 23 
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presidency of the main university, they assume a passive or 

supportive role for the status of the Fund." 

The data indicate a strong desire to preserve the in-

tegrity of the Fund by both the boards of regents and the 

academic administration. Although both systems maintain a 

public position of rivalry, the private position is one of 

mutual support and pressure lest the Fund be reapportioned 

among other state institutions. 

The Influence of Political Actors on Capital 
Outlay for the University of Texas and 

Texas A & M University Systems 

The political actors who exert the greatest influence on 

decisions related to the Permanent University Fund are the 

Lieutenant Governor, the Speaker of the House, the Legisla-

tive Budget Board, the House Appropriations Committee, and 

the Senate Finance Committee. The data are described in 

Table VII. 

Since the Fund is constitutionally dedicated, legisla-

tors' influence must be viewed in terms of support or non-

support of the Fund as it is constituted. Although no 

attempt was made to determine the degree of support each of 

these persons or groups gives to the Fund, two points should 

be made. First, the University of Texas and Texas A & M 

depend upon these political actors to insure the continuation 

of the Fund. Any defection by these actors might create 

conditions conducive to a change in the Permanent University 
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TABLE VII 

LEGISLATOR'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEGREE OF 
INFLUENCE EXERTED BY POLITICAL ACTORS 
ON CAPITAL OUTLAYS FOR THE TEXAS 

AND TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY 
SYSTEMS 

House Senate Composite 

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank 

Coordinating Board 4.077 9 5.200 3.5 4.565 6 
Commissioner of 

Higher Education 3.923 11 4.700 6.5 4.261 8 
Executive Budget M 

Office 3.308 13 2.600 13 3.000 13 
Floor of the House 4.231 8 4.200 8 4.217 9 
Floor of the Senate 4.000 10 3.500 12 3.783 11 
Governor and Staff 3.462 12 3.800 9.5 3.609 12 
House Appropriations 

Committee 5.385 3 4.900 5 5.174 4 
House Committee on 

Higher Education 4.615 7 3.600 11 4.174 10 
Legislative Budget 

Board 5.385 3 5.200 3.5 5.304 3 
Lieutenant Governor 5.538 1 5.600 1 5.565 1 
Senate Committee on 

Education 4.769 6 3.800 9.5 4.348 7 
Senate Finance 

Committee 5.308 5 4.700 6.5 5.043 5 
Speaker of the House 5.385 3 

> 

5.500 2 5.435 2 

N 23 

Fund. Second, since all efforts to restructure the Fund have 

failed, these actors may be viewed as either acquiescing to 

the status quo or actively supporting the Fund as constituted. 

The Lieutenant Governor and Speaker of the House are 

viewed as being slightly to moderately influential, while the 
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Budget Board, the House Appropriations Committee, and the 

Senate Finance Committee are seen as slightly influential. 

Other political actors, such as the Governor, the Coor-

dinating Board, and the Commissioner of Higher Education, are 

perceived as slightly to moderately uninfluential on capital 

outlays for these two university systems. 

The Influence of Pressure Groups on Capital 
Outlays for Senior Colleges not Included 

Within the Texas or Texas A & M 
University Systems 

Capital outlays for universities not included in the 

Permanent University Fund are funded through the Ad Valorem 

Tax Fund, general appropriations, or revenue bonds. As is 

the Permanent University Fund, the Ad Valorem Tax Fund is 

constitutionally dedicated. However, the Fund underwent 

substantial changes during the Sixty-Sixth Legislative 

Session, resulting in its demise as a funding device for 

seventeen universities in Texas. The data in Table VIII 

measure the influence of higher education pressure groups 

on capital outlays for these universities. 

The influence exerted by these groups must be seen in 

the context of two developments: first, the legal challenge 

to the Fund, which raised questions as to its constitutional-

ity, and second, the attempt to provide an alternative means 

of funding capital outlays for these universities through 

another fund—the State Higher Education Assistance Fund. 
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LEGISLATOR'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEGREE OF 
INFLUENCE EXERTED BY PRESSURE GROUPS ON 
CAPITAL OUTLAYS FOR SENIOR COLLEGES 
NOT INCLUDED WITHIN THE TEXAS OR 
TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY SYSTEMS 
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House Senate Composite 

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank 

Association of 
• 

Colleges and 
Universities 3.385 7 3.100 8 3.261 9 

Board of Regents 
University of 

Texas 4.231 4 4.200 6 4.217 4.5 
Texas A & M 4.231 4 4.200 6 4.217 4.5 

Board of Regents 
State Senior 

Colleges 5.923 1 5.600 1 5.783 1 
Committee of Gov-

erning Boards 3.846 6 2.900 9 ; 3.435 7 
Council of College 

Presidents 4.231 4 ! 4.900 3 ; 4.522 3 
Independent Colleges 

and Universities 
of Texas 1.000 11 1.000 1 1 1.000 11 

Senior College 
Presidents 4.769 2 5.400 2 5.043 2 

Texas Association of 
College Teachers 2.923 9 2.400 10 i 2.696 10 

Texas Association of 
State Supported 
College and Uni-
versity Business 
Officials 2.538 10 4.300 4 3.304 8 

Texas Research 
League 3.308 8 4.200 6 3.696 6 

N = 23 

Higher education pressure groups perceived to exert the 

greatest influence on capital outlays for these universities 
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are the boards of regents for these state universities, the 

presidents, and the Council of College Presidents. The data 

show that the legislators assess the influence of these 

boards and presidents as the greatest. However, the compo-

site mean indicates a higher degree of influence among board 

members than presidents. The Council of College Presidents 

ranks third, and is perceived by the respondents to be 

slightly influential. 

Some of the legislators indicated a moderate degree of 

influence exerted by the Boards of Regents for the University 

of Texas and Texas A & M University on capital outlays for 

these institutions. According to several legislators, the 

reason for this interest is defensive, the belief being that 

as long as the Ad Valorem Tax Fund is left intact or a suit-

able alternative is created, the Permanent University Fund 

will not be "raided." 

The Influence of Political Actors on Capital 
Outlays for Senior Colleges not Included 

Within the University of Texas or 
Texas A & M Systems 

The political actors who exert the most influence on 

capital outlays for the universities not included within 

these two systems are the Lieutenant Governor, the Legisla-

tive Budget Board, the Speaker of the House, the Senate 

Finance Committee, the House Appropriations Committee, and 

the Coordinating Board. The data are presented in Table IX. 
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The composite mean indicates a high degree of influence 

by the Legislative Budget Board and the Lieutenant Governor. 

The Speaker of the House, while ranking slightly lower than 

the Lieutenant Governor, was seen as moderately influential 

TABLE IX 

LEGISLATOR'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEGREE OF 
INFLUENCE EXERTED BY POLITICAL ACTORS 

ON CAPITAL OUTLAYS FOR SENIOR 
COLLEGES NOT INCLUDED WITHIN 
THE TEXAS OR TEXAS A & M 

UNIVERSITY SYSTEMS 

House Senate Composite 

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank 

Coordinating Board 5.692 6 6.400 1 6.000 4.5 
Commissioner of 

Higher Education 5.385 8 5.800 7 5.565 7 
Executive Budget 

Office 3.231 13 3.700 12 3.435 13 
Floor of the House 5.462 7 4.700 9 5.130 8 
Floor of the Senate 4.846 10 4.200 11 4.565 11 
Governor and Staff 3.846 12 | 3.600 13 3.739 12 
House Appropriations 

Committee 5.846 4.5 ; 6.100 5.5 5.957 6 
House Committee on 

Higher Education 5. 077 9 4.600 10 4.870 9 
Legislative Budget 

Board 6.462 1 6.300 2.5 6.391 1 
Lieutenant Governor 6.462 1 6.300 2.5 6.391 1 
Senate Committee on 

Education 4.615 11 4.800 8 4.696 10 
Senate Finance 

Committee 5.846 4.5 6.200 4 6.000 4.5 
Speaker of the 

House 6.462 1 6.100 5.5 6.304 3 

N = 23 
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by the legislators. While the two appropriations committees 

are viewed as moderately influential, the Senate Finance 

Committee is considered to be slightly more influential than 

its counterpart in the House. 

The Coordinating Board is seen by the legislators to be 

moderately influential, ranking with the Senate Finance 

Committee. The greater degree of influence exerted by the 

Board on capital outlays for universities outside of the 

Permanent University Fund can be explained by the power 

structure of the Texas and Texas A & M university systems, 

which is able to overcome Board objections to capital expan-

sion. 

Factors Contributing to the Degree of Influence 
Exerted by Higher Education Pressure Groups 

on Appropriations for Higher Education 

The degree of influence exerted by a pressure group on 

decision-makers is determined to a large degree by the 

group's internal characteristics. Factors such as size, 

leadership, and cohesion provide groups with resources which 

assist them in obtaining access to political actors in order 

to articulate their respective goals. In matters related to 

the funding of state higher education, certain groups are 

more influential than others. This influence may be seen as 

resulting from certain internal characteristics. In Table X, 

data on legislator's perceptions of these characteristics are 

presented. 
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The legislators perceive that experience in the govern-

mental process is the major factor contributing to the 

success of a higher education pressure group. The respon-

dents asserted that experience is important for two reasons: 

TABLE X 

LEGISLATOR'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE FACTORS WHICH 
CONTRIBUTE TO THE DEGREE OF INFLUENCE 

EXERTED BY HIGHER EDUCATION 
PRESSURE GROUPS 

House Senate Composite 

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank 

Experience in the 
governmental 
process 6.385 1 6.700 1 6.522 1 

Expertise in higher 
education 6.077 2 6.200 5 6.130 2.5 

Financial support 5.154 6 5.900 6.5 5.478 6 
Leadership 6.000 3 6.300 3 6.130 2.5 
Prestige of the group 5.769 4.5 6.300 3 6.000 4.5 
Size of the group 4.231 7 5.900 6.5 4.957 7 
Solidarity of the 

group 5.769 4.5 6.300 3 6.000 4.5 

N = 23 

first, experience prevents groups from making strategic errors 

as to whom to contact; and second, experience assists the 

lobbyists in knowing how to approach decision-makers at dif-

ferent levels. 

Expertise in higher education and leadership are seen as 

moderately influential. According to several legislators, 

expertise is very important, due to the fact that any group 
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making demands upon the system must be able to provide data 

to substantiate any claim on state funds. Leadership is 

particularly important in regard to the role of board members 

and university administrators, who press for advantage both 

in terms of leadership and prestige. The financial support 

and size of higher education groups are viewed as slightly 

influential and slightly uninfluential, respectively. 

Strategies Used By Higher Education Pressure 
Groups to Influence Appropriations 

For Higher Education 

Pressure groups desiring to influence the political 

system employ numerous strategies or techniques. While 

internal characteristics determine the resource base of a 

group, strategies are the methods groups use to persuade 

decision-makers to enact policies which are favorable to 

their interests. In Table XI data are provided on the 

frequency of certain strategies that higher education 

pressure groups use to influence legislators. 

The respondents perceive the existence of a three-

pronged approach to legislators by higher education pressure 

groups: contact through other members of the legislature, 

personal contact by representatives of the pressure group, 

and public testimony at committee hearings. 

While pressure groups engage in personal contact with 

the legislators, the most frequently occurring strategy is 

the indirect method. Members of the four committees indi-

cated that higher education pressure groups will generally 
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work through their respective legislators. The legislator 

is expected to maintain an advocacy position in behalf of 

the institution. Personal contact is considered the second 

TABLE XI 

LEGISLATOR'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE FREQUENCY 
OF STRATEGIES USED BY HIGHER EDUCATION 

PRESSURE GROUPS TO INFLUENCE 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR HIGHER 

EDUCATION 

House Senate Composite 

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank 

Contact through Gover-
nor's office 2.846 6 4.300 5 3.478 5 

Contact through members 
of the Coordinating 
Board 3.154 5 3.700 6 3.391 6 

Contact through members 
of the Legislature 5.538 1 5.600 2 5.565 1 

Personal contact from 
representatives of 
a pressure group 5.000 3 4.700 1 5.304 2.5 

Presentation of research, 
written reports 4.385 4 4.800 4 4.565 4 

Public testimony at 
committee hearings 5.385 2 5.200 3 5.304 2.5 

N = 23 

most frequently occurring strategy. Personal contact is 

exerted primarily through a combination of board members and 

university officials. Legislators defined the lobbying 

effort as low-key rather than high-pressure. One legislator 

remarked that a distinction between higher education and 

public school was in their different means of influencing 
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the legislature. While public education groups may threaten 

the legislator with electoral retaliation, higher education 

maintly relies upon its support groups and seldom utilizes 

threats. 

A third strategy used by higher education pressure 

groups to influence policy may be seen in committee hearings. 

The committee system offers higher education an opportunity 

to present and defend its requests. Although research may 

be presented at these hearings by groups such as the Texas 

Research League, research reports are not viewed as a 

strategy used with great frequency. The Governor's Office 

and Coordinating Board are rarely used by pressure groups 

attempting to influence the funding process for state higher 

education. 

Factors Affecting Higher Education 
in the Next Decade 

According to the persons interviewed, public higher 

education will experience substantial changes during the 

1980's. These changes will occur because of a number of 

factors. The most frequently mentioned were the state of 

the economy, student enrollments, the reapportionment of 

the state legislature, competition from other state programs, 

the status of constitutionally dedicated funds, and mounting 

public pressure to cut state expenditures. 

Most of the individuals interviewed asserted that the 

state of the economy will be the most significant factor in 
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shaping the direction of public higher education in the next 

decade. Inflation was mentioned by the majority of the re-

spondents as the major economic force which will affect 

higher education. If inflation continues at the present 

rate, the result will be a net decline in state revenues, 

since appropriations are not apt to keep pace with the rate 

of inflation. The fiscal impact of inflation, together with 

the growing pressure from the public to cut taxes, will 

increase the degree of competition between agencies for 

state funds. 

Enrollment levels will become, according to the respon-

dents, another significant factor. One legislator noted 

that during the current biennium enrollment levels declined 

at six institutions. If this trend continues, two things 

may occur. First, tenured faculty could lock out new Ph.D.'s 

should faculty salary formula funds continue to decrease, 

as has happened at these institutions during the biennium. 

Second, universities may be forced to "reassess their role 

and scope in an effort to maintain formula funding and 

attract new students. 

Another issue which will affect higher education during 

the 1980's is the dedicated funds for capital outlay. Ac-

cording to a number of legislators, the way in which con-

struction is funded may become the most controversial issue 

"'"Statement by staff member, Texas House of Representa-
tives, May 28th, 1979. 
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confronting higher education in the next decade. The Perma-

nent University Fund is held together through a compromise 

between the University of Texas and Texas A & M, on one hand, 

and the Ad Valorem Tax Fund schools, on the other. The 

effect of this compromise has been to preserve the constitu-

tional status of both funds. However, with the demise of 

the Ad Valorem Tax Fund, pressure will develop to create 

another fund for these seventeen institutions, or to open 

the Permanent University Fund to other institutions. 

Several legislators asserted that the reapportionment 

of the Texas legislature in 1981 will have a significant 

effect on public higher education. One member stated that 

reapportionment "will mitigate to some extent the political 

clout of the University of Texas and Texas A & M Systems." 

With more legislators coming from urban areas like Houston, 

political power will become more urbanized and concentrated. 

The effect of this, noted one respondent, is that the Perma-

nent University Fund will be "repeatedly assaulted." 

This concludes our examination of influence exerted by 

pressure groups and political actors on the funding process 

for state senior higher education. In this chapter, I have 

attempted to determine the degree of competition surrounding 

the funding of higher education compared to other items in 

the state budget. The influence of pressure groups and 

political actors on general appropriations and capital out-

lays was assessed. in addition, the factors which determine 
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group strength were analyzed, together with strategies uti-

lized by pressure groups. In the next chapter, a final 

analysis is provided. A summary is given of the research, 

conclusions are drawn, and recommendations for further 

research are suggested. 



CHAPTER VII 

SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study has been to provide research 

on the funding of state higher education. The focus of this 

work was on the pressure group-policy process. At the be-

ginning of the study, a number of questions were raised to 

assist in establishing boundaries for the research and the 

collection of data. Several approaches or theories related 

to the policy process were examined, and a heuristic model 

was constructed to help in conceptualizing the policy process, 

The historical and legal factors which affect the fund-

ing of higher education were then examined. Attention was 

focused on the constitutional and statutory provisions which 

pertain to general appropriations and capital outlays for 

public institutions of higher education. Formula and non-

formula items were examined, as well as the sources of capi-

tal funds for state universities. 

The participants in the funding process were identified 

and described. Pressure groups, political actors, and the 

higher education subsystem were analyzed in terms of both 

their roles and functions in the process. Several models 

were constructed to help to conceptualize the interactions 

170 
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of pressure groups, higher education, and political actors 

at the various stages of the funding process. 

Finally, an attempt was made to measure the relative 

influence of the participants. A questionnaire was con-

structed containing one hundred and three variables, and an 

interview schedule was established. The questionnaire was 

administered to members of the House Committee of Higher 

Education, the House Appropriations Committee, the Senate 

Finance Committee, and the Senate Committee on Education. 

In addition, the questionnaire was administered to other 

persons believed to have knowledge of higher education in 

Texas. However, only the interviews from the legislators 

were analyzed statistically. The research found that the 

funding process for state senior higher education is a com-

plex one, involving the interaction of universities, pressure 

groups, and political actors. The process involves two 

levels of interaction, one for general appropriations and one 

for capital outlays. Both processes are highly political, 

but for different reasons. 

The research indicates the existence of a strong higher 

education bloc in the state. The bloc includes both the in-

stitutions and their support groups. While the various 

higher education associations do exert some influence on 

state decision-makers, their effect is minimal. The pressure 

system which exists is institutional in nature, with higher 
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education associations serving in a supportive relationship 

to particular universities, or systems. 

When higher education (which includes all universities 

and their support groups) was compared with the other geo-

graphical and functional groups, it was found to be the most 

influential power bloc affecting the funding of state insti-

tutions. While racial and ethnic groups were viewed as the 

second most influential group, their influence was seen as 

selective—the desire of Prairie View A & M to obtain a 

greater share of the Permanent University Fund. Business 

groups were considered the third most influential group. 

However, the pressure exerted by business is selective and 

positive, rather than-broad and negative. Business groups 

tend to stay out of the funding processes. The exception 

to this would be the Texas Research League, whose influence 

is minimal. When business does exert influence, it is gen-

erally of a nature supporting a particular institution. 

Higher education is considered to be a source of manpower 

to insure economic growth, as well as a source of economic 

input for local and regional development. The linkage that 

exists between higher education and business is twofold: 

through the boards of regents, and regional and local busi-

ness groups or coalitions. The emphasis is on team work to 

insure the protection and growth of institutions. 

General appropriations for state higher education in-

volve the interaction of two power centers with state 
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decision-makers—the institutions and their alumni. While 

administrators may exert a degree of influence on state 

decision-makers, the basic power structure lies within the 

boards of regents, in particular those of the University of 

Texas and Texas A & M. While the power center for the boards 

of regents can easily be identified, the position of alumni 

is difficult to locate, the reason being that alumni influ-

ence is exerted not only through the various ex-student 

associations, but through the decision-makers who function 

at different levels in the appropriations process. The 

result is that, within the Texas Legislature, the pervasive 

presence of alumni, particularly alumni of the University of 

Texas and Texas A & M, has created a built-in lobby system. 

As one legislator remarked, "if you stick a knife into a 

"Texas legislator, there is a pretty good chance that he will 

bleed orange or maroon." 

The political actors who are viewed as influential in 

general appropriations are the Lieutenant Governor, the 

Speaker of the House, the Legislative Budget Board, the 

Senate Finance Committee, and the House Appropriations 

Committee. Their influence stems from their constitutional 

and statutory roles in the appropriations process, as well 

as their loyalty links to institutions in general, and the 

University of Texas and Texas A & M, in particular. 

Capital outlays for institutions within the University 

of Texas and Texas A & M systems are funded through several 
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methods. The most prominent mechanism is the Permanent Uni-

versity Fund, which funds capital outlays at five of the 

institutions within the two systems. Again as under general 

appropriations, the Boards of Regents of the two institutions 

are perceived to be the most influential. The pressure sys-

tem reveals a "triple alliance" between the University of 

Texas Board of Regents, the Texas A & M Board of Regents, 

and the Texas Legislature (the Lieutenant Governor, Speaker 

of the House, the Legislative Budget Board, and the two 

appropriative committees) to maintain the integrity of the 

fund. 

For those institutions outside of the University of 

Texas and Texas A & M systems, the other boards of regents, 

university presidents, and the Council of College Presidents 

are the most influential. While the University of Texas and 

Texas A & M boards exert some influence on capital outlays 

for these schools, they do so for two reasons. First, some 

of their institutions are funded under the Ad Valorem Tax 

Fund. Second, any attack on the Ad Valorem Tax Fund is per-

ceived as opening the door to a possible assault on the 

Permanent University Fund. 

The pressure groups which exert effective influence on 

state decision-makers possess several internal characteris-

tics which determine to a great degree the extent of their 

influence. The respondents ranked experience in the govern-

mental process as being the most important internal 
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characteristic of influential groups; that is, knowing whom 

to approach, and how. Expertise in higher education and 

leadership were also perceived to be important determinants 

of group influence. Legislators must rely upon expert advice 

in making decisions related to funding. Groups which are 

able to provide reliable data and positive leadership to 

support their rationale for funding levels are perceived by 

the respondents to be more influential than those which are 

not. 

The strategies utilized by higher education groups are 

formal and informal, direct and indirect. The most frequent 

method is the informal-indirect approach. This strategy 

involves group communication through a member of the legis-

lature, in particular, one who serves the district in which 

a university is located. Legislators are expected to estab-

lish and maintain contact with legislative leadership and 

committee members. Through negotiations and bargaining, the 

legislator attempts to achieve the financial goals of his 

respective institution. 

The second most frequently used strategy is indirect 

and informal communication of the group with key decision-

makers. The approach is low-key, with an emphasis on insti-

tutional needs and the rationale for the desired levels of 

expenditures. Formal methods, which are direct forms of 

communication, involve the presentation of university needs 

before the substantive and appropriative committees. The 
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level of interaction is somewhat systematic, involving an 

item-by-item analysis of the institutional budget. 

Recommendations 

In this study I have attempted to examine the pressure 

group-policy process for funding public senior higher educa-

tion in Texas. While the research answers the questions 

which were raised at the beginning of the study, there are 

a number of areas which need to be explored. First, it is 

recommended that the University of Texas or Texas A & M 

Board of Regents be studied. An analysis is needed of the 

sources of power and strategies of influence of these two 

boards. In addition, little is known concerning factors 

which influence the selection of regents. It is recommended 

that a comparison be made between Texas and states which 

utilize a different method of selection. This would permit 

a comparative analysis of the types and degree of regents' 

influence. 

Second, the role and influence of the Governor needs 

to be examined. While legislators did not view the Governor 

as influential in the funding process as were other officials, 

these perceptions may not reflect the Governor's real influ-

ence? in particular, the influence of the Governor at the 

veto stage of the process seems to be very significant. 

Questions need to be answered as to what is vetoed and why, 

and what influence does the veto or the threat of a veto 

have on the funding process. 
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The general appropriations bill for higher education 

needs to be examined by the case approach. By examination 

of the appropriations bill at different levels of the pro-

cess, the interactions between higher education and state 

decision-makers can be studied from another perspective. 

The role of the Comptroller of Public Accounts needs 

to be examined: in particular, the role of the Comptroller 

at the different stages of the funding process. 

It is also recommended that this questionnaire be admin-

istered (with necessary revisions to account for different 

higher education associations) in other states. This would 

generate data which would permit cross-state comparisons on 

the pressure group-policy process for funding public higher 

education. 

Conclusions 

In conclusion, several observations are made regarding 

the interaction of higher education with state decision-

makers. First, the locus of power resides within the insti-

tutions. Although higher education associations do exert 

influence, their influence appears to be passive and suppor-

tive in nature. Second, the dominant center of institutional 

power is within the boards of regents: in particular, the 

University of Texas and Texas A & M Boards. The Boards of 

Regents of these two systems exercise influence to maximize 

the level of general appropriations and to maintain the 
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"integrity" of the Permanent University Fund. Third, the 

centers of influence among the political actors are located 

within the legislative leadership, the appropriation commit-

tees, and the Legislative Budget Board. Fourth, legislators 

seek to maximize the goals of the institutions within their 

respective districts. This is accomplished through a series 

of mutual exchanges. These exchanges result in a parceling 

out of the higher education budget to insure that each legis-

lator and his university constituency obtain a degree of 

satisfaction. Fifth, economic pressures, declining and 

realigning enrollments, and the reapportionment of the leg-

islature will increase the pressure on institutions and 

decision-makers during the 1980*s. Competition for state 

funds will not only increase between institutions of higher 

education, but also between other state functions such as 

public education, highway, health, and all the other state 

funded programs. 
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May 7, 1979 

Honorable Milton Fox 
P.O. Box 2910 
Capitol Station 
Austin9 Texas 78769 

Dear Sir: 

North Texas 
Stat* 

University 

Denton. Texas 
76203 

Department 
of 

Political 
Science 

I am a native of Texas, presently residing in Michigan Where 
I teach political science at Hillsdale College. For my doctoral 
dissertation at North Texas State University, I am doing research 
related to pressure groups which may influence the financing of 
hiqher education in Texas. 

I desire to interview a number of individuals who participate 
in the decision making processes related to financing higher education. 
The interview can be completed in approximately thirty minutes. 1 
xd.ll contact your office on Monday, May 21st to arrange for an inter-
view at your convenience. Your cooperation is essential to the 
success of this project. Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely3 

Samuel P. Wilson, Jr. 

SFW: sc 

Department of Political Science • Chairman: AC 817-788-2276 • Staff: AC 817-788-2321 /2356 



LEGISLATIVE BUDGET BOARD 
B O X 1 2 6 6 6 , C A P I T O L S T A T I O N 

A U S T I N , T E X A S 7 8 7 1 1 

September 28, 1979 

Mr. Sam Wilson 
Department of Political Science 
Hillsdale College 
Hillsdale, Michigan 49242 

Dear Sam: 

Enclosed are several items which we hope will assist you in completing your 
dissertation. Here is a listing of the data provided: 

Enclosure Number Item 

1 "The Legislative Budget and Appropriation Process in Texas" 
(an in-house article used by our staff in making presentations) 

2 Definitions of the Elements of Institutional Costs 
(the various funding items for the state-supported universities) 

3 65th Legislature (1977): University appropriations requests, 
LBB recommendations, final appropriations 

4 Comparison of House, Senate, and Conference Committee bill 
amounts for education during the 66th Legislature (1979) 

5 Sumriary: Legislative Appropriations for the 1980-81 Biennium 
Compared with Estimated Expenditures for the 1978-79 Biennium 
(page 3 should provide summary of education amounts, with vetoes) 

6 Bases of legislative Appropriations for the Coordinating Board 
Recommended Formula Items (shows final legislative actions 
with regard to Coordinating Board Formula recommendations) 

7 66th Legislature (1979): University appropriations requests, 
LBB recommendations, final appropriations 

8 Governor's Veto Proclamation (1979) 

9 Attorney General's Opinion regarding specific vetoes (1979) 

10 Senate Bill No. 621 action regarding state ad valorem tax 

If we can provide additional information please call upon us. Best wishes and 
good luck—it's almost over—your family can take a little more—you can maKe'itJ 

Sincerely, 

John H. Alexander, Ed. D. 



PRESSURE GROUPS AFFECTING THE FINANCING 
OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN TEXAS 

Spring, 1979 

Please mark from very influential to does not 
apply. 
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1. How would you assess the influence of the 
following groups on the appropriations 
process for higher education? 

a. agriculture 
b. business 
c. education 

1. higher 
2. DUblic 

d. labor 
e. local.government 
f. racial-ethnic 
s. regional coalitions within the state 
h. other (specify) 
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2. How would you assess the influence of the 
following on the general appropriations 
for higher education? 

a. Association of Colleges and Universities 
"b. Boards of Regents 

1. University of Texas 
2. Texas A & M 
1. State Senior Colleges 

other (specify) 
c. Committee of Governing Board 
d. Council of College Presidents 
e. Independent College and Universities 

of Texas 
f. Texas Association of College Presidents 
g. Texas Association of College Teachers 
h. Texas Association of btate Supported 

College and University Business Officials 
i. Texas Research League 
i. University Presidents 

1. University of Texas 
2. Texas A & M University 
3. State Senior Colleges 

k. other (specify) i 
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Please mark from very influential to does not 
apply. 

3. How would you assess the influence of the 
following on the general appropriations for 
higher education? 

Coordinating Board 

7 3 

b. Commissioner of Higher Education 
c. Executive Budget Office 

Floor of the House 
e. Floor of the Senate 
f. Governor and Staff 

Jli. 
i. 

House Appropriations Committee 
House Committee on Higher Education 
Legislative Budget Board 
Lieutenant Governor 

k. Senate Committee on Education 
1. Senate Finance Committee 
m. 
n. 

Speaker of the House 
other (specify) 
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4, How frequently do the following strategies 
influence your decisions regarding the 
appropriations for higher education? 

a, contact through Governor's office 
contact through members of Coordinating 
Board 

c. contact through members of Legislature 
d. Personal contact from representative of 

pressure group 
e. presentation of research, written reports 
f. public testimony at committee hearings 
g. other (specify) 
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5. During the Legislative session, approximately 
how many people representing pressure groups 
contact you during one week regarding 
appropriations for higher education? 
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Please mark from very influential to does not 
apply. 

6. How would you assess the influence of the 
following on the capital outlays for the 
University of Texas and Texas A & M 
University systems. 

a. Association of Colleges and Universities 
b. Boards of Regents 

1. University of Texas 
_2_. Texas A & M University 
3. State Senior Colleges 
k. other (specify) 
Committee of Governing Board c. 

d. 
e. 

Council of College Presidents 
Independent Colleges and Universities of 
Texas ^ 

f, Texas A & M University (President) 
1. Branches of Texas A & M University 

(Presidents) 
_gj_ h. Texas Association of College Presidents 

Texas Association of College Teachers 
Texas Association of State Supported 
College and University Business 
Officials 

k. 
Texas Research League 
University of Texas (President! 
~T~. Branches of the University of Texas 

(Presidents) 
1. other (specify) 



Please mark from very influential to does not 
apply• 

7. How would you assess the influence of the 
following on the capital outlays for the 
University of Texas and Texas A & M 
University systems? 

a. Coordinating Board 
b. Commissioner of Higher Education 
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c. Executive Budget Office 
d. Floor of the House 
e. Floor of the Senate 
f. Governor and Staff 
g. House Appropriations Committee 
h. House Committee on Higher Education 

Legislative Budget Board i. 
j. Lieutenant Governor 
k. Senate Committee on Education 
T7 Senate Finance Committee 
m. Speaker of the House 

other (specify) n. 



Please mark from very influential to does not 
apply. -o
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8. How would you assess the influence of the 
following on the capital outlays for those 
senior colleges not included within the 
University of Texas and Texas A & M 
University systems? 

a. Association of Colleges and Universities 
b. Boards of Regents 

1. University of Texas 
2. Texas A & M University 
3. State Senior Colleges 
4. other (specify) 

c. Committee of Governing Board 
d. Council of College Presidents 
e. Independent Colleges and Universities of 

T exas 
f. Senior College Presidents 
g. Texas Association of College Presidents 
h. Texas Association of College Teachers 
i. Texas Association of State Supported 

College and University Business 
Officials 

i. T exas Research "Teague 
k. other (specify) 



Please mark from very influential to does not 
apply. 
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9. How would you assess the influence of the 
following on capital outlays for those senior 
colleges not included within the University 
of Texas and Texas A & M University systems? 

a. Coordinating Board 
b. Commissioner of Higher Education 
c. Executive Budget Office 
d. Floor of the House 
e. Floor of the Senate 
f. Governor and Staff 
g. House Appropriations Committee 
h. House Committee on Higher Education 
i. Legislative Budget Board 
3. Lieutenant Governor 
k. Senate Committee on Education 
1. Senate Finance Committee 
m. Speaker of the House 1 
n. other (specify) ,.i i 



Please mark from highly favorable to does not 
apply. 

10. How do you view the activities of pressure 
groups operating in Texas? 
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11, How do you view the activities of pressure 
groups endeavoring to influence the appro-
priations for higher education in Texas? 

Please mark from very important to does nut 
apply- , 

12* How would you assess the importance of the 
following factors as contributing to the 
degree of influence exerted by pressure 
groups? 

experience in the governmental process 
expertise in higher education 

c. financial support 
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d, leadership 
e. prestige of the group 
f. siẑ e (number in the group) 
g. solidarity (cohesion of group) 



Please mark from highly political to does not 
apply. 
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13. Higher education competes with other state 
functions for appropriations. Assess the 
degree of political controversy surrounding 
appropriations decisions in terms of pressure 
group activity in the following areas. 

a. higher education 
b. local demands 
c. public education 
d. public health 
e. public transportation 
f. public welfare 
g. state administration 

t4. wJhat do you consider to "be the major factors that will 
affect the financing of higher education in Texas during 
the next decade? Please comment. 
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