
NI1
N'1S.-,/

BUDGETARY DECISION-NAKING IN THE

TEXAS LEGISLATURE

THESIS

Presented to the Graduate Council of the

North Texas State University in Partial

Fulfillment of the Requirements

For the Degree of

MSTER OF ARTS

By

Daron K Butler, B. A.

Denton, Texas

June, 1970



Copyright by

Daron K. Butler

1969



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
LIST OF TABLES * * * * * * * * * . * . * . . . . . . . . v

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS. e.g . .. .... . .. .... , vi

Chapter

I. THE CONTEXT OF LEGISLATIVE BUDGETING IN
TEXAS. . . . . . . 0 . . . . . . . . . . , . 1

The Budgetary System in Texas: An Overview
The Governor's Role in the Budgetary Process

in Texas
The Comptroller of Public Accounts: Revenue

Est imation and Certification
The Environment of Legislative Budgeting

in Texas
Analytical Framework
Organization of the Study

II. THE LEGISLATIVE BUDGET BOARD AND FORMULATION
OF THE LEGISLATIVE BUDGET. . . . . . . . . . 32

The Staff Role
The Role of Politician Members of the

Legislative Budget Board

III. LEGISLATIVE REVIEW OF THE BUDGET: THE
APPROPRIATIONS PROCESS . . . . . . . . . . . 75

The House Committee on Appropriations
The Senate Finance Committee
Staff Services for the Senate Finance

Committee and the House Appropriations
Committee

Agency Hearings Before the Senate Finance
and House Appropriations Committees

The "Mark-Up" Stage
House and Senate Consideration of the

Appropriations Bills
The Conference Committee
Summary

iii



iv

Page
IV. BUDGETARY DECISION-MAKING IN THE TEXAS

LEG ISLATURE.# . . . . #.0 0 . . 0,0,4, ,, , . , 3

Alternative-Presenting Stages in the
Budgetary Process

The Governor's Budget as an Alternative
The Dual Budgetary Process: Is It Necessary?
Rationality of Decision-Making in the

Budgetary Process in Texas

BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . . . . . * . . . . . - . . . . . . . 140



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page

I. Authority for Preparation of the Budget . . . 3

II. Number of Bills Introduced into Texas
Legislature. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

III. Terms Served by Members of the Budget Board . 56

IV. Number of Bills Referred to the House
Committee on Appropriations and House
Committee on State Affairs . . . . . . . . 80

V. Budget Board Members on Appropriations
Conference Committees. . . . . . . . . . . 99

VI. Incremental Changes Made by Legislative
Committees in the Appropriations Bill
for Fiscal 1970. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 105

VII. Incremental Changes Made by Legislative
Committees in the Appropriations Bill
for Fiscal 1971. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 107

VIII. Comparison of Agency Request, Budget Board,
and Conference Committee Recommendations,
General Revenue Funds. . . . . . . . . . . 109

V



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Figure Page

1. Texas Budgetary System . . . . . . . . . . . 6

2. Organization of the Legislative Budget Office. 39

3. Budget for the Board of Examiners in Basic
Sciences. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72

4. Budget for North Texas State University. . . . 73

vi



CHAPTER I

THE CONTEXT OF LEGISLATIVE BUDGETING

IN TEXAS

The government of any state has the responsibility of

providing for the health, safety, welfare, education, and pro-

tection of its citizens. To accomplish these goals, states

have created elaborate and complex administrative organizations

staffed by thousands of bureaucrats. The increased demands

of the citizens of each state upon their state governments

for better education, highways, and increased protection are

reflected both in the expansion of the agencies created to

provide these services and, in turn, in requests for funds in

ever increasing amounts to expand the scope of the services.

The ability of a state to fund each agency's request is defi-

nitely limited; no state is sufficiently wealthy to grant

every request. Rather, a state must make some judgment in

the distribution of its limited resources (money) among com-

peting and demanding sources. This requires planning and is

called budgeting, which one writer has defined as "one of the

major processes by which the use of public resources is

planned and controlled."I

IJesse Burkhead, Government ,Bud ing (New York, 1956),
p. vii.
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Among the states, the formulation of the state's budget

is generally considered to be a function of the executive

branch of government. In thirty-five states the primary

authority for preparing the budget is vested directly in the

office of the governor. In three states, the authority for

preparing the budget is vested in an agency in the executive

branch. Two states provide for the preparation of the budget

by an executive board, and in one state an executive board

advises the governor in the preparation of the budget. In

eight states the legislative branch is engaged directly in the

preparation of the state's budget in the following manner:

(1) in two states the budget is prepared by an executive-

legislative board, (2) in two states an executive-legislative

board advises the governor in the preparation of the budget,

(3) in three states the legislature advises the governor through

the means of a legislative commission, and (4) in one state

the governor's budget agency is advised by an executive-

legislative board.2 Table I presents an overview of the loci

of budgetary powers in American states.

The Council of State Governments places Texas under the

category of an executive-legislative board in an advisory

capacity with the governor. According to the Council, the

primary authority for budget preparation is the governor.3

2Council of State Governments, Budgeting in the States
(Chicago, 1967), pp. 3-11.

3 Ibida, p. 3.
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TABLE I

AUTHORITY FOR PREPARATION OF THE BUDGET
(Number of States)

Authority Governor Governor
Lies Receives Shares

Exclusively Advise Authority
With From With

Governor 35 * , , ,

Agency Under Governor 3 . . . I

Executive Board 2 1 . .

Executive-Legislative
Board 2 2 1

Legislative Board . . . 3 ,

Source: Council of State Governments, Budgeting in the
States (Chicago, 1967), pp. 3-11.

Its classification of Texas as an executive budget state stems

from the governor's designation as "chief budget officer of-

the state."4 The chief executive is advised, according to the

Council, by an executive-legislative board, the Legislative

Budget Board, composed of the lieutenant governor, the speaker

of the House of Representatives, and the chairman of the

Senate Committee on Finance, the chairman of the House Com-

mittee on Appropriations, the chairman of the House Committee

on Revenue and Taxation, and two other senators and repre-

sentatives appointed by the lieutenant governor and speaker,

respectively. According to the Council, Texas shares this

4 grnon'sTexas jivil S atutes, Article 689a-1 (hereafter
referred to as VT.C.S.)
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classification category with North Carolina., where the advisory

body to the governor is the Budget Advisory Commission com-

posed of four persons: two gubernatorial appointees and the

chairmen of the house and senate finance and appropriations

committees. The Advisory Commission "is authorized by statute

to 'act at all times in an advisory capacity to the Governor'," 5

Notwithstanding the prestige of the organization, a

thorough analysis of Texas statutes would seem to point up

that the Council is probably inaccurate in classifying Texas

in the category "executive-legislative board in advisory

capacity with the governor." It is at fault both from a for-

mal standpoint and from an informal, realistic standpoint.

From the formal or statutory standpoint, the Legislative

Budget Board does not advise the governor in the preparation

of the executive budget. Rather, it has a staff of its own

that is empowered by statute to present recommendations to

the board from which it formulates an independent, legislative

budget.6 In addition, the classification is inaccurate from

a realistic standpoint: the budget board is not an executive-

legislative board even though the lieutenant governor is

constitutionally an executive officer. In reality, the lieu.

tenant governor is a thoroughly legislative officer, the equal

or superior of the speaker of the House of Representatives.7

5Council of State Governments, pcit., p. 4.

6.T.C.S., Article 5429c.

J. William Davis, "There Shall Also Be a Lieutenant Gov-
ernor" (Austin, 1967), pp.91-103.

v
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A more accurate description of the budgetary process in

Texas is that the state operates with two independent, but

cooperating budget agencies and processes. The remainder of

this study is dedicated to an examination and analysis of the

legislative side of the budgetary process in Texas.

The Budgetary System in Texas: An Overview

The elements of the budgetary process in Texas are the

governor and his staff, the Legislative Budget Board and its

staff, the lieutenant governor, the speaker of the House of

Representatives, the members of the Senate Committee on Finance

and of the House Committee on Appropriations, the conference

committee members, and the Comptroller of Public Accounts.8

Figure 1 was designed as a flow chart to present the formal

steps in the budgetary process and the approximate time at

which they take place. Texas is often classified as a state

with a dual budgetary system. The adjective "dual" is used

because of the existence of two professional staff members

whose purpose is to formulate a budget. The end result of

the dual system is that when the Legislature convenes it has

8Hereafter the following informal terms will be substi-
tuted in lieu of statutory designations: budget board for
Legislative Budget Board, speaker for speaker of the House of
Representatives, finance committee and appropriations commit-
tee, respectively, for the formal Senate Committee on Finance
and the House Committee on Appropriations.
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[overnor LegiislativeBudget Board

Issue Joint Instructions for Preparing

.Reque st f or Appropr ia tion s (Mar ch-Apr il)

Governor s Budget Staff and Legislative Budget Board's
Staf f Conduct Joint earings on Agency Request (June-Se pt.)

ssues Recommendations (Dec.) Issues Recommendations (Jan.)

[Legislature Convenes (January)

Lieutenant Governor Appoints Speaker Appoints House Appro-
Senate Finance Committee (Jan.) priations Committee (Jan.)

Finance Committee Hear ngs Appropriations Committee Hear-
(February- arch) ings (February-March)

Senate Version Passed (ApriIJ House Version Passed (April)

SetiafCRejects ouse Version THouse Rejects Senate Version
Conference Committee Requested Conference Committee Requested

(Apri11) (Apri 1)

Conference Committee Appointed (April)

Senate Adopts (ay) louse Adopts (May)

omptr6Tler Cert ifie s Tay or June)

Vetune)

Lci f the Leislature (Septemberj

Fig, 1--Texas budgetary process
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before it for consideration two different documents: the

governor's budget request and the jLeislative Budget Estimates. 9

The first step in the budgetary process occurs when the

governor's budget office and the budget board issue joint

instructions for preparing requests for appropriations. Gen-

erally, these requests are released in March before the

convening of the Legislature in January.10 The instructions

are identical and are sent to all state agencies. Agencies

with different functions receive separate instructions because

the basis on which funds are to be requested varies from

agency to agency. Agencies are then given at least two months,

usually March and April, to prepare their requests for legis-

lative appropriations, after which the budget offices hold

joint hearings to determine the validity of the requests.

After the hearings before professional budget examiners, the

legislative budget office and the governor's budget office

end their formal cooperative efforts and begin their intra-

office work on their respective recommendations. The next

step in the budgetary process is the issuance of the formal

occasionally, three budgets may be before the Legisla-
tures the outgoing governor's, the incoming governor's, and
the Legislative Budget Board's.

10The Joint Instructions are issued in March of even-
numbered years (g&,, March, 1964, 1966) for requests for
legislative appropriations for the coming biennium (I ,
fiscal years ending August 31, 1967 and 1969). The passage
of a one-year appropriations bill for fiscal 1969 in June, 1968,caused the two budget offices to release their instructions
in July, 1968, for the fiscal years ending August 31, 1970
and 1971.
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recommendations: the governor's general appropriations bill

and the budget board's Leizjltive Budget tmates. Generally,

the governor's budget is released in December preceding a

regular session of the Legislature in January; and the budget

board's budget is released after a regular session convenes

in January.

Shortly after the Legislature convenes in January and

the members of the finance committee and the appropriations

committee have been appointed, the budget document prepared

by the budget board is introduced in each house, and the two

committees begin separate hearings on the bill. Agencies pre-

sent further testimony with respect to the funds allotted to

them in the bill. Both the finance committee and the appro-

priations committee prepare a separate appropriations bill

which each submits to its house. Each house then routinely

accepts its version of the bill and rejects the other house's

version, necessitating the appointment of a conference com-

mittee. Near the end of the session, the conference committee

meets and adjusts the differences in the two bills. The

compromise bill is then referred to the house and the senate

on an accept-or-reject basis. After approving the conference

committee',s version of the appropriations bill, the Legis-

lature sends the bill to the Comptroller of Public Accounts.

Under the "pay-as-you-go" provision of the Constitution, 1

11Qonstitution of T Article III, Section 49a.
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the comptroller must certify that the bill falls within antic-

ipated revenues before it can be sent to the governor for his

signature. After the comptroller certifies the bill, it goes

to the governor for his action. The executive's action com-

pletes the formal aspects of the budgetary process as shown

in Figure 1. Informal aspects of the process will be dis-

cussed in following chapters.

The Governor's Role in the Budgetary Process in Texas

In 1931, the governor was designated as the "chief budget

officer of the state,"1 2 but his duties in the area of budget-

ing were assigned to the Board of Control, which "was little

more than a compiler of estimates and had no authority to

refuse requisitions or to make periodic adjustments in budg-

etary expenditures for state agencies."13 For some years

thereafter, "gubernatorial interest in budgeting varied from

one administration to another, and at times the governor

turned out to be only the 'transmitter' of the Board of Con-

trol's Budget."14 Moreover, the 51st Legislature in 1949

created an independent, legislative board, the budget board,

and equipped it with broad powers in the area of budgeting,

which had the effect of further decreasing gubernatorial

influence on the budget.15 After the apparent impotence of

12.TC.. Article 689a-1.
13Fred Gantt, Jr., The hif Executive in Texas (Austin,

1964), p. 214.

14bdp. s215. 5V,., ,S-Article 5429c.
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the governor vis-a-vis the Legislature in the area of budg-

eting became so widely apparent, the Legislature in 1951 sought

to rectify the situation by amending the previous statute16

to give the governor the authority in preparation and sub-

mission of a budget that his title as chief budget officer of

the state implies.17

Under the amended statutes, the governor was given the

authority to cooperate with the budget board in the technical

steps in preparing budget requests and to hold joint hearings

with the staff of the budget board. The most significant

change in the governor's role was his authorization to partic-

ipate directly in the formulation of the budget from the

initiation of hearings to the final tabulation of the request

figures. The governor was further charged to transmit his

budget to the Legislature "within thirty days after the begin-

ning of each regular session." 18 His budget request may be

introduced in the Senate and/or the House of Representatives.1 9

16ye.TC.S., Articles 689a-1 to 689a-7.
170f interest is the fact that the change in the gover-

nor' s budgeting duties stems directly from a recommendation
of the Legislative Budget Board to the 52nd Legislature.
Vernon McGee explained in an interview in February, 1968, that
his office realized the lack of control that the governor had
in budgeting when the Board of Control drastically changed a
request for appropriations for the governor's office without
the governor's staff having knowledge of the change.

18VI.T.C.S., Article 689a-7.

19See Article 689a-1 to 689a-8a, V.T.C.S., for a complete
delineation of the governor's statutory authority.



11

The governor's formal role in the budgetary process ends

when he presents his budget to the Legislature and delivers

the budget message; however, an active governor with a legis-

lative program will not end active participation in the

budgetary-appropriations process. There are many political

tools at his disposal to further his programs whether or not

they are embodied in his budget, but an examination of the

governor's role in the budgetary process is not the primary

interest of this study.

After legislative enactment of the general appropriations

bill, the governor's formal role again comes to the fore.

Once the bill is on his desk, the governor can exercise his

veto power by returning the entire bill or selectively vetoing

items for which appropriations have been made.20 Only one

governor, Preston Smith, has ever vetoed an entire appro-

priations bill; however, governors have been very active in

the use of the item veto. For example, former Governor John

Connally2 1 used the item veto in his first term during the

regular session of the 58th Legislature to lower the general

appropriations bill by approximately $12 million "to establish

a 'nestegg' for excellence in higher education."22 And he

of Texas, Article IV, Section 14.
21 8is term of office was from January, 1963, until Janu-ary, 1969,

22Fred Gantt, Jr., "The Executive Veto: An Absolute Nega-tive?" Public fairs Co2nt, XV (March, 1969), 3.
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eliminated over $2.6 million from the general appropriations

bill for the 1965-1967 biennium.23 The elimination of line

items is the governor's final action on the state's public

policy as expressed in the appropriations bill. The use of

the item veto is virtually absolute for two reasons: (1) it

takes a two-thirds favorable majority from each house to

reinstate an item in the bill, and (2) it is usually exercised

after the session adjourns.24

The Comptroller of Public Accounts: Revenue
Estimation and Certification

The Comptroller of Public Accounts is a popularly elected,

constitutional executive officer of the state. Although his

primary functions are in the broad areas of accounting and

tax administration, he has two important duties to fulfill in

the general area of budgeting and appropriations: (1) he

must make the estimate of the funds to be available to the

state for expenditure, and (2) he must certify that the gen-

eral appropriations bill "is within the amount he estimates

will be available in the affected funds . . . ."25 In every-

day terms, the state constitution requires that the state

operate in the black every biennium, i.e., Texas state gov-

ernment is financed on a pay-as-you-go basis requiring

23 Q 'j] Morning ws, June 6, 1965.
24 Constiution of Texas, Article IV, Section 14.
25Constitution ofT Mas, Article III, Section 49a.
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appropriations to be within expected revenues. This consti-

tutional provision can be suspended, however, "in case of

emergency and imperative public necessity and with a four-

fifths vote of the total membership of each House . . .0.26

The actual estimate of available revenues and the general

appropriations bill is handled by the Accounting and Statistics

Division.27 Once the bill is certified by the comptroller,

it is sent to the governor for final action.

The Environment of Legislative Budgeting in Texas

Before discussing the Legislature's role in the formu-

lation of the budget in Texas, it is appropriate at this point

to discuss the environment of the budgetary-appropriations

system. A noted political scientist has emphasized that the

examination of budgeting without some consideration of the

political nature of budgeting is folly on the part of the

investigator because "in the most integral sense the budget

lies at the heart of the political process."2 8 In setting the

environment of the legislative budgetary process in Texas,

four characteristics of the legislative process are noteworthy

and have bearing upon legislative decision-making in this

area of budgeting: (1) the influence of the presiding officers

26

27 Institute of Public Affairs, Guide to Texas State Men-
cies (Austin, 1964), p. 8,

28Aaron Wildavsky, The Poj ics of the BudA tary Proces
(Boston, 1964), p. 5.
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of each house, (2) the standing committees and the workload

of members, (3) the degree of partisanship prevalent, and

(4) the activity of interest groups in the legislative process.

Presid in Officers

A political fact of life in the Legislature in Texas is

the dominance of the legislative process by the two presiding

officers--the speaker of the House of Representatives and the

lieutenant governor as the president of the senate. The speaker's

powers in the legislative process are not unique, and his

prominence is not unlike that of the presiding officer of the

lower houses in most states. The powers of the lieutenant

governor, however, are greater than those of his counterpart

in the other states, and one student of the office concludes

that "in no state is there a parallel of the strong legislative

position of the lieutenant governor in Texas."2 9

The powerful position of the lieutenant governor in the

legislative process is the product of custom and the wielding

of customary powers by two strong personalities--Allan Shivers

and Ben Ramsey, whose tenures established the office as a

center of strong, pervasive legislative leadership The

powers of the lieutenant governor also stem from the rules of

the senate and not from the state constitution. His powers,

then, are a product of the institution, and must be exercised

29D avis, ap cit, p. 92.

30Lbid., pp. 93-94.
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within the confines of the norms and folkways of the senate

and the expectations of the thirty-one senators.

Under the rules of the senate, the lieutenant governor

makes the appointments to the twenty-one standing committees

of the senate. The appointment of senators to committees is

a cooperative enterprise; ja, the lieutenant governor con-

sults with the members on their preferences and operates

within the confines of a limited seniority system, but the

lieutenant governor can, and does, influence the character of

the senate by the committee appointments he makes. Other

sources of his power are his control of the recognition of

senators in debate, referral of bills to committee, and his

influence on the calendar. Probably the most important factor

in the power position of the lieutenant governor is that, with

two exceptions,3 1 he is a product of the "club" environment

of the senate. That is, because he has served in the senate

and because he owes his election to the activity of other

senators in his behalf, he knows the nuances of the exercise

of power within the confines of the senate and will conduct

himself accordingly.32 In summation, the office of the

3 1Coke Stevenson and Ben Barnes were serving as speaker
of the House of Representatives at the time they were elected
lieutenant governor.

321t should be noted, that with the campaign conducted
by Lieutenant Governor Barnes during the primaries and general
election of 1968, future lieutenant governors may be lessdependent upon the support of senators for their election.
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lieutenant governor is one of considerable power and influence

over the course and characteristics of the legislative pro-

cess in Texas.33

The power position of the speaker of the House of Repre-

sentatives is analogous to that of the lieutenant governor in

the senate. The speaker's powers stem directly from the

rules of the house and are essentially the same as the lieu-

tenant governor's: appointment of all committees, power of

recognition, referral of bills to committee, and control over

the employees of the house. The speaker's exercise of power

is as dependent upon the cooperation of house members as the

lieutenant governor's is dependent upon the cooperation of

senate members. With the demise of the one-term tradition in

electing the speaker, the powers of the office have increased

considerably. A dissident house member can no longer buck

the speaker with the knowledge that the speaker will be in

power for only one session. By not being on the speaker's

team, a member is excluded from positions of influence; and

his bills are not granted hearings, which has the effect of

killing them. One member classified his outsider position in

the following manner: "One session it's chicken; the next

it's feathers."3

33Davis, . jftl., pp. 91-103.

34 lnterview with Randy Pendleton, state representative,
Austin, Texas, January 23, 1969.
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In summation, the speaker's influence over the business

of the house is pervasive. McCleskey summarizes the all-

important position of the speaker thus: "Very little of

importance happens in the House without his knowledge and

acquiescence, if not his positive effort." 3 5

Standing Committees and the Workload of embers

Each house of the Legislature operates with a well-defined

committee system. The senate has operated with twenty-one

committees for some time; the number of committees has varied

in the house from twenty-one to forty-five. In the most

recent session of the 61st Legislature, the house operated

with forty-five committees; the senate added a new committee,

for a total of twenty-two. The jurisdiction of the committees

is established by the rules of each house, Committees can be

classified into two categories: those having general juris-

diction and those devoted to single or special interests.

An example of the former is the Committee on State Affairs in

the house and in the senate. Examples of the latter are the

Committee on Insurance in the house and the Committee on Oil

and Gas in the senate,

In the 61st Legislature, the average number of committee

assignments for house members was five and for senate members,

ten,36 The committees with the heaviest workloads in both

35 Clif ton McCleskey, The Government and Politics of Texas,
3rd ed. (Boston, 1969), p. 138,

3 6 Compiled from information supplied by Dorothy Hallman,
Chief Clerk, House of Representatives of Texas, January, 1969.
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houses are the House Committee on Appropriations, Senate Com-

mittee on Finance, House Committee on Revenue and Taxation,

House and Senate Committees on State Affairs, Senate Committee

on Counties, Districts, and Urban Affairs, House Committee on

Counties, Senate Committee on Jurisprudence, House Committee

on Judiciary and House Committee on Criminal Jurisprudence.37

Table II presents the number of bills introduced each

regular session of the Legislature beginning with the 57th

Legislature in 1961. The number of bills introduced, if con-

sidered alone, would mean an unusually heavy workload for

each member. The workload is lessened somewhat, however,

because every measure introduced is not given a hearing.

Granting a hearing to a measure referred to a particular com-

mittee is at the discretion of the committee chairman. The

presiding officer frequently determines whether or not a bill

will be given a hearing by the committee to which he refers

it. Furthermore, the granting of a hearing to a measure is

an integral part of the strategy of the legislative process

in Texas. That is, the granting of a hearing is often used

by the chairman or the presiding officer to garner a vote from

a reluctant member. Also, hearings are frequently scheduled

to help a member further his legislative program or to help

him gain publicity in his home district. In short, a hearing

on a measure serves more than the mere purpose of ascertaining

37Compiled from information supplied by Bess Dunlevy,
research associate, Texas Legislative Council, January, 1969.
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TABLE II

NUMBER OF BILLS INTRODUCED INTO TEXAS LEGISLATURE
(1961-1969)

Introduced in Introduced in
Session HouseSenate

57th (1961) 1,136 480

58th (1963) 1,088 525

59th (1965) 1,187 587

60th (1967) 1,773 614

61st (1969) 1,485 856

Source: Texas Legislative Council, Accomlishments of
Leislature, .1-aL (Austin, 196

the views of those concerned with the bill; hearings are, or

can be, a legislative tool to further a presiding officer's

control over his chamber. Of those bills reported from com-

mittee in either house, a great majority are finally passed

by at least one house. Bills heard at the first of a session

stand a better chance of passing both houses, while bills

heard later in the session have less chance of passing both

houses, unless the leaders (the speaker and the lieutenant

governor) are in favor of their passage. The leadership's

support is needed on those bills heard late in the session

because it can overcome the obstacles presented by both the

pressure of time and the numerous steps a bill must pass in

the legislative process.
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multiple committee assignments and the number of bills

introduced in each session are not the only factors contributing

to each member's generally heavy workload. In addition to

spending a large portion of his time in committee meetings

and on the floor during the session, each member has to spend

much time in providing service to his constituents and in

attending social functions with other participants in the

legislative process. Moreover, the work of the Legislature

must be completed in a 140-day session.3 8 The results of the

numerous demands on the legislator's time are that he must

generally devote himself exclusively to his legislative pro-

gra and rely on others, both legislators and lobbyists, for

inf ormation on which to base a decision or for alternatives

to present in lieu of the original measure. In sum, the indi-

vidual legislator has little time or opportunity to devote to

examining many of the measures presented to the Legislature.

He must rely on the leadership, other members, lobbyists, and

his constituents for information and/or alternatives in areas

where he is not an active participant. This is particularly

true in the area of budgetary decision-making and will be

examined in detail later in the study.

Political Egrty Participation

Partisanship in the Texas Legislature has not played,

in the past, a prominent role in the deliberations of either

house because there has been little representation of the
minority party. The total number of Republicans in the

38Constitution of Texas, Article 3, Section 24.
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predominately Democratic legislature has never totaled more

than ten at any one time since the days of Reconstruction,3 9

Although in 1969 there were eight representatives and two

senators from the Republican party present in the Legislature,

this relative lack of representation has precluded the develop-

ient of overt partisanship in the consideration of policy in

the Texas Legislature. The real conf lict in Texas has not been

Republican versus Democrat, but liberal versus conservative.

Although the two terms are imprecise, they have real meaning

for the legislator aid inf luence his orientation and voting,

particularly in voting expenditures of public money. The general

expectation is for liberals to vote for increases in spending

and conservatives to vote for lower appropriations levels or

for retrenchment; however, this is not always the case in the

voting patterns in the Texas Legislature. In the regular session

of the 61st Legislature, house members considered to be liberals

consistently voted against the appropriations bills presented to

the house because of their opposition to the chairman of the

appropriations committee and the methods he employed to "ram-

rod" the bills through the house.40 Furthermore, the

Legislature is generally considered to be dominated by con-

servatives with the house being more conservative than the

senate, particularly during the most recent session of the

3 9 cCleskey, pp. cit., pp. 77-80.
40Houston Chronicle, April 15, 1969,
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61st Legislature, This conservative hue of the Legislature,

in general, means that the overall orientation of the Legis-

lature in terms of .iberal-conservative results in a perspective

with implications for budgetary decision-making that will be

considered later,

Interest Grous

More pervasive force than partisan conflict or

ideological commitment in the Legislature is the role of

interest groups. The lobby, known as "the third house," is

probably the source of many of the policy proposals presented

to the Legislature each session. Much of the legislation

proposed by the lobby is "special interest legislation"

affecting the relationship between specific groups. For

example, the architects are constantly attempting to modify

their licensing act to gain advantage over engineers. Admit-

tedly, special interest legislation can have broad policy

implications, but the influence of the lobby is generally

focused in specific areas rather than in general areas, Sev-

eral lobby groups do, however, concern themselves with the

broad range of governmental activities. Notable in this

category are the AFL-CIO and the Texas Manufacturer's Asso-

ciation.4 Special interest groups have more influence in

the course of legislative decision-making than do parties or

Interview with Roy Evans, secretary-treasurer, Texas
AFL-CIO, Austin, Texas, November 26, 1968, and interview with
James R. Yancy, executive vice-president, Texas Manufac-
turer's Association, Austin, Texas, October 8, 1968.
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ideological groups because they are the source of campaign

funds and publicity that every legislator vitally needs.

Moreover, the lobby's influence is greater than that of parties

or ideological groups because it is also the source of inf or-

mation needed to promote or defeat legislation. In addition,

legislators view the activities of the special interest

groups as a legitimate exercise of power in the furtherance

of group views and goals. 4 2

Interest groups also participate in, and attempt to in-

f luence, decisions in the budgetary process. For example, the

Council of State College and University Presidents and the

Committee of Governing Boards of State Colleges and Univer-

sities were active during the 61st Legislature in attempts to

secure an increase in formula funds for higher education,

particularly faculty salaries. The two groups employed a

lobbyist to direct their campaign to garner more funds. 3

State agencies, because of their service character, cater to

identifiable groups and develop a clientele representing a

particular interest. Although state agencies do serve the

entire state, particular groups have a greater interest in one

agency than does the average citizen. Notable examples of

these groups are the Texas State Teacher's Association (TSTA)

and the Farm Bureau. TSTA's orientation is to the Texas

421nterview with Charles Herring, state senator, Austin,
Texas, November 20, 1968.

4 3 Austin-American, February 12, 1969.
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Education Agency; the Farm Bureau's is to the Department of

Agriculture.44 Both are active in attempting to secure funds

for "their" agency. The list of examples could be expanded

even further, but the point is clear: interest groups actively

participate in the budgetary decision-making process.

Analytical Framework

One final digression is in order before the role of the

Legislature in the formulation of the budget in Texas is dis-

cussed in the following chapters. This section is devoted

to a delineation of the analytical framework that will provide

the basis for the discussion in Chapter Four and will guide

the description of the process in Chapters Two and Three.

Many of the monographs and articles appearing in the

broad area of public budgeting relate to the budgetary activity

within the framework of the national government and to exec-

utive formulation of a budget and legislative review and

modification of the executive budget. The realm of budgeting

at the state level has not entirely been neglected, but the

emphasis, again, is upon legislative review of an executive

budget. This emphasis upon executive budgeting is attributable

to the fact that, for the most part, states utilize the exec-

utive budget and legislatures have the role of accepting,

modifying, or reviewing the executive' s budget.

4 4 Interview with L. P. Sturgeon, executive vice-president,
Texas State Teacher's Association, Austin, Texas, November 12,
1968.



25

In choosing a method with which to analyze the legis-

lative budgetary process in Texas, this study will utilize the

method posited by D. J. Doubleday in his L2Zjsjative Revigw

.45of the Budget in California. There are two basic reasons

for using his methodology of analysis: (1) it appears to be

the best way in which to handle the data gathered in the course

of the investigation and (2) the more conventional aspects of

the budgetary process in Texas have been covered previously

in an unpublished master's thesis.46

The literature of public budgeting focuses on decision-

making within the executive branch of government and within

the Legislature, and raises such questions as (1) Does the

executive broadly review all the policy questions involved

in determining the amount to be recommended to the Legislature,

or does he focus his attention on the changes in the present

requests for funds in comparison with the previous year's

requests or appropriations? (2) Are alternative methods of

funding considered in the process? (3) Are the decisions

made rational or objective decisions? All of these questions

come into play in an analysis of the budgetary process at

any level of government.

45Berkeley, Institute of Governmental Studies, University
of California, 1967.

46 dalter L. Jones, "The State Budgetary Process in Texas,1"
unpublished master's thesis, Department of Economics, The
University of Texas at Austin, 1966.
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In his analysis of California budgetary procedures,

Doubleday assumed that the reason for the existence of an

elaborate framework for reviewing the budget within the legis-

lative process "has as one basic purpose the making of decisions

about policies, programs, and allocation of resources."47 He

further assumes that the legislator desires to make rational

decisions and that the control of spending is a desired goal.

His most important assumption is, however, that "procedures,

practices, and organizational machinery play an important role

in determining the rationality of decision-making and the

effectiveness of control of spending." 48 Doubleday relies on

the writings of a well-known political scientist, David Truman,

as justification for his last assumption. Truman, he writes,

"points out that procedural and structural elements impose

limits on the stream of politics, noting specifically that

in the legislative process they are rarely neutral in their

effects on access to key points of decisions."49

Doubleday contends that examining the budgetary process

within the framework of decision-making in California did

not posit "a goal for the legislature which it does not share,

nor impose upon the phenomena of budget review an alien ana-

lytical scheme."50 He further asserts that rationality,

47D. J. Doubleday, Leislative Review of the B in
California (Berkeley, 1967), p. 5.

48 Ibid

4 9,bid. L50bid, p. 6.
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which he defines as equating "the marginal cost of govern-

mental service with the marginal benefit,"5 1 is an inadequate

definition. To achieve economic rationality one would have

to have a way of comparing the benefit received from the last

dollar allocated to education with the benefit received from

the last dollar spent in public health. Such definition

presents a serious theoretical problem because one becomes

involved In a tangle of comparing relative values.

Furthermore, there exists no theoretical method of com-

parIng the marginal benefits based on the decision "to

allocate C dollars to activity A instead of activity B." 5 2

The issue, in lay terms, is how to compare apples with oranges.

The fact is that it cannot be done except on the basis of

values. Thus the issue of rationality has to be defined to

avo idthe Issue of comparing relative values. A cordingly,

Doubleday assumes "that the allocations will be more nearly

rational if they are based on more rather than less search

for alternatives and information about their consequences,

more rather than less consideration of the preferences of

significant 'publics '."3 y basing rationality on a search

for alternatives, Doubleday avoids the pitfall of the classical

model of rationality, .e., the examination of all possible

52V. 0. Key, Jr., "The Lack of a Budgetary Theory," Ameri-
can tolitical Science Review, XXXIV (December, 1940), 1138,

53Doubleday, op pcit., p. 7.
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alternatives and their consequences. Furthermore, the clas-

sical concept of rationality has been thoroughly discredited

by Herbert Simon because a decision-maker cannot possibly

know the consequences of all the possible alternatives; and

it is unlikely that one person can conceive all alternatives

and predict their consequences. Also, the classical concept

of rationality is based on complete knowledge of a given

situation, which is impossible to achieve.54 The classical

model, then, does not approach the realities of decision-

making in any context. Decision-makers "satisfise" (satisfy

and suffice). That is, decision-makers select "a satisfactory

or 'good enough alternative'."55 Consequently, decisions are

made on the basis of limited knowledge, a limited comparison

of alternatives, and a limited knowledge of the consequences

of each alternative.

Doubleday finds justification for his "alternative-seeking

assumption of rationality" in Charles E. Lindblom's description

of decision-making. Lindblom states that decision-making

actually proceeds along lines that can be termed the "suc-

cessive limited comparison of alternatives,"5 6 Incremental

decision-making involves the continuous "building out from

54Herbert Simon, Administrative Behavior, 2nd ed. (New
York, Macmillan, 1957), pp. 81-84.

5 5 Doubleday, , p. 7.

56Charles E. Lindblom, "The Science of 'Muddling
Through'," 4jjc AdministrAtion yvew, XIX (Spring, 1959),
81.
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the current situation, step-by-step and by small degrees."57

Lindblom's description of decision-making is based upon

precedent and does not encompass within its scope radical

changes. It is, in effect, an approach to the realities of

decision-making in either a legislative or bureaucratic frame-

work. Lindblom does not contend that decisions are made

without the consideration of alternatives. Rather, in con-

trast to the theoretical assumptions of the classical model

of rationality, it means that the bureaucrat and legislator

"restrict their attention to relatively few values and rela-

tively few alternative policies among the countless alternatives

that might be imagined." 58 Values or goals are not excluded

in his incremental method because of the intervening of values

and facts. In fact, values or goals are shaped by facts; and

facts are shaped by values.59 Agreement among the principals

in the decision-making process is the basis for determining

whether or not the decision is a "good" one; a significant

advantage of the incremental method is that experience and

limited knowledge of the consequences of various alternatives

can be used as the basis for judging the effects of small

changes. "In addition it can be agreed that, given the limits

on knowledge within which policy-makers are confined,

57

58Ibid., p. 81.

59Burkhead, 2 p pp. 3-5.
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simplyfing by limiting the focus to small variations from

present policy makes the most of available knowledge."60

In postulating his analytical framework, Doubleday sought

to answer a possible objective to analyzing the review of the

budget within the framework of contributions to rational

decision-making. His answer is that the budget is the product

of a highly political process, but the entire idea behind budg-

eting to begin with is "an attempt to determine on more or

less objective criteria what resources are needed to achieve

determined goals."61 Legislators are presented with the

problem of funding programs conceived by the political process

and group pressures; some way has to exist to allocate scarce

resources among competing and demanding programs. Even if

the object of a decision is to enhance the political stature

of a legislator, in the long run benefits will be derived

from the consideration of alternatives that will possibly

play a part in the determination of issues.

In review and summary, the analytical scheme posits that

the budgetary process is designed to facilitate the making of

rational decisions. The test of rationality in decision-

making is based upon the consideration of alternatives. There-

fore, when the process or system encourages the examination

and consideration of alternatives and their consequences, the

601bid, p. 85.

6 1 Doubleday, 2pejfl, p. 9.
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more rational the decision-making process becomes. Ration-

ality in the sense of the classical model can never be reached.

The consideration of alternative and objective fact-finding

only increases the propensity for rationality.

Adopting the Doubleday analytical scheme does not preclude

an examination of other factors in the budgetary process. To

use his scheme in isolation would be to examine only half of

the entire picture. Therefore, as other topics develop in

the course of the study, they will be developed within the

analytical scheme and related to the overall objective of

reviewing the legislative budgetary process in Texas,

Organization of the Study

The material will be developed along the following lines

which follow the flow of the budget cycle, The second chapter

will be given to a description of the formulation of the leg-

islative budget by the Legislative Budget Board and its staff.

The third chapter is to be devoted to a description of the

process of the budget or appropriations bill in the legis-

lative process with particular emphasis upon committee review

and modification of the Leislative Budget Estimates. Chapter

Four will be the main analytical section in which the process

will be evaluated in light of the analytical scheme and con-

clusions will be drawn.



CHAPTER II

THE LEGISLATIVE BUDGET BOARD AND FORVULATION

OF THE LEGISLATIVE BUDGET

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the organi-

zation and functions of the Legislative Budget Board. To do

so, two distinct divisions are made: (1) one centers on the

professional staff of the board and how they perceive their

duties, and (2) the other focuses on the board itself, with

particular reference to the views relating to the board's

perception of its role.

The Legislative Budget Board was created by the 51st

Legislature in 1949 by the passage of Senate Bill No. 387,

providing that the board be composed of the following members:

lieutenant governor, chairman; the speaker of the House of

Representatives, vice-chairman; four members of the house

appointed by the speaker, and four members of the senate

appointed by the lieutenant governor. Two of the house

appointees are the chairman of the appropriations committee

and the chairman of the Committee on Revenue and Taxation,

while the lieutenant governor is required to appoint the

chairman of the finance committee and the chairman of the Com-

mittee on State Affairs. The board was authorized to form

32
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committees "to visit, inspect and report on any institution,

department, agency, office or employee of the State." 1

The board's authority includes the employment of a

"Director of the Budget,"2 who may employ assistants with the

approval of the board. Furthermore, the director is instructed

to prepare the general appropriations bill to be introduced

at each regular session of the Legislature. The enabling

statute allows the director to make recommendations to the

board when the board requests his advice. The director's

recommendations are not limited to fiscal matters alone, but

may relate "to any functions or duties of any department,

institution or agency or of any office, officers, employee

or employees of this State."3 The director is required to

furnish all members of the Legislature with copies of the

budget prepared by him within five days after the Legislature

convenes.

The statute further provides that all state agencies and

divisions shall submit requests for appropriations to the board

in any manner that the board may require. In examining the

budget requests of state agencies, the board or its staff

is authorized to conduct hearings and inspect facilities at

their discretion.

1.T.C.S.,Art. 5429c, Sec. 1.

21bidsSec. 2.

3 bd.

4jbid.,,Sec. 4.
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When the Legislature created its own budget agency, it

equipped the agency with broad powers. Under the statute,

there is no activity of a state agency, regardless of the

means of its funding, that cannot be examined by the board

or its staff. Vernon McGee states that the 51st Legislature

had the following purposes in creating the budget board:

First, the Legislature wished to equip itself with a
budget that related income to outgo . . . . Second,
independent budget recommendations and objective fact-
finding for the Legislature's use were desired . . . .
Third, staff help was needed in drafting appropriations
bills to be ready for attention at the start of the
legislative session . . . . Fourth . . . . The law-
makers visualized budget-preparation in a scope
larger than the mechanics of dollar estimates and
justification . . . . They wanted budget-making .
to enter the field of budget activities5for developing
the potentialities of the state . .. .

Whether the reasons for the creation of the board have,

in fact, been substantiated by history is outside the scope

of this study. What is pertinent, however, in McGee's four

reasons is the point relating to objective fact-finding.

McGee elaborates on this point by stating that the Legislature

was interested in establishing a competitive budget with

that prepared by the executive branch.6 In fact, beginning

with the 52nd Legislature in 1951, the Legislature would

have before it at least two competing budgets or two alter-

natives for consideration.

5Vernon McGee, "A Legislative Approach to State Budgeting,"
.. G Mnt 16 (February, 1953), pp. 201-202. Mr. McGee

served as Legislative Budget Director from 1949 to 1966.

6Ibd
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The enabling statute is broad, leaving the actual accom-

plishment of the preparation of a general appropriations bill

to the discretion of the budget board and the budget director.

Two roles have become evident in the formulation of the Legis-

lature's budget: the staff role and the political role of the

board members. Wildavsky defines role as "the expectation

of behavior attached to institutional positions."7 Roles are

also defined by mutual expectation and anticipation of another's

behavior. Examining the formulation of the legislative budget

within the conceptual framework of role allows an examination

of how the staff and the board members expect each other to

behave or react without having to deal with the variables of

individual personality. Moreover, the examination and delin-

eation of the activities of the board and its staff allow the

utilization of interview data in a more effective manner.

The Staff Role

The variety of staff services provided the legislatures

of the several states is more varied than the overall budg-

etary procedures in the states. California's legislature

provides the largest staff: thirty full-time budget analysts

in the office of the Legislative Analyst. Hawaii has the

second largest staft with thirteen members, while Texas'

budget board staff numbers eleven. Although Texas does not

provide the most extensive staff services, it ranks third

7 Wildavsky, op. , p. 160.



36

among the states having legislative budget staffs. The

number of personnel varies from a high of thirty in California

to a low of one-half in Delaware, with some states reporting

a category of "some staff."98 The size of the staff provided

the legislative branch has no relation to the level of state

spending.

The Le islat*iy B Staff

The eleven members of the professional staff of the board

in Texas have varied educational and work backgrounds. Their

experience extends to graduate education for some and consid-

erable work experience either in the business world or in

the state's bureaucracy for others. The range of the budget

examiners' educational experience reflects the current budget

director's classification of the budget examiner's job as

that of the generalist.9 There are no statutory prerequisites

for employment as a budget examiner, but there are several

office-established criteria: (1) a bachelor's degree is

required, with some graduate training preferred; (2) work

experience in an allied area is highly desired, e , expe-

rience as the fiscal officer of a state agency; and (3) the

ability to perform within an environment that requires the

staff member to submerge his individual preference and adhere

8Council of State Governments, op. cit., pp. 81-87.

9 Interview with Tom Keel, director, Legislative Budget
Board, Austin, Texas, November 17, 1968.
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to budget board guidelines is a must. There is some flex-

ibility in the application of all the office prerequisites

except the third one. Both the past and present director

expressed the opinion that inability to adhere to the third

prerequisite renders a person useless to the board, regardless

of his other talents.10

The division of the workload among the budget examiners

is made by the director. The general pattern that the director

attempts to follow is to assign new employees the relatively

stable agencies, ijeL, those with static programs and little

growth, then later to move them into contact with agencies

that are characterized by growth and expansion. The first

budget director's policy in the area of assignments was to

provide for some rotation in responsibilities to give the

examiner experience across the broad spectrum of state agency

activity and to rotate assignments in order to prevent the

examiner from becoming too closely identified with one agency.

The first director thought that when an examiner spoke of

"my agency," he would begin to lose his objectivity, and his

usefulness to the board would decrease.1 1 The present director

has not continued the policy of rotating agency assignments

10Interviews with Tom Keel, director, Legislative Budget
Board, Austin, Texas, November 17, 1968, and Vernon McGee,
former director, Legislative Budget Board, Austin, Texas,
February 23, 1968.

11Interviews with Vernon McGee, former director, Legis-
lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, February 23, 1968, and
October 14, 1968.
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to the extent that it existed under the first director.

Presently, rotation occurs only when new state agencies are

created and the workload needs to be adjusted or when the

examiners involved agree to the change.12

The organization of the staff of the budget board, which

is presented in Figure 2, is along functional lines, In

addition to being responsible for the overall supervision of

the activities of the budget board staff, the director shares

part of the responsibility for preparing the budget recom-

mendations for institutions of higher education. The assistant

director works exclusively with the budget requests of public

health agencies, hospitals, special schools, and the Texas

Youth Council. The task of reviewing the budget requests of

the remaining state agencies is shared by seven budget exam-

iners.

A partial inventory of current assignments reveals that

one examiner's area of responsibility includes the following

state agencies: Adjutant General, Commission on Alcoholism,

National Guard Armory Board, Highway Department, Historical

Survey Commission, Commission for Indian Affairs, Board of

Pardons and Paroles, County and District Road Indebtedness

Board, and the Veterans Affairs Commission. Another examiner

has responsibility for the following: Air Control Board,

12Interviews with William Wells, budget examiner, Legis-
lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, January 8, 1969, and John
H. Frasch, budget examiner, Legislative Budget Board, Austin,
Texas, January 10, 1969.
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Fig. 2 --Organization of the Legislative Budget Office
(Areas of Primary Responsibility)
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Employees Retirement System, Attorney General's Office, the

Comptroller of Public Accounts, Judicial Retirement System,

Fine Arts Commission, and Article I, which encompasses the

judiciary.13

From the assignments of these two examiners, it is evident

that each man's responsibility does not center entirely in

one policy area. Instead, responsibility cuts across broad

areas of state government, and each man is responsible for

examining the budget requests of agencies that are viable

and expanding and agencies that are relatively static. Giving

examiners responsibility for both types of agencies helps to

distribute the workload among the entire staff. The necessity

for doing this is greatly appreciated when one knows that the

budget examiners are responsible for reviewing the budget

requests of over 250 state agencies.

Iumanc~..of-Instructions

The initial step in the budget cycle begins when the leg-

islative budget office and the executive budget office issue

their instructions for preparing budget requests to each

agency within the state bureaucracy. Although there are

separate instructions for functional groups, e.,,Sa. "general

academic teaching institutions," "executive, legislative, and

13"Agenda," Legislative Budget Board meeting, November 7,1968, and interviews with William Wells, budget examiner, Leg-islative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, January 8, 1969, andJohn H. Frasch, budget examiner, Legislative Budget Board,
Austin, Texas, January 10, 1969.
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administrative departments and agencies," or "the judiciary,"

each set of instructions contains similar directions relating

to program justification. Each state institution is instructed

to

. . . submit a general statement of its plans for
the . . . biennium and to cite its accomplishments
and the results of its operations during the
current biennium . . . . Accomplishments of the
current biennium should include the use of new
methods of managing the institution, changes in
organization, or other new opgational procedures.
Relate these changes to cost.

The agencies are urged to describe their goals for the coming

biennium and to describe and evaluate their activities. The

importance of the general statement of results and goals and

the justification for the submitted requests are heavily

stressed. Another legislative budget office document urges

the administrator to speak "in terms of end results that

benefit the public, preferably in economic terms or in services

rendered."15 Each instruction document emphasizes the neces-

sity for making the narrative statement accompanying the

request as concise and explicit as possible because the state-

ment will affect the budget examiner's evaluation of the

14"Agencies of Higher Education: General Academic
Teaching Institutions, Detailed Instructions for Preparing
and Submitting Request for Legislative Appropriation," July,
1968, p. 2. In the files of the Legislative Budget Board.

15"Executive, Legislative and Administrative Departments
and Agencies, Detailed Instructions for Preparing and Sub-
mitting Request for Legislative Appropriations for the Biennium
Beginning September 1, 1969," July, 1969, p. 1. In the files
of the Legislative Budget Board.
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numerical requests of each agency. Agency officials are also

requested to submit any requests or recommendations relating

to desired changes in the general law governing their agency

or in rider provisions in the general appropriations bill.

They are specifically asked to describe the effect that their

recommended changes could have in increasing the efficiency

or effectiveness of their agency.

Preparation of geqests

After sending the instructions to each state agency, the

budget examiners assist the agencies in the preparation of

their requests. The examiner's participation in this phase

of the budget cycle is generally at the initiation of the

agency.16 The agency's preparation of requests during a

period of biennial appropriations stems over a period of two

to six months. During the last biennium, however, when two

one-year appropriations bills were passed by the Legislature,

agencies had less time after the passage of the appropriations

bill for fiscal 1969 to prepare their request for the next

biennium. The fiscal 1969 bill was passed in June, 1968; and

instructions were sent to the agencies in July, 1968, asking

that the requests be returned by September 1, 1968. Once the

requests are returned to the budget offices, the review phase

of the cycle begins.

16McGee, g itl, p. 202.
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Review of Reouest

When an examiner begins his review of an agency's request

for legislative appropriations, he has numerous tools, such

as the financial histories of each agency, to utilize in his

evaluation of the request. By using the financial history,

the examiner is able to compare present requests with past

requests and appropriations. He also has a roster of the

employment level authorized for each agency by the current

general appropriations bill. His most important tools, how-

ever, are his own knowledge of an agency's performance and

his experience, or the experience of other examiners, with a

particular agency. In addition, the examiner has at his dis-

posal the guidelines established by the director relating to

increases in personnel, travel allowances, consumable supplies,

or capital improvements. The review process, then, involves

the interplay of ascertainable facts, experiences, value

judgments, and administratively-imposed guidelines.17

The exact procedure followed by the individual examiner

in his evaluation of an agency's request for appropriations

varies, but there are certain similarities in all of the

methods used. The examiner generally begins the review process

by establishing an agency's "base," which refers to the min-

imum amount within which an agency can operate. and is calculated

by eliminating all capital equipment purchases or improvements

17Interview with Tom Keel, director, Legislative Budget
Board, Austin, Texas, November 17, 1968.
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from the previous year's appropriations. By using a base

figure, the budget examiner does not have to start from

"ground zero." Rather, he can build upon and compare the

agency's present biennium's request with the previous biennium's

appropriation. The results of the comparison invariably re-

veal that there is an increase in the present request over

the previous amount appropriated. The examiner's next step

is to isolate items of increase in the budget request and to

look for justifications for the increases in the narrative

portion of an agency's request for legislative appropriations.18

After the base has been established for an agency and

the increases have been isolated, hearings are conducted by

the budget examiners from the legislative budget office and

the governor's budget office. Occasionally, a member of the

budget board will participate in the agency hearings.19 The

agency hearing, the last step in the formal review process

where the bureaucrat has the opportunity to communicate with

the budget examiner, fulfills a dual purpose: (1) it allows

the bureaucrat a final opportunity to emphasize the reasons

underlying his request for more funds; and (2) it provides

an opportunity for the examiner to seek more information to

guide him in his evaluation of an agency's budget request.

18 lnterviews with John Frasch, William Wells, and Hermus
Miller, budget examiners, Legislative Budget Board, Austin,Texas, January 10, January 8, and January 23, 1969, respectively.

19 Senator A. M. Aikin of Paris sat in on the hearings
relating to junior college appropriations for fiscal 1970-1971.
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Furthermore, during the hearing, the examiner's attention is

focused on ascertaining whether or not programs or policies

are in accordance with legislative intent and in "seeing that

the state gets the best for its money."20 One examiner

emphasized that the hearing gave him a chance to "attempt to

understand the overall objectives of the agency and to learn

how they arrive at their two-year estimate of funds needed to

accomplish their goals."21 A consensus among the examiners

is that the hearings afford the opportunity to separate the

necessary increases from the unnecessary. Although the nar-

rative justification for funds submitted by all agencies is

supposed to justify all requests for increased funds, an

examiner frequently will seek more information than is pro-

vided in the narrative justification at the hearing.

Budge~t.3im As a Network ofCQo ic tion

Wildavsky contends that budgeting can be viewed as a

network of communication in which information is continually

being generated and fed back to the participants1,"22  Like-'

wise, Burkhead lists communication as one of three functions

in governmental decision-making about expenditures. "The

communication function consists in hearing the representation

20Interview with John Frasch, budget examiner, Legislative
Budget Board, Austin, Texas, January 10, 1969.

21Interview with William Wells, budget examiner, Legis-
lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, January 8, 1969.

22Wildavsky, o.p.Lit, P. 3@
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of interested and affected groups, or in ascertaining their

views and feelings."23 The budget cycle in Texas through the

agency hearing phase certainly falls within the framework of

a communication or information processing system. Information

from the agency is initially transmitted to the budget examiner

through the requests for legislative appropriations. Further

information is exchanged, secondarily, at the agency hearing,

which is the administrator's opportunity to direct the

attention of the examiner to changes in programs and to the

need for increased funds. The main participants in the hearing

process are the administrator and the budget examiner, Rarely

do special interest groups testify at the hearing, but they

are often present. Frequently, the examiners ask for addi-

tional information from the agencies to facilitate the

processing of their requests. Generally, the exchange of

information between the agency administrator and the budget

examiner ends at this point in the review process, Informal

contacts are not, however, precluded; and in the case of the

larger agencies, p2WS, Department of Public Welfare or the

Highway Department, the informal contacts and exchanges of

information will extend over the entire time the budget

examiner is preparing his recommendations on the agency' s

request,

23Burkhead, , pcl;,, p. 56. The other two functions or
elements in the process are expertise and responsibility.
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Intr-Off ice Procedures

The next phases of the legislative budget cycle are con-

ducted entirely within the legislative budget office. After

the agency hearings, the budget examiners begin making their

suggested changes in agency requests in light of the infor-

mation obtained at the hearing, the director's guidelines,

and the examiner's personal experience. Primary attention,

of course, is directed to the areas of increase. Little

attention is directed toward an examination of the base unless

some action of the Legislature, such as changing a program

from one agency to another, ending a program or not renewing

it, or combining agencies, has modified an agency's function,

In their examination of the budget request, the examiners

are particularly interested in requests for additional per-

sonnel and in salary changes or requests for job reclassification,

which has the effect of changing salaries and creating a new

position. After establishing a base for an agency and deter-

mining the level of funds needed to match the expanding

functions of an agency or to adjust the request to take into

account inflation, the examiner makes needed adjustments in

an agency's request to meet the director's guidelines. Gen-

erally, the end result of an examiner's review of agency

requests is that the total amount requested is adjusted down-

ward. A random sample of twenty-five agency requests for

the biennium ending August 31, 1971, shows that the budget
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examiners decreased all requests except one,2 4 The examiners

explain that their recommendations are generally lower than

agency requests because their job is "to cut that portion

that is not necessary to operations during the biennium."25

Ordinarily, however, the examiner' s recommendations are

higher than the previous biennium' s expenditures.

The second step in the intra-office phase of the legis-

lative budget cycle is the office review panel composed of

the director and one other budget examiner. The panel affords

the examiner the opportunity to test the soundness of his

proposal. As one staff member pointed up, the review panel

checked his recommendations "to make sure that they hold

water."26 The main purpose of the review panel is to assure

that the examiner's recommendations are in line with the

broad policy guidelines established by the board. If a

recommendation varies from the guidelines, the panel serves

as a sounding board to test the validity of the recommendation

and to decide whether the alternative suggested by an examiner

is feasible. Frequently, an examiner will be urged to present

his recommendations with a full awareness that they will not

be accepted by the budget board. The idea in this instance

24Legislative Budget Board, L i&jlative 4udget Estimates
(January, 1969), The one exception was the governor's office,

25Interview with William Wells, budget examiner, Legis-lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, January 8, 1969.
26 Interview with John H. Frasch, budget examiner, Legis-

lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, January 10, 1969,
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is to introduce alternatives relating to different ways of

funding or administering programs to the budget board.27 If

the review panel finds shortcomings in the recommendations,

they can suggest that the examiner make changes in them.

Once an examiner has finished with the review panel stage of

the process and has made the changes, if any, suggested by

the panel, he is ready to present the proposal to the full

budget board.

Presentation tothe Bfl2~ jqr

In presenting his recommendations to the board, the

examiner completes another link in the information exchange

process that is necessary to the making of rational decisions.

When the board meets, an examiner prepares a working sheet

for each member presenting the following information: (1) the

source of financing, gg.,P general revenue funds or special

funds such as the "architects registration fund" or the

"aircraft fuel tax fund no. 150," (2) the level of appro-

priations for the current biennium, (3) recommendations for

the next biennium, and (4) recommended rider provisions.

Agency requests are not included in the material provided to

the board members. Each examiner makes a verbal presentation

of his recommendations for an agency under his jurisdiction.

As a matter of practice, a staff member notes only the major

changes that he is recommending over the previous biennium's

27 Interview with Tom Keel, director, Legislative Budget
Board, Austin, Texas, November 17, 1968.
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appropriation and the reasons behind his decision. Moreover,

he may also present the major changes requested by an agency

that he did not consider necessary and the reasons for not

recommending the changes. At one time, it was the staff's

policy to provide three alternatives from which the board

could choose when presenting an agency's budget; generally

the first alternative would provide a plan for maintaining a

program at its present level; the second alternative would

provide for some expansion; and the third alternative would

provide for funding an agency at or near the agency's request.28

This method of presenting the examiner's recommendations has

ended because, in reality, the examiner was not presenting

alternatives since alternatives one and three were not feasible

ones, One examiner stated that he knew each time that the board

would opt for the moderate increase.29

Although the board usually accepts the examiner's recom-

mendations without question, it does occasionally ask an

examiner to make certain modifications and report to the

board at a later date, Occasionally, the board will increase

or add to an examiner's recommendations. For example, in its

consideration of budget examiners' recommendations for the

budget for fiscal 1969, the budget board increased the exam-

iner's request for the Texas Aeronautic Commission by $1

28 Interview with Vernon McGee, former director, Legis-lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, February 23, 1968.
2 9 lnterview with John H. Frasch, budget examiner, Legis-lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, January 10, 1969,
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million and added over $2.4 million to the Parks and Wild-

life Department's request.30 Rarely has the budget board

lowered an examiner's recommendation. It has, however, rejected

rider provisions recommended by an examiner, e.g., it deleted

the very controversial rider preventing the Air Pollution

Control Board from expending money to investigate or control

31emissions from cotton gins. Once accepted by the board, a

recommendation is generally not considered again until it

appears in the appropriations bill and is evaluated in the

legislative hearing stage of the process.

The staff's role in the preparation of the budget does

not end after the preparation of the document; it extends to

the legislative process. Two staff personnel are assigned to

serve as clerks of legislative committees; the appropriations

committee and the finance committee. The other examiners are

"on call" for a variety of duties from bill drafting to spot

research. Also, each examiner must be present when an agency

for which he is responsible is having a hearing and during

the "mark-up"32 session for the agency. During the interim,

examiners prepare for the initiation of a new budget cycle

30Minutes of the Legislative Budget Board, February 26,
1968, in the files of the board.

31Minutes of the Legislative Budget Board, November 17,
1968, in the files of the board.

32frark-up refers to the determination of the amount of
money that will be allocated to each agency and to each line
item within an agency's appropriation.
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and are frequently assigned other research tasks. Some occa-

sionally provide staff services to interim legislative

committees in fiscal areas, esg., the chief budget examiner

staffed an interim committee studying faculty compensation

at the end of the regular session of the 60th Legislature.33

The research work done by the examiners often provides

the basis for recommending changes in agency programs or the

initiation of new administrative or financial programs. For

example, members of the staff have conducted research in such

diverse areas as the funding of the Department of Public

Safety, the feasibility of leasing automobiles, and financing

vocational-technical education, to name only three.34 Fre-

quently, the recommendations of the staff based on their

research are adopted as budget board policy and are, in turn,

recommended to the Legislature to be adopted as state policy.

For example, the Legislative Budget Board accepted the staff's

recommendation that outside salary supplementation for agency

heads and university presidents be ended and recommended this

policy to the Legislature;35 however, the recommendation was

not adopted.

33lnterview with Hermus Miller, budget examiner, Legis-
lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, January 23, 1969.

3 4 Minutes of the Legislative Budget Board, August 5, 1968,
in the files of the budget board.

3Minutes of the Legislative Budget Board, December 31,
1968, in the files of the budget board.
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In review, the primary responsibility of the staff of the

budget board is to formulate recommendations to the board

based on an agency's request and to keep the requests within

the guidelines established by the board. Examiners view

their job as one of "cutting the fat" out of the requests and

providing the board members with "all the information nec-

essary for anybody logically to make a decision."36 In

order to do this, examiners must subordinate personal likes

and dislikes to bring forth the factors in any situation.

One examiner explained his position as having "to make some

recommendations that made me sick."3 7 In the framing of recom-

mendations to the board, the examiners generally agree that

they do not slant them to suit their judgment of the political

temper of the board. The director believes that it is his

responsibility to be more aware of the political factors involved

in framing alternatives and making recommendations. The

director and board members38 expect an examiner to formulate

recommendations that are fair and objective. Most of the examiners

interviewed agreed with the director's opinion and with the

board members' expectations.39 In providing the information

36lnterview with Tom Keel, director, Legislative Budget
Board, Austin, Texas, November 17, 1968.

37 mnterview with Hermus Miller, budget examiner, Legis-
lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, January 23, 1969.

381nfra., pp. 67-68.

39 lnterview with a budget examiner who requested not to
be identif ied, Austin, Texas, January, 1969.
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needed for decision-making, the examiners are often called

upon by the board to establish alternatives and to describe

the consequences of alternative courses of action. For

example, the staff recommended as an alternative way of coping

with the problems of the blind person in a complex society

that the Legislature emphasize vocational counseling and

training for the younger blind person. That is, they recom-

mended that the emphasis of the Commission for the Blind

program be changed from a program of welfare-maintenance to

vocational counseling and training.40 The staff-recommended

alternative was accepted by the board and eventually by the

Legislature.

The Role of Politician Members of the
Legislative Budget Board

The second role to be delineated is the role of the

politician members of the Legislative Budget Board. Although

the board is empowered by law to do anything that the staff

does, in actuality it has relegated itself to the position

of accepting, rejecting, or modifying the staff's recommen-

dations; its function is somewhat analogous to that of a

board of directors of a large corporation. Except for the

lieutenant governor and the speaker, the members of the board

can only devote a small portion of their time to the actual

process of budget formulation; therefore, they must place a

great deal of confidence in the produce of the staff's work.

40Minutes of the Legislative Budget Board, November 11,1968, in the files of the budget board.
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Since the board's establishment in 1949, forty-f our

senators and representatives have served as members. Prior

to the organization. of the present board in 1969, there have

been two chairmen of the board and seven vice-chairmen.41

One of the chairmen served six terms; the other, three terms.

There has been an acting chairman on two different occasions

when the lieutenant governor's office was vacant. Four of

the vice-chairmen have served one term each, and three have

served two terms each. Table III reflects the number of terms

served by senators and representatives. Ten senators and

fourteen representatives have served single terms. The longest

tenure on the board for a representative is six terms and

for a senator, eight terms. Generally, the senate half of

the board's membership has been more stable than that of the

house for the following reasons: (1) there is less turnover

in the senate, and senators serve longer terms than repre-

sentatives; and (2) the leadership group in the senate has

been more stable than the one in the house. Considering the

overall conservatism of the Legislature, it is not surprising

that the board reflects this characteristic too. Further-

more, the board generally reflects the malapportionment

4 1 Chairmen: Ben Ramsey and Preston Smith. (Four members,
Wardlow Lane, G. C. Morris, Grady Hazelwood, and Culp Krueger,
serving as president pro tempore of the senate have served as
chairman for short periods). Vice-chairmen: Durwood Manford,
Reuben E. Senterfitt, Jim Lindsey, Waggoner Carr, James Turman,
Byron Tunnell, and Ben Barnes. The present chairman is Ben
Barnes, and the vice-chairman is G. F. "Gus" Mutscher.
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of the Legislature as a whole, with members from rural districts

dominating the board from its inception to the present board.

TABLE III

TERM'S SERVED BY VIa-MBERS OF THE BUDGET BOARD

No. of Terms
Served Senators Representatives

1 10 14

2 1 6

3 3 5

4 3 0

5 0 0

6 0 1

7 0 0

8 0

Source: Compiled from the House Journal and Senate
Journal, Texas Legislature, 1949-1969, passim.

Since the beginning of the reapportionment efforts in 1965,

the board has been evenly divided between rural and urban

members. The Texas Legislature will be required to reapportion

itself in 1971,42 which will probably increase the number of

seats allocated to urban areas in both houses. An increase

in urban seats will be more noticeable in the senate with

only thirty-one places to allocate than in the house. Urban

42 Constitution of Texas, Article III, Section 28.



57

representation on the budget board will probably increase,

with more urban senators being appointed than house members.

Legislative Budget Board Meetings

During the interim between legislative sessions, the

budget board meets infrequently; the first meeting is usually

in August or September following the end of a regular session.

Generally, the first order of business is to authorize research

projects that board members want conducted or that the director

has recommended. Also, the first meeting is given to reap-

pointing the budget director for another one-year term. Only

once has a director not been reappointed by the board; this

instance occurred in September, 1966.43 After the director

is selected, the board acts on the office budget he presents

and authorizes the employment of the staff and the addition

of new employees whom the director desires. The entire

process of authorizing the staff and approving the office

budget is handled very rapidly and does not require more than

fifteen minutes of the board's time.44

The board's primary goal during its early meetings is to

produce guidelines for the budget director to utilize in the

43 Vernon McGee was not reappointed at the initiation of
former Speaker Ben Barnes, with the support of all the house
members and one senator. Barnes' reason for opposing McGee
was that McGee was too closely aligned with the senate side
of the board and did not service both houses equally.

"Minutes of the Legislative Budget Board, August 5, 1968,
in the files of the budget board,
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staff's review of agency requests and in the preparation of

recommendations to be presented to the board. The guidelines

established usually are broad and state, in general, that the

staff is to keep its recommendations within anticipated reve-

nues or not to approve increases over the present appropriations

level unless special circumstances warrant them.45  The board's

workload is not very heavy until the budget cycle begins and

the staff is prepared to make its recommendations. Before

the 60th Legislature, the state operated on a biennial budget,

but at that time, the lawmakers adopted a one-year bill.

Consequently, the calling of a special session to enact an

appropriations bill for the second year of the biennium, fiscal

1969, was necessary. Under the biennial appropriations plan,

the director, working with the board, had nearly seven months

to prepare the guidelines for the use of the examiners. Under

the annual appropriations approach, the time necessarily will

vary with the date of the special session called to enact the

second year's money bill. For example, in 1968, the instructions

to the agencies had to go out before their usual issuance time

in March in order to give the agencies and the budget board

staff ample time to prepare their recommendations because the

special session was set for June, 1968. After the end of the

special session in July, the budget board and its staff had

only three months to prepare the budget recommendations for

the 61st Legislature.

45 Ibid.
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Once the board has established guidelines for the use of

the staff, it assumes a secondary role in the process until

the staff's recommendations are prepared. For the most part,

board members do not have the time to be very active in the

preparation of the budget recommendations for several reasons:

(1) the board members have businesses and law practices to

run; and (2) there are always political campaigns to conduct

during the interim. Moreover, there is a dual operating norm

within the budget office which holds that board members will

not interfere with staff work; and staff members, in turn,

will shun publicity and never intervene in areas of the legis-

lator's prerogative, iL.. the making of policy statements.46

Once the staff is prepared to make recommendations to the

board, the board's activities increase considerably. Board

members are not provided with working materials before each

meeting unless they request them; the usual practice is to

have the examiner making a presentation to the board distribute

the materials he will be discussing before he begins his

presentation. In his presentation, the examiner touches only

on the changes he is recommending over the previous biennium's

appropriation. He also notes the changes requested by the

agency that he is not recommending and gives the reasons for

his action. Generally, the board accepts the examiner's recom-

mendations without question or comment. This is particularly

46 lnterview with Tom Keel, director, Legislative Budget
Board, Austin, Texas, November 17, 1968.
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true for the smaller agencies characterized by little increase

in the level of their program. Frequently, the examiner must

make his presentation to a board not devoting its full attention

to his efforts. The meetings of the budget board are similar

to those of any other committee, especially when the smaller

agencies' budgets are being presented. At times, members of

the board visit with each other about matters totally unrelated

to the business before them; they enter late, leave frequently,

and generally exhibit disinterest in the examiner's presen-

tation. There are times, however, when the examiners have

the full attention of the board. For example, the entire

board participated in lengthy questioning of the examiner

handling the recommendations for the Department of Public

Safety for the biennium ending August 31, 1971. They wanted

to know why the examiner did not recommend the additional

uniformed personnel requested by the department. The ques-

tioning became so strenuous that the director intervened to

help the examiner

The budget examiner's recommendations are usually accepted

without a formal vote, with the chairman asking if there are

any objections to adopting the examiner's proposal, and then

announcing that it is accepted. Only one formal vote occurred

during the course of the board's deliberations relating to the

budget for the 1970-71 biennium; the vote came on the staff

recommendation to end the practice of salary supplementation

47 Dallas MorniN ews, November 12, 1968.
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for state agency heads, particularly college and university

presidents. In its recommendation, the staff urged that it

is the state's responsibility to compensate its employees in

positions of great responsibility entirely from state funds.

The argument was based, in part, on the desire to prevent con-

flict in the loyalty of the administrator. The vote on the

issue was close; and for the casual observer, it was impossible

to tell the exact division among the board members because

the votes were cast verbally first and then by hand signals.

The chairman, however, supported the examiner's recommendation

and announced that the board was accepting the policy of

funding salaries entirely front state funds and was ending the

practice of supplementation. The adoption of this policy

resulted in several administrators' salaries being higher in

the Legjslative Budget Estimates than in the agency's request,

eg, the Board of Directors of Texas Technological College

requested a salary of $35,000 per annum for its president;

the board recommended $42,000. The board's policy was not,

however, accepted by the Legislature, which retained the

policy of salary supplementation to keep overall appropriations

lower.48

The board's meetings are generally open to the public

and to the press; however, in the past no notice has been

4 Minutes of the Legislative Budget Board, December 31,
1968, in the files of the budget board.
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given as to when they will be held.49 State law now provides

that the meetings are to be open to the public unless the

subject under discussion relates to personnel matters, at

which time the board of any state group may hold executive

session.50 The board frequently uses the issue of personnel

matters to go into executive session to hear reports from

the staff and to act upon staff recommendations. The present

director believes that the use of executive sessions is con-

ducive to a more open discussion among board members of the

examiner's recommendations and reports.51 During the board's

deliberation of the staff recommendations for the 1970-1971

biennium, the use of executive sessions was frequent, with

one session lasting only a few minutes; another executive

session lasted the entire board meeting. Executive sessions

will continue to be used by the board as long as they serve

the purpose of allowing more open discussion among board

members on potentially controversial policy questions. Also,

executive sessions serve as a protective device by allowing

a board member to support a new policy that could cause him

to have trouble in his district if his position on the issue

or advocacy of the issue were made known by the press.

49Beginning in September, 1969, the director will be
required to post the meeting time and place for all budget
board meetings under an open meeting act passed by the 61st
Legislature. (S.B. 260, Acts of the 61st Legislature, Regular
Session, 1969).

50VT.C.S.,, Article 6252-17.
5 1 lnterview with Tom Keel, director, Legislative Budget

Board, Austin, Texas, November 17, 1968.
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The budget board, then, operates on the basic assumption

that the examiners and the director are presenting the members

with all the relevant information necessary to make a decision.

Also, the budget board has a great deal of confidence in the

recommendations of the staff. This is evident from their

acceptance of staff recommendations in a ro r manner.

What remains is to delineate the board members' perception of

their role and that of the staff.52

Legislative BudgejtBoard Members'
Perception of their Role

Individuals who formerly have served on the budget board

as well as the present members view their roles on the board

as formulating, with the assistance of the staff, a budget

that is manageable and designed to perpetuate economy in the

state's government. Traditionally, the document coming from

the combined efforts of the board and the staff has fallen

within the estimate of funds available for the state to spend.

The idea is to produce a "realistic" budget that will get the

most mileage out of the tax dollar. The board members view

their job as essentially a policy-making one. Although the

budget they produce is considered to be one to build upon,

there are items that are never changed during the course of

the legislative process. The board members do not believe

52 Information for this portion of the study comes from
several formal interviews conducted by the writer and from
numerous informal discussions with members of the budget board.
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their influence on policy stems from a position of power.

Rather, they view it as a matter of persuasion and expertise.

Other members of the Legislature are reluctant to question

board recommendations because the board had information at its

disposal that others do not normally have when its policy choice

was made.53 Another source of the board's influence on policy,

as expressed in the budget or appropriations bill, is the

fact that from three to five budget board members are on the

conference committee which writes the final bill.54

Board members express a desire to have detailed inf or-

mation before them when making a decision on a budget examiner's

recommendation. They realize, however, that the detail they

desire is virtually impossible to obtain. Instead, they are

forced to concentrate upon the increases in budget requests.

One board member expressed his predicament this way: "I try

to look at what they state agencies) need and how they justify

their needs, but time and pressures force us to look at over-

all increases."55 A former board member explained that the

board had to focus on the increases "unless there is some

fault to pick or a member is particularly curious about a

53 Interviews with Senators Charles Herring, Tom Creighton,
Representative Richard Slack, Austin, Texas, December 17, 1968,
January 14, and January 19, 1969, respectively.

54Jnfra.,pTable V, p. 99.

5 5 lnterview with Richard Slack, state representative,
Austin, Texas, January 29, 1969.



65

program."56 The members are not only interested in the increases

within an agency's request, but they express a desire for each

increase to be justified in terms of efficiency or increased

services to the people. In concentrating on increases, the

board members emphasized that they did not hesitate to inquire

into the operation of an agency if they believed it was not

operating properly.

Budget board members work in an environment of ever-

increasing demands for the enlargement of funds for a wide

variety of programs. They expect agencies to request more

funds each biennium, and this conviction is shared by the

board's staff. Board members and the staff do not believe,

however, that a continuous submission of requests for more

funds is necessarily detrimental to an agency's standing before

the board. Agency officials are expected to do as good a job

as possible; and if it requires requesting funds, then board

members do not consider this harmful. However, the board

and staff do consider requests that are unjustifiable as

detrimental, j,et requests of this type cause the budget

board and staff to lose confidence in the ability of the staff

of the agency and its manner of determining requests for

legislative appropriations. Members of the board and staff

also view an agency's request for funds by the manner in

56 lnterview with Crawford Martin, attorney general, Austin,
Texas, December 4, 1968. (Mr. Martin served on the budget
board and numerous appropriations conference committees when
he was a state senator).
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which the appropriated funds are expended. An agency that

does a good job with what it has builds confidence in itself;

members and staff, therefore, tend to view the agency's

request for increased funds as legitimate. One agency and

its administrator were classified voluntarily by a majority

of the board members as having the confidence of the board in

the amounts requested and the manner in which appropriated

funds were managed. When considering the requests of M. D.

Anderson Tumor Institute, one board member commented: " , .

I want them to get everything they want."57

Staff members feel that they are to cut the unnecessary

from agency requests before submitting their recommendations

to the board.58 Board members, in turn, expect an examiner

to present recommendations that provide for needed expansion

and better services but with all unnecessary items eliminated.

The decision of what is or is not necessary is a value judgment,

but it is one that the staff is expected to make. An incum-

bent board member explained his attitude about staff reduction

in agency requests: "We have a lot of confidence in our staff

to submit one budget recommendation) that has the fat cut out,

but one that is not too harsh; it must not wreck the effectiveness

57 Statement by Senator A. M. Aikin at a Legislative Budget
Board meeting, December 30, 1968.

58 lnterviews with Tom Keel, director, Hermus Miller,
William Wells, and John H. Frasch, budget examiners, Legisla-
tive Budget Board, Austin, Texas, November 17, 1968, January
23, January 8, and January 10, 1969, respectively.



67

of a program."59 Board members also have confidence in the

staff's ability to eliminate the unnecessary because of their

expertise, ie., "they know the tricks of the trade and are

expected to catch these things Cinnecessary items)."60  The

general expectation of the board member is, then, that the

budget recommendation made by the staff will be lower than

the agency's request and will contain only the justifiable,

needed items of increase.

In making recommendations, the board expects the examiners

to frame their recommendations and whatever alternatives

might be present in a manner that is as objective as possible

so as not to be slanted toward any particular board member

or identifiable factions. Rather, the staff is expected to

make the recommendation that will facilitate the fulfilling

of the agency's purpose as established by the Legislature.

On the other hand, political judgments are entirely the domain

of the office holder. Nevertheless, the examiner is expected

to be able to identify for the board members a political

problem that he anticipates will stem from a particular decision.

The board member makes a distinction between the staff and

the budget director in that the budget director is expected

to have an understanding of the political consequences of

the budget and to counsel board members about those consequences.

59 1nterview with Richard Slack, state representative,
Austin, Texas, January 29, 1969.

6 0 lnterview with Charles Herring, state senator, Austin,
Texas, December 17, 1968.



68

Although the board members expect each examiner's recommen-

dations to be as objective as possible, they realize that the

examiner cannot divorce himself completely from making polit-

ical judgments in the course of his work, but such judgments

are expected to be minimal and marginal and never overtly

made.6 1

In the operation of the board, other members contend

that the chairman and vice-chairman do not attempt to control

the deliberations of the board. One board member emphasized,

however, that the two legislative leaders do not make a habit

of appointing people with whom they cannot work or influence. 6 2

All emphasize that they expect leadership from the chairman

and vice-chairman and that the type of leadership depends

upon the personalities involved. The chairman and vice-

chairman exert their greatest influence in areas in which they

have particular interest, but this is true for any member of

the board. The way in which the board accepts the examiner's

recommendation allows any member with interest in an agency

or program to shape the board's recommendations in that area.

There is a custom of reciprocity in this instance, and seemingly

it works to the benefit of all.

6 1 Interviews with Tom Creighton, state senator, and
Richard Slack, state representative, Austin, Texas, January 14
and January 29, 1969, respectively.

62 Interview with Tom Creighton, state senator, Austin,
Texas, January 14, 1969.
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Legislative Bud et Staff-Budget Board Integration

Richard Fenno reported that the House Appropriations

Committee of the Congress of the United States is a highly

integrated system sharing relatively stable perceptions about

other actors in the budgetary process. He found that both

the members of the committee and the staff hold the same per-

ception of their tasks, which he broadly defined as protecting

63the treasury. The same conclusion can be drawn about the

degree of integration among the staff of the budget board and

the members of the board in this state. Both the staff and

the budget board are highly integrated, and the two roles are

mutually reinforcing* A measurement of committee integration

is the sharing of perceptions about the task at hand. In

Texas, the board and the staff share the same orientation of

cutting agency budget requests and getting the most mileage

possible out of the tax dollar. Both are oriented toward

improving agency operations within the level of anticipated

revenues. Also, both identifiable roles share the same per-

ceptions of agency requests, ie, they expect agencies to

request more money each time and to pad their requests to

hedge against the reductions that will be made. The impli-

cation of the integration of the staff role and political

role will be discussed later in this study.

63Richard F. Fenno, "The House Appropriations Committee
as a Political System: The Problem of Integration," A1rican
Political Science Review 56 (June, 1962), 310-324.
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In review, the role of the politician on the budget

board is one of generally accepting the recommendations of

the budget examiner. Although alternative proposals are

formulated by the examiners, it is the examiner's recommen-

dation that is usually accepted. The board as a whole expresses

high confidence in the expertise and work of the budget exam-

iners. The examiners are expected to make their recommendations

in a fair and objective manner, leaving whatever political

considerations there are to the board members, Board members,

in turn, are expected not to interfere in the staff's formu-

lation of budget requests until they are formally presented

to the board. Individual members on the board are expected

to defer to the wishes of other members in an area where one

has a particular interest or expertise. Furthermore, the

board is a highly integrated subsystem within the budgetary-

appropriations system; and this integration lends itself to

creating a stable environment for decision-making.

he Legislative Budget Estimat29S

The end product of the budgetary-appropriations process

within the Legislative Budget Board office is the Leislative

Budget Estimates. This document is a compilation of all the

board's recommendations, plus information relating to funds

expended in the previous biennium by category and agency

requests for the biennium with which the estimates are con-

cerned.
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The document is divided into sections providing summary

information and sections providing budget recommendations for

the judiciary (Article I), public health, hospitals, special

schools, and youth institutions (Article II), executive and

administrative departments and agencies (Article III), and

agencies of public education (Article IV). Under each agency

heading, the document furnishes information relating (1) to

the number of people presently employed, (2) to the number of

employees requested for the biennium, and (3) to the number

of employees recommended by the budget board. Also, the

legislator is presented information (using the Legislative

udet ifateg 1970-1971, as an example) relating to funds

expended in 1967 and 1968, funds budgeted for 1969, agency

requests for 1970 and 1971, and the board's recommendations

for 1970 and 1971. This information is delineated for each

line item under the broad categories of personal services

and other expenses. For example, Figure 3 is a reproduction

of a page from the Legislative Budget Estimates for the current

biennium presenting the information for the Board of Examiners

in Basic Sciences. Larger state agencies will frequently

have other budgetary categories, gx. the State Building

Commission and the Department of Corrections have breakdowns

covering construction of facilities. The categorical break-

down of the budgets of agencies of higher education is

presented differently in Article IV. The budget printed for

North Texas State University is reproduced in Figure 4 to
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H. B. Hardt, Ph.D., Fort Worth, President - 7/23/73
Mrs. Betty J. Anderson, Executive Secretary
E. D. Wilson, Ph.D., Huntsville - 7/23/69
P. C. Witt, Ph.D., Abilene - 7/23/69
W* M. Longnecker, Ph.D., Dallas - 7/23/71
Virgil Tweedie, Ph.D., Waco - 7/23/71
E. C. Girvin, Ph.D., Georgetown - 7/23/73

The Minimum Standards Law provides that each person who

desires to be licensed to practice medicine, osteopathy, or

chiropractic in Texas must first obtain a basic science

certificate. The Board processes applications, gives written

examinations, and issues certificates to successful applicants.

The Board also issues certificates by waiver and by reciprocity

under arrangements with other states with comparable standards.

Since its inception in 1949, approximately 62/ of the certifi-

cates issued by the :Board have been by waiver. The Board

maintains extensive files on all of the medical schools in 63

countries in order to be able to verify the credentials of

foreign or foreign-trained applicants who apply for certification.

The Board issued 991 basic science certificates during fiscal 1968.

Appropriations for the Board are made from the Basic

Science Examiners Fund No. 220, which consists of income from

examination and certification fees. At the end of the 1968

fiscal year, the balance in the Basic Science Examiners Fund

was $104,315. Total receipts deposited to the fund during

1968 amounted to $48,160, and the excess of receipts over

expenditures and transfers during 1968 amounted to $5,386.

Fig. 3--Board of Examiners in the Basic Sciences



73

Statutory Reference: Establishing - Chapter 95, Acts

of the Fifty-First Legislature, 1949, Regular Session, as

amended (codified as Vernon's Annotated Civil Statutes, Article

4590c).

Number of Positions:

Out of the Basic Sciences
Examination Fund:

Personal Services--

Per Diem of Board Members

Executive Secretary

1501 Administrative Technician I

0133 Secretary II

0103 Clerk Typist I

Seasonal Help

kerit Salary Increase

Total, Personal Services

Other Expenses --

Travel

Operating Expenses and Capital
Outlay

GRAND TOTAL, BOARD OF EXAMINERS
IN THE BASIC SCIENCES

Expended
1967 1968

2 4

> 6,175

6,000

3,660

$ 5,350

8,400

5,256

4,176

3,660

1,500

$17 ,335

2,941

'26,842

3,097

1.

2.

3,

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

$2970

Fig. 3--Continued
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que s ted
1970 1971

4 4

$ 8,000

9,600

5,808

4,608

4,044

246

$32,306

4, 00()

14,1.7,1780

$4 4,086(5

R commended
1970 1971

4 4

8,000

10,800

6,204

4,920

4,320

263

$34,507

$ 8,000

8, 400

5,616

4,464

3,912

$30,392

4,800 3,500

$ 8,000

8,400

5,616

4,464

3,912

$30,392

3,500

62990

$36,792

Fig. 3 -- Continued

B$udge ted
1969

4

8,000

8,400

5,436

4,320

3,780

$29,936

3p, 00

13-,175

$,611 $37,1067
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1967

I. General Administration:
a. President (with house and

utilities)
b. All Other General

Administration
2. General Institutional Expense
3. Resident Instruction:

a, Faculty Salaries
b. Departmental Operating

Expense
c, Instructional Administration
d, Organized Activities

4, Vocational Teacher Training
5. Library
6. Organized Research
7, Extension and Public Service
8. Physical Plant Operation and

Maintenance:
a. General Services
b. Building maintenance
c. Custodial Services
d. Grounds Maintenance
e. Utilities

(1) Purchased Utilities
(2) All Other Utilities

Expense
9. Special Items

10. Major pairss and Rehabilitation
of Buildings and Facilities

11. Salar, Increases for Non-faculty
Personnel

TOTAL, NORTH TEXA&S STATE
*UNIVERSITY

Less Estimated Other
Educational and General
Funds

Net General Revenue

1968

$ 16,500 $ 21,000

691,742
204,485

7,143,013

993,689
194,238

10,640
12,305

761,095
210,126
92,783

127,196
159,586
173,387
101,903

157,241

6,057
49,725

$11,105,711

3Q2,18

$ 8,O84,2993

822,093
184,692

8,315,079

1,207,455
217,760
11,863
11,530

915,296
470,687
79,269

108,845
251,682
212,790
136,963

202,801

7,611
56,536

879

$13,234,831

2,466,362

$10,768,469

F3ig. 4--North Texas State University

-I- ----- Expended
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Appro2riated
1969

BuldaeteRequested
1969 1970 1971 1970

Recommended j
1971

21,000 $ 21,000 $ 35,000 $

744,565
178,021

8,906,846

1,297,288
205,650

6,600
11,813

930,215
551,214
132,000

95,850
285,639
235,161
138,469

180,500

12,400
70,500

356,580

101,773

$14,462,084

802,188
215,813

8,906,846

1,348,432
234,438
13,350
8,950

970,215
551,214
90,400

134,535
286,427
279,684
159,220

180,500

12,605
70,500

356,580

$14,642,897

2, 13 8 1
$12 - 2W 9,138,

1,039,935
226,604

10,260,071

1,816,736
246,160
14,017
14,000

1,117,026
933,276
75,000

141 ,262
351,171
369,616
175,142

184,000

13,235
234,150

140,000

35,000 $

1,094,431
237,934.

11,035,532

1,906,939
258,468

14,717
14,450

1,173,752
1,002,680

75,000

148,325
390,125,
432,512
184,297

187,500

13,897
234,308

70,000

35,000 $

782,337
197,067

9,532,401

1,546,220
246,160
5,040
8,950

1,065,138
551,214
80,000

164,535
322,876
271,051
159,220

184,000

12,605
40,500

140,000

35,000

782,337
197,067

9,532,401

1,546,220
258,468

5,292
8,950

1,065,138
551,214
80,000

164,535
390,125
302,071
159,220

187,500

12,605
40,500

70,000

$17,386,401 $18,509,867 $15,344,314 $15,388,643

2v203,715 J 2,i 2,f38,609 2,3,33

jjj j8Q6 $ 240470 $132,105.,705 $jQ105j5,60

Fig. 4--Continued

$12, 8,31
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illustrate the information provided by the Legislative Bu;let

EstiMates for colleges and universities. Other categories

appear in the larger agencies' budgets, e__,9 within the State

Building Commission's recommendation appears a category for

construction projects. The document also gives the manner

of financing for each agency and shows the source of all funds

recommended.

The Legislative Budget Estimates present each legislator

with a volume of information, but there is no indication of

the reasons behind the board's recommendation for any item

in the budget. Legislators realize, however, that the budget

board document does not represent a definitive plan for funding

agency programs. Rather it is a starting point to build upon.6 4

The main contribution of the document to decision-making, then,

is that when the legislative committees begin their hearings

on the budget bill, they can concentrate on the differences

between the budget board's recommendation and the agency's

request. In other words, they need not start from scratch in

their considerations of the bill. At the committee hearings,

the way is open for consideration of alternatives presented

by the agency and by the governor's budget recommendations.

Legislative consideration of the budget will be reviewed in

the next chapter.

6 4 Interviews with Tom Keel, director, Legislative Budget
Board, Vernon McGee, former director, Legislative Budget Board,
Senator Charles Herring, and Representatives Joe Ratcliff and
Richard Slack, Austin, Texas, November 17, 1968, February 23,
1968, December 14, 1968, January 14 and January 29, 1969, respec-
t ive ly.



CHAPTER III

LEGISLATIVE REVIEW OF THE BUDGET:

THE APPROPRIATIONS PROCESS

The previous chapter described the formulation of the

legislative budget and delineated the roles of the participants

in the process. The purpose of this chapter is to examine

and describe the course of the budget within three groups in

the legislative process: the House Committee on Appropriations,

the Senate Committee on Finance, and the joint conference

committee, which is appointed to adjust the differences between

the senate appropriations bill and that of the house.

One of the salient points concerning the legislative

process in Texas is the pervasive influence of the presiding

officer of each house in determining the activity and output

of each chamber. 1 It should be remembered that the speaker

and the lieutenant governor make all the committee assign-

ments; moreover, the assignments are made in a manner that

reflects the policy perspective of these two officials.2 By

having his friends and political allies on certain committees,

the presiding officer assures that only those measures he

2upra!,, pp. 14-17.

interview with R. H. "Dick" Cory, state representative,
Austin, Texas, January 19, 1969.

78
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favors are reported from committee, that they are reported at

the right time, and that the bills he opposes die a silent

death in the committee or in a subcommittee. The Leuijltive

udjt4f ltfmte, therefore, enters a committee system that

is controlled by the presiding officer of each house, and

furthermore, the fate of the appropriations bill is largely

in the hands of each presiding officer and his close lieu-

tenants.

The House Committee on Appropriations

The rules of the house state that the Committee on Appro-

priations shall have jurisdiction over all bills appropriating

money from the general revenue fund3 and all other funds for

the maintenance of the state government, its departments, and

institutions. The rules further provide that the committee

shall consist of twenty-one members appointed by the speaker.4

Before the establishment of the budget board in 1949, the

authority of the appropriations committee extended only to

money appropriated from the general revenue fund, Agencies

funded from special, dedicated funds received open-ended

financing allowing them to expend whatever funds were available.

3The general revenue fund is commonly called the state's
chief checking account. It is not, however, the only source
of funds for the operating of the state's government. For
example, there are numerous dedicated funds such as the high-
way fund and the available school fund devoted to a single
purpose.

4Texas Legislative Council, "Rules of the House, Rule 7,
section 2," Texas Lepislative Manual (Austin, 1966), p. 16.
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With the creation of the budget board, however, the practice

of open-ended appropriations came to a halt; and the rules

of the house were subsequently changed to reflect the attitude

of the Legislature to oversee the manner in which all funds

were expended.5

Since the establishment of the budget board, four men

have served as chairman of the appropriations committee. Two

of the chairmen served only one term each; of the other two,

one served three terms and the current chairman is completing

his fifth term as chairman of the committee. 6  Moreover, he

has served as chairman of the appropriations committee longer

than any other legislator in the history of the state. A

recent study states that, in the past, over 50 per cent of

the chairmen of house committees had never served on the com-

mittee they were to lead and that 70 per cent of the committee

assignments were made to legislators having no previous expe-

rience on the committee to which they were assigned.7 With

respect to the appropriations committee, only one chairman

served on the committee prior to being appointed to head it,

interview with Vernon McGee, former director, Legislative
Budget Board, Austin, Texas, October 14, 1968.

6Legislators serving as chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations are W. H. Rampy, one term, Max C. Smith, three terms,
James M. Cotten, one term, and W. S. Heatly, five terms. Mr.
Heatly is presently serving as chairman of the committee.

7William E. Oden, "Tenure and Turnover in Recent Texas
Legislatures," Out tern Social jgj e Quarterly, 45
(March, 1965), 371-375.
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and since 1949, the average turnover on the committee has been

67 per cent,8 Furthermore, the turnover on the appropriations

committee has been high even when the leadership in the house

has been stable. For example, Reuben Senterfitt was speaker

during the 52nd and 53rd Legislatures; however, his appropri-

ations committee for the 53rd session had fourteen new members

or a 66 per cent turnover. The same is true for Waggoner

Carr's second term as speaker during the 56th session. Speaker

Barnes, however, replaced only 48 per cent of the committee

during his second term in 1967.9 One reason for the high

turnover rate on the appropriations committee, as with other

house committees, is the high rate of turnover in the house.

Oden reports that at least 40 per cent of each Legislature

is comprised of new members. 1 0 Also, a member's interests

will change from session to session, as will his relationship

to the speaker which is the prime factor affecting committee

appointments. Undoubtedly, some members shirk the appro-

priations committee because of the hard work and extended

hours involved in reviewing the budget. One implication of

the high turnover rate on the committee is that few members

have an opportunity to develop sufficient experience with

agencies' budget requests and budget board recommendations

8The Committee on Appropriations for the 51st Legislature,
1949, is used as the base.

9Compiled from the flga Journals, 1949-1969.

100den, p.. , p. 371.
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to facilitate their use in decision-making. Although the.

turnover is high for members, the relative stability that

has developed, and is developing, in the chairmanship results

in a concentration of knowledge and expertise in the chairman,

thereby increasing his already considerable powers.

Under the rules adopted by all committees in the house,

a chairman is given considerable power to decide when and

where bills will be heard. Also, every committee in the house

operates with an automatic subcommittee rule, Lt.a every bill

is sent to a subcommittee for further study after a committee

hearing. Although this rule is adopted by the appropriations

committee, it is not used for the general appropriations

bill, which is considered by the full committee. Subcommittees

are used, however, for other bills referred to the committee."1

Table IV presents information relating to the number of bills

referred to the appropriations committee by the speaker for

the 57th through 60th sessions of the Legislature. The number

of bills referred to the House Committee on State Affairs,

the committee of general jurisdiction in the house, is com-

pared to the number submitted to the appropriations committee.

The range of referrals to the appropriations committee is

from a high of eighty-seven referred in the 57th session to

a low of fifty-six referrals during the 59th session. The

11Interview with Hermus Miller, budget examiner, Legis-
lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, January 2, 1969. (Mr.
Miller has been clerk of the appropriations committee since
1963).
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state affairs committee's range of referral is a high of 286

in the 58th and a low of 175 during the 59th session. As

can be seen from the table, the appropriations committee does

not have the greatest number of referrals during a regular

session of the Legislature; but it undoubtedly has the largest

single measure to consider, evaluate, and analyze. The appro-

priations committee has always been, however, in the top

twelve committees in total referrals.12

TABLE IV

NUMBER OF BILLS REFERRED TO THE HOUSE COMMITTEE
ON APPROPRIATIONS AND HOUSE

COMMITTEE ON STATE AFFAIRS

Session

Committee 57th 58th 59th 60th

Appropriations 87 85 56 82

State Affairs 255 286 175 260

Members of the appropriations committee, on the average,

also served on at least four other committees, compared to

five for other house members. The other assignments of the

appropriations committee members tend to be to minor com-

mittees because the time required to consider the appropriations

12 Compiled from information furnished by Bess Dunlevy,
research associate, Texas Legislative Council, January, 1969.
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bill leaves the legislator little free time for other com-

mittees or for his own legislative program. The number of

freshmen legislators on the committee for the 61st session

was three. Former speakers have usually limited the number

of freshmen on the important committees in the house (state

affairs, revenue and taxation, and appropriations) to three

because a speaker is not always exactly sure where a man's

loyalties lie until he has been tested in the fire in the

legislative process.13 In summary, some of the salient char-

acteristics of the House Committee on Appropriations are

(1) the relative high turnover among committee members, (2)

the relative stability in the chairmanship since 1959, (3) the

heavy workload of the committee and committee members, and

(4) the lack of opportunity for members to develop expertise

in the area of agency budget needs. The implications of

these characteristics for rational decisionwmaking will be

discussed in Chapter Four.

The Senate Finance Committee

Unlike the house rules, which prescribe in broad fashion

the rules of the appropriations committee, the rules of the

senate simply prescribe that there shall be a standing Com-

mittee on Finance; and it shall consist of the members that

1 3 lnterview with R. H. Cory, state representative, Austin,
Texas, January 19, 1969.
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the lieutenant governor appoints.14 There is no prescription

relating to either the size of the committee or its jurisdiction.

However, since 1949, twenty-one senators have served on the

finance committee during each session of the Legislature.

Since the creation of the budget board, seven senators

have served as chairman of the finance committee. Only one

senator has served two consecutive terms as chairman; another

has served two non-consecutive terms.15 The chairmanship has

changed more frequently in the senate than in the house, even

though the senate's leadership has been more stable. The

probable explanation for the frequent change in the chairman-

ship of the finance committee is the existence of an informal

agreement among the senior members of the senate to rotate

that position among themselves. Unlike the house, all of

the finance committee chairmen have been members of the com-

mittee for at least one term before becoming chairman. The

average turnover on the committee for each session since 1951

has been 33 per cent,16 which compares with the 67 per cent

turnover on the house appropriations committee. The turn-

over rate on the finance committee is higher, however, than

1 4 Texas Legislative Council, "Rules of the Senate, Rule
77," Tex LeijlajIve Manual (Austin, 1966), p. 48.

15 Senator William S. Fly served as chairman of the finance
committee during the 55th and 56th Legislatures. Senator
Grady Hazelwood of Canyon served as chairman during the 58th
and 61st Legislatures.

16 The finance committee during the 51st Legislature, 1949,
is used as the base.
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the overall turnover rate in the senate, which averages approx-

imately 17 per cent each session.17 Changes in the leadership

in the senate have produced the following changes in the

composition of the finance committee: former Lieutenant Gov-

ernor Ben Ramsey replaced 52 per cent of the committee his

first term in office; former Lieutenant Governor Preston Smith

replaced 42 per cent of the committee his first term; and

Lieutenant Governor Ben Barnes replaced only 38 per cent of

the committee his first term. Fluctuation in the finance com-

mittee's composition is considerably lower than that in the

house appropriations committee for the following reasons:

(1) the leadership in the senate is more stable than that in

the house; (2) there is a lower overall turnover rate in the

senate than in the house, and (3) the lieutenant governor has

fewer options in making his committee assignments among the

thirty-one senators.

All senate members, including the finance committee mem-

bers,18 serve on an average of ten committees, which is twice

as high as the average of the house. The seemingly impossible

workload of the finance committee members, however, is light-

ened considerably by the fact that the committee always

utilizes a five-man subcommittee to conduct the agency hearings

and to recommend changes in the budget board bill to the full

170den, 22_ sian p. 373.

1 8 Compiled from information furnished by Charles Schnabe1,
secretary of the senate, Austin, Texas, January, 1969.
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committee. (The house appropriations committee does not use

a subcommittee system for either agency hearings or the "mark-

up" stage). The five-man subcommittee that conducted the

agency hearings during the 61st Legislature was composed of

senators who were, in addition, the chairmen of five other

committees with substantial workloads.19 The workload of

the full committee is reduced by utilizing a subcommittee,

but the subcommittee members' responsibilities remain great.

Another factor reducing the workload of finance committee

members is the fact that few bills other than the appropri-

ations bill are referred to the committee. For example, during

the regular session of the 60th Legislature, the finance coma

mittee had only twenty-seven senate bills referred to it and

nine house bills, whereas the house appropriations committee

was responsible for eighty-two house bills and nineteen senate

bills.

In summation, the finance committee is characterized by

relatively low turnover in its membership when compared to

the house appropriations committee, but there is not the

stability present in the chairmanship in the senate that exists

in the house. Secondly, the senate finance committee utilizes

a subcommittee to reduce the workload of the committee as a

whole, and the finance committee is responsible for fewer

bills than the house appropriations committee.

19The committees were education (A. M. Aikin), water and
conservation, (Tom Creighton), jurisprudence (Charles Herring),
rules (A. R. Schwartz), and nominations (J. P. Word).
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Staff Services for the Senate Finance Committee
and House Appropriations Committee

When the Legislature convenes in regular session, the

Legislative Budget Board becomes inoperative. However, "the

legislative budget staff does not become inoperative. Instead

it shifts into extra-high gear."20 As has been pointed out,

staff members become the staff of the house appropriations

committee and the senate finance committee. Generally, one

member of the staff is assigned permanently to work with the

chairman of the committee or subcommittee. The other staff

members are present when agencies for which they are responsible

are having a hearing before either committee. Before 1966,

the director worked with the senate; and his first assistant

was assigned to the house. This practice has now changed,

and the director attempts to divide his time evenly between

the two committees.2 1

The duties of a staff member assigned to a committee are

similar to those of other committee clerks. He works under

the direct supervision of the chairman with the responsibility

for scheduling hearings, supervising clerical help, and

gathering information for committee members. When an agency's

hearing is being conducted, the responsible staff member is

present to answer questions relating to the agency and its

20McGee, _. , p. 203.

21Interview with Tom Keel, director, Legislative Budget
Board, Austin, Texas, November 17, 1968.
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performance and to provide any information desired by a com-

mittee member. Staff members indicate that they try to avoid

becoming embroiled in policy debates at the committee hearings

and that they attempt to restrict themselves to providing

information. 2 2 Staff members also are responsible for keeping

abreast of the changes recommended by the committees and for

providing this information to the committee members during

the mark-up session at the end of the agency hearing phase of

the process. The staff activities, in short, do not change

substantially during the legislative session, except that the

time factor becomes even more crucial.

Agency Hearings Before the Senate Finance and
House Appropriations Committees

Because of the fact that the writer served as a legis-

lative intern in the Texas House of Representatives during

the 61st Legislature and was able to observe first-hand the

proceedings of the house, this study will concentrate largely

on the House Committee on Appropriations. However, interviews

and informal discussions with both committee members and the

legislative budget staff indicate that the testimony of an

agency administrator before the house committee is essentially

the same as testimony before the senate finance committee.

The testimony is directed, moreover, to identical documents

and has the same purpose--to request increases and to justify

22 Interview with William Wells, budget examiner, Legis-
lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, January 8, 1969.
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the request. The only essential difference between the two

hearings is that there are more questions asked at the house

hearing than at the senate hearing.23

The house appropriations committee conducted more than

100 hours of public hearings on agency budget requests for

appropriations from the 61st Legislature.24 The chairman,

W. S. Heatly of Paducah, initiated hearings the day after the

speaker announced his committee appointments. Committee

assignments were announced January 28, 1969; and Heatly started

the hearings Thursday afternoon, January 29, 1969. Hearings

were scheduled through the last week in February; the senate

committee followed approximately the same schedule.

The agency hearing is initiated when the chairman of the

committee calls for the administrator to begin his testimony.

In some instances, the testimony relating to an agency's

request for appropriations is presented by the chairman of

the agency's policy-making board. An example is the case of

The University of Texas System, where the chairman of the board

of regents initiated and carried a large part of the burden

in presenting the system's request for funds, To begin the

hearing, each agency prefaces its remarks by distributing to

the committee a copy of its revised requests for appropriations.

23 Interview with Hermus Miller, budget examiner, Legis-
lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, January 8, 1969.

24Compiled from information supplied by Hermus Miller,
clerk, House Committee on Appropriations, Austin, Texas,
February, 1969.



91

Agency heads are requesting, in every instance, more funds

than are recommended by the Ljjflajtiv Budet Etimate.

Few, if any, of the agencies revert to their original request

made to the budget board. Instead, they all present new,

amended requests to the appropriations committees asking for

more money than the budget board recommended.25 Universities

tend to center their requests on more money for faculty salaries

and higher appropriations for departmental operating expenses;

administrative agencies ask for the authority to employ more

people and to pay them more. Every situation is defined as

a crisis or near crisis requiring immediate action. In short,

all state departments and agencies ask for incremental increases

over the budget board's recommendations, but the increases

sought are generally lower than the initial request to the

budget board. The information the administrator gives to

the committee is provided in an attempt to justify increases

in terms of increased efficiency, long-run savings, and better

services to the taxpayer.

The committee hearing basically serves two purposes:

(1) it allows the agency to appeal the budget board's decision

and (2) it permits the legislator to question the administrator

in order to seek information relating to the agency's operations.

In their appeals of the budget board's decision, as reflected

2 5lnterview with Richard Slack, vice-chairman, Committee
on Appropriations, Texas House of Representatives, Austin,
Texas, January 29, 1969.
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in the Legislative &udget Esjtes, agency officials have

the opportunity to justify increased requests directly to the

legislators in the hope of getting more funds. Furthermore,

the legislators are given a chance to determine the validity

of the agency's alternative without the intervening of the

professional staff's recommendations. In addition, the legis-

lators, particularly the house members, have an opportunity

to question the state's bureaucrats about the operation of

their respective programs. Generally, a legislator's questions

focus on determining the validity of an agency request for

increased funds. In particular, the questions relate to the

need for more employees and the justification for employment

increases. Many questions, however, have little real bearing

on the operations of an agency. For example, an East Texas

legislator on the house appropriations committee questioned

North Texas State University officials at length about their

admission policy and the need for an entrance examination

(the Scholastic Aptitude Test). The question had little

relevance to the university's request for funds, but the

manner in which it was answered would affect the legislator's

opinion of the school and its administration.

The present chairman of the house committee is especially

well known for his questioning of agency officials. During

the agency hearing for the Liquor Control Board before the

appropriations committee, Chairman Heatly and his vice-

chairman, Richard Slack, cooperated in detailed questioning
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about the administration of the Liquor Control Act. Heatly

and Slack accused 0. W. Humphreys, Jr., board administrator,

of purchasing "bugging" devices and attempting to create a

"super police force,"26 Furthermore, the aggressive questioning

of Humphreys was initiated when he renewed his request for

100 new agents and radio-equipped cars for all his officers,

a request that was denied by the budget board, Most of the

questions asked by legislators do not fall within the category

represented by the two examples. Rather, a majority are

directed to specific aspects of an agency's operation, its

efficiency, its needs, or its policies.

The two purposes served by the committee hearings, then,

are actively pursued by the administrator and the politician.

In addition, the hearing often serves a third purpose; that

is, the administrator can learn from the committee members

whether or not the legislators think he is doing a satisfactory

job. The communication process (or the information process)

at the committee hearings is a two-way street. The administrator

conveys his agency's needs and goals; and, in turn, the legis-

lator relays his impressions of an agency and its operation

by the types of questions he asks. One administrator explained

that he requested $45 million more than he knew would be

appropriated because "the Legislature needs a real picture of

26 allas ning eys, February 5, 1969, p. 1.
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our needs."27 A fourth function of the committee hearings

is the opportunity for the legislator to garner some precious

newspaper space because of his questions or his comments.

The Heatly-Slack questioning of the Liquor Control Board

administrator is an example of this category of communication.

Another example of earned newspaper space is the accusation

of Senator Don Kennard that the Texas Youth Council concen-

trated too much on physical plant expansion and not enough

on rehabilitating the young offender.28 Regardless of the

purpose of the questions asked, the fact remains that inf or-

mation is exchanged between the bureaucrat and the legislator;

and the bureaucrat presents the committee with another alter-

native to consider in the process of deciding how to allocate

the state's money among competing sources.

The "Mark-Up" Stage

The end of the committee hearings signals the beginning

of the second step in the appropriations process within the

legislative system. Once agency testimony has been dutifully

heard, the committees are ready to begin drafting the appro-

priations bills; or in budgeting parlance, the legislators

begin to "mark-up" each agency, j, they decide how much

to allocate to each separate line item.

27Statement by Dr. John Kinross-Wright, Commissioner of
Mental Health and Mental Retardation, to freshmen legislators
at an orientation meeting in Austin, Texas, November 22, 1968.

28u tia-AMerinFebruary 13, 1969.
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In the senate, the mark-up stage is handled entirely by

the five-man subcommittee; and when completed it is presented

to the full finance committee for approval. The senate finance

subcommittee's recommendations for fiscal 1970 and 1971 were

accepted by the full committee with only one dissenting vote.29

In the house, the entire appropriations committee participates

in the mark-up stage, as in the hearing stage. In the house

committee's consideration of agency budget requests for the

1970-1971 biennium, each member was given a chance to recommend

changes in the Lgislative udge Estimates. Most of the

requested changes were small increases and most were included

in the house's version of the appropriations bill.3 0

Little information was gathered in interviews that

related to the mark-up process. Legislators and budget staff

members were reluctant to discuss this stage of the process.

One participant in the process, who asked to remain anonymous,

described the mark-up stage in the finance committee as being

one of considerable "horse-trading and bargaining." The only

information relating to the mark-up stage within the house

appropriations committee is the newspaper article describing

the inclusion of small increases to the jegis tive

Estimates recommended by committee members during the deter-

mination by the committee of the house bill. It is very

March 26, 1969, p. 6.

Aytin-Statepman, March 29, 1969, p. 6.
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probable, however, that the house committee completed its

work with some bargaining involved.

Also, the product of the two committees' efforts at this

stage largely reflects the desires of the presiding officers

of each house. In fact, the speaker and lieutenant governor

actively participate in the mark-up stage.31 Political con-

siderations come into active play in the process at this

point, This is not to say that politics does not play a part

at an earlier stage; instead, in the executive sessions of

each committee during the mark-up process, political consid-

erations are as important as any other factor in determining

the amounts for individual line items and the overall amount

to propose. The political nature of budgeting becomes very

evident at this stage.

House and Senate Consideration of
the Appropriations Bills

One student of the state budgetary process concluded

that the stages of legislative consideration of the appro-

priations bills leading to the conference committee amount to

nothing more than "legislative formalities."32 If any stage

in the process represents or falls within the category of a

legislative formality, it is the consideration of the appropriations

3 1 1nterview with Crawford Martin, attorney general, former
chairman of the Senate Committee on Finance, Austin, Texas,
December 4, 1968.

32Walter L. Jones, "The State Budgetary Process in Texas,"
unpublished master's thesis, Department of Economics, The
University of Texas at Austin, 1966, pp. 79-107.
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bills by both chambers. House and senate consideration of

the general appropriations bills proceeds as soon as possible

after their respective committees have completed their work

and the bills have been printed. Generally, the house com-

pletes its work first and subsequently approves the committee's

recommendations.*

Floor consideration of the appropriations bill begins

with the chairman of the appropriations committee explaining

the broad outlines of the bill and announcing whether or not

it falls within anticipated revenues as estimated by the

comptroller. Before 1963, when the house bill was drafted

by subcommittees responsible for individual sections, the

next step was to have the subcommittee chairman explain each

article of the bill f or which he was responsible. Since

1963, however, certain committee members close to the speaker

and the chairman of the committee handle the presentation and

summarization of each article of the bill. (There are six

articles in the bill Article I, Judiciary; Article II,

Hospitals and Youth Institutionsp Article III, Executive and

Administrative Agencies; Article IV, Agencies of Public

Education; Article V, General Provisions; and Article VI,

33 since 1949, the house has considered the appropriations
bill first seven times, The senate has acted first three
times, during the 57th, 60th, and 61st Legislatures. (Texas
Legislature, Hou e Journals, 1949-1969, pasgim).

34lnterview with Vernon McGee, former director, Legis-
lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, February 23, 1968.
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Legislative). Although numerous attempts are made to amend

the bill, the appropriations committee chairman is usually

successful in tabling them. Since the 58th Legislature in

1963, the house has amended the bill only six times out of

forty-four attempts.35 The senate has added amendments to its

version of the bill only once since 1963, when it added sixteen

of the twenty-seven proposed amendments offered during the

course of the debate on the general appropriations bill during

the 60th Legislature in 1967,36 During the regular session

of the 61st Legislature, only one minor amendment was made

to the house bill; and none were offered in the senate. The

house amendment called for the expenditure of less than

$20,000 to bring certain game wardens within the purview of

a retirement program. Debate on the bill in both chambers

amounts to nothing more than defending it in general terms

as a good bill or attacking it as a bad bill. The f inal vote

on the bill in either house is about as meaningful as the

debate since the bill is generally adopted by wide margins.

For example, the vote on the bill during the regular session

of the 60th Legislature in the house was 134-11; and in the

senate it was 22-7.38 During the 61st Legislature the senate

35Texas Legislature, H e Journal1963-1969.

3 6 Texas Legislature, &nat Journal, 1963-1969.

37Houston Chronicle, April 15, 1969, p. 4.

3 8 Texas Legislature, House Jougnal, 1967, p. 2244 and
Senate Journal, 1967, p. TT82
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voted 31-0 for its bill, and the house split 124-17 on its

version.39 The end result of the process is that the senate

committee substitutes its version of the bill in lieu of the

one adopted by the house. The house routinely rejects the

senate version, necessitating the appointment of a conference

committee to adjust the differences between the two versions.

In short, the debate in both chambers is merely a formality

to be endured by the leadership. Furthermore, there is little

debate on the merits of the bill; and individual legislators

are reluctant to formulate alternatives,, j , offer amendments,

because their chances of having them adopted are marginal.40

The Conference Committee

Under the rules adopted by both houses of the Legislature

before 1965, the conference committee appointed to adjust the

differences between the chambers was free to draft an entirely

new bill.41 The conference committee was considered to be a

"free" committee making adjustments, additions, and deletions

39Au tin-American, April 15, 1969, p. 6.

40 lnterview with Joe Ratcliff, state representative,
Austin, Texas, January 23, 1969.

41The pertinent rule read "when the amendment striking
out all below and all above the enacting clause of a bill and
inserting in fact a new bill are in disagreement, the whole
subject matter of the bill is committed to the conferees, and
they shall have a wide discretion in incorporating germane
material, and may report an entirely new bill on the subject."
(Rules of the House, Rule 23, section 8a). The senate did not
have a similar rule. Instead it worked under the framework
of rulings by the lieutenant governor having the same effect
as the house rule.
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as it chose. Since 1965, under the leadership of former

Speaker Ben Barnes, the house attempted to limit the conference

committee's duties to strictly adjusting only those items in

disagreement between the two houses and to forbidding the

addition of items which did not previously appear in either

version of the appropriations bills. Barnes' attempts, how-

ever, were frustrated by the senate under the leadership of

former Lieutenant Governor Preston Smith. The result of the

impasse was that the conference committee was able to proceed

in its old pattern of making any changes in the bill it

desired.42 When Barnes moved to the senate side as lieutenant

governor, he had the senate adopt the same rules restricting

the appropriations conference committee; but the house, under

the leadership of Speaker G. F. "Gus" Mutscher, did not adopt

the limiting rules. Therefore, the same impasse was reached.

As with any other committee assignment, the speaker and

the lieutenant governor are responsible for appointing their

respective members of the conference committee; the chairman

of each delegation is also appointed by the presiding officers.

Each conference committee is composed of five senators and

five representatives drawn entirely from the members of the

finance and appropriations committees. The leadership's

selection of conferees follows the original method of selecting

committee members. An additional requirement, however, is

42 lnterview with Hermus Miller, budget examiner, Legis-
lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, January 8, 1969.
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present conferees must be hard bargainers who will support

the speaker's or lieutenant governor's position on appro-

priations policies.43

The house conferees usually include the chairman and

vice-chairman of the appropriations committee. Since the

52nd Legislature in 1951, there have been only two occasions

when the vice-chairman of the committee has not been an appro-

priations bill conferee, during the 53rd and 54th Legislatures.

The lieutenant governor has not been as consistent as the

speaker in appointing both the chairman and vice-chairman of

the finance committee to be conferees; furthermore, since the

52nd Legislature in 1951, the vice-chairman has not participated

in seven of the ten conferences during the regular sessions

of the Legislature. The senate conferees are, however,

identical to the finance committee's hearing subcommittee.

House conferees prior to 1963 were the chairman of the drafting

subcommittees of the house appropriations committee, but since

that year, the speaker has chosen men who are knowledgeable

to fill the house's complement on the conference committee. 4 4

Table V illustrates that each conference committee, except

the one during the 58th Legislature, has included members of

the budget board which prepared the session's initial working

43 Interview with Preston Smith, governor of Texas, former
chairman of the Legislative Budget Board, Austin, Texas,
November 28, 1968.

44Jones, 2 f, p. 84.
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document, the Lexislative Budget Estimates, The amounts

recommended to the 61st Legislature in the Leislatjve Budget

Eatimats were determined by a budget board appointed by the

leadership at the end of the regular session of the 60th Leg-

islature. An outgoing legislative leader, therefore, can

influence the course of budgetary decision-making by the

appointments he makes to the budget board at the end of any

given session of the Legislature. Each set of senate conferees

TABLE V

BUDGET BOARD MEMBERS ON APPROPRIATIONS
CONFERENCE COMMITTEES
(Number of Conferees)

Session
hamkar 52nd 53 54th 55th 56th 57th 58th 59th 60th 61st

Senate 2 2 2 2 3 3 0 2 2 2

House j Q 2 Q 20 2 32

Total 3 2 4 4 4 3 0 4 5 4

Source: Texas Legislature, li2Ma lgo jj and taa
Journals, 1951-1969, uuiu.

has included two or three members of the budget board who

served during the previous interim. House conferees, however,

have not been members of the previous budget board as consist-

ently as have senate members. In one session, the 58th

Legislature, neither half of the conference committee included

any budget board members. This anomaly is clearly attributable

to changes in the leadership in both chambers. The speaker
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during the 57th Legislature was elected with moderate-liberal

support in a close election. During the following session of

the Legislature, however, the conservatives reasserted them-

selves to gain control of the house and removed the liberal-

moderate faction from positions of influence and importance.45

The change in the senate cannot be explained in the context

of a liberal-conservative power struggle because the change

was from a conservative lieutenant governor to a slightly

less conservative one. The explanation probably lies with

personality preferences rather than ideologies. Conference

committees have been composed of from two to five legislators

who have participated in the decision-making process relating

to the budget from its beginning to its termination. Undoubtedly,

these man have had a greater impact on the budgetary decisions

made within the conference committee than other conferees

because they have accumulated information and experience that

was not available to the other conferees.

The active participants in the conference committee stage

of the process are the conferees and the staff of the budget

board* Furthermore, the speaker and lieutenant governor keep

a close watch on the activities and progress of the committee.

Lieutenant Governor Smith and Speaker Barnes were the first

45James Turman was elected speaker in a hotly contested
race with Wade Spilman by a vote of 83 to 66. Speakership
races are usually characterized by unanimous election. Byron
Tunnell was elected speaker for the 58th Legislature by a
vote of 141-9.
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presiding officers to actively participate in the decisions

of a conference committee on appropriations. Their partic-

ipation occurred during the regular session of the 60th

Legislature.46 Generally, however, the presiding officers

have only participated or intervened if there was a program

or item in which they had particular interest.47 One partic-

ipant in the conference committee's work pointed up, however,

that the presiding officers were more active in the deliber-

ations of the conference committee during the 61st Legislature

than any other time since he had been engaged in the legis-

lative budgetary process.4 8  Also, the legislative budget

staff was responsible for preparing information to keep both

officers informed of the progress of the committee.49

Furthermore, the staff members prepare papers for each

conferee showing where the senate and house differ on items

in the bills. The items that are similar rarely are examined

again, and those having major differences usually are not

discussed until easier-to-resolve issues are settled by the

46 Jones, 2_ 2 pp. 99-101.

47tnterview with Crawford Martin, attorney general of
Texas, former chairman of the Senate Committee on Finance,
Austin, Texas, December 4, 1968.

481nterview with a participant in the process who requested
not to be identified, June 14, 1969. In observing several
conference committee meetings during the course of the regular
session of the 61st Legislature, the writer did not see either
presiding officer participate in the deliberations of the
committee.

49lnterview with Hermus Miller, budget examiner, Legis-lative Budget Board, Austin, Texas, April 29, 1969.
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conferees. The conferees move with great freedom among the

many differences between the two bills. Decisions are often

made when one of the chairmen announces that he "will go with

the senate" (or house) on this one. Formal votes are rarely

taken since the entire process is aimed at reaching an

agreement; or to use Herbert Simon's terminology, they "satisfice."

Frequently, the legislative budget staff is requested to com-

ment on an item and make recommendations to the committee,

which are usually accepted by the conferees. One examiner,

when asked if he ever suggested an alternative to either the

senate's or the house's proposal, remarked pointedly, "You

know what to recommend when they ask for one."50

The conferees' work comes toward the end of the session,

at which point the time factor becomes very important. The

committee cannot meet when either chamber is in session; all

of its work must be done between sessions. This becomes

particularly onerous in the last third of the session when

both houses have long calendars and increasingly heavy work-

loads. Conferees must make their decisions very rapidly. In

fact, the manner in which agreement is reached in the public

sessions of the committee leads to the conclusion that the

conferees are only ratifying decisions made earlier in the

speaker's and the lieutenant governor's offices or in a meeting

between the chairmen of the delegations.

50Interview with a budget examiner who wished to remain
unidentified, Austin, Texas, May 5, 1969.
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The conference committee represents the last stage in

the decision-making process within the legislative system.

It is the last opportunity for the staff or the legislator

to formulate and present alternatives, but rarely is this

opportunity used to investigate alternatives and to choose among

them. The conferees must make their decisions on the shape

of the appropriations bill based on the desires of the Legis-

lature's formal leadership centers. In the end, the bill

reported by the conference committee is shaped by political

considerations as much as by facts. One of the political

considerations, and perhaps the most important one, shaping

the overall size of the bill is whether or not new taxes will

be required to fund it. The goal, of course, is to fund the

operation of the state's government within available revenues;

but this is rarely possible. The conferees and the leadership,

instead, must settle for, or produce, a bill that will meet

the state's obligations, fulfill legislative promises (at

least partially), and still require a small tax bill. In

short, they must "satisfice."

The power and influence of the members of the conference

committee on the general appropriations bill cannot be over-

stated. It is, in short, pervasive. Two long-time observers,

and sometimes critics of the Texas Legislature, Jimmy Banks

of the -a . MOrnIR ews and William H. Gardner of the Houston

afl:, have pointed up the power of the conferees in their

newspaper work. Writing in 1963, Banks took issue with the
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conference committee in an article entitled "How 10 Willful

Men Write their Own Spending Measure," when he stated, "it

has a free hand to write the final version of the bill and

can, if it desires, disregard everything that has been done

before by both houses."51 His article appeared after the con-

ference committee drafted an appropriations bill that " ..o,

included 36 specific spending matters which had never

been approved by either house."52 Banks seemingly objects to

the pervasive power of the committee. Gardner emphasized the

power of the conference committee in a series of articles

entitled "Ills of the Texas Legislature," which appeared in

1966.53 In one article devoted exclusively to the conference

committee, he characterized the conferees as " . .. the ten

men who govern Texas." 54 One of Gardner's conclusions, and

one shared by many Texas legislators, is that the product of

the legislative process in Texas can never be improved until

some of the power of the conference committee is curbed.

The conference committee also represents the last step

in the process where incremental changes are made in the appro-

priations bills. Table VI presents the changes made in the

budget board document, the Lxifltv BLudget gfjaaj, as

51DLlk Morning w, May 26, 1963.
52

53Houston fot., February 11-18, 1966.

-54jii.0, February 16, 1966.
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it progressed through the legislative process during the

regular session of the 61st Legislature. These figures must

be evaluated in the light of a decision, originating in the

lieutenant governor's office, and concurred in by the speaker,

which concluded that the people of Texas needed a break in

the inf lation spiral; one way to grant such a break was to

pass a one-year, no-tax appropriations bill. The decision,

TABLE VI

INCREMENTAL CHANGES MADE BY LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEES IN
THE APPROPRIATIONS BILL FOR FISCAL 1970
(Rounded to Nearest Tenth of a Million)

At . LBB 0use Change Senat. Change Con. range

a $ 7.4 $ 7.8+$ .4$ 7.7 +$ .3$ 8.7 +$ 1.3

141.0 159.6 + 18.6 154.7 + 13.7 145.2 + 14.2

IIIc 1,316.8 1,334.0 + 17.2 1,347.7 + 30.9 1,381.8 + 75.0

IVd 1,309.2 1,336.5 + 26.3 1,326.8 + 17.6 1,292.8 - 16.4

Source : la ive J|LitetEtimates, Fiscal 19707 ,
pp. 1-18, II-5, III-95-97, IV-91-93 Senate Bill No. 58,-61st
Legislature, Regular Session, pp. 1-12, II-41, 111-136, IV-70;
House Committee Substitute for Senate Bill No. 58, 61st Legis-
lature, Regular Session, pp. 1-15, 11-52, 111-168, IV-93; and
Conference Committee Report on Senate Bill No. 58, 61st Legis-
lature, Regular Session, 1969, pp. 1-12, II-44, III-148,
IV-66.

aJudiciary,

bPublic Health, Hospitals, Special Schools, and Youth
Institutions.

cExecutive and Administrative Departments and Agencies.

dAgencies of Public Education.
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in effect, was to spend all the available funds during one

fiscal year and to return in a special session within twelve

to eighteen months to pass a tax bill for the second year of

the biennium. In each step in the process, the budget board's

recommendations were inched upward by the committees, with

one exception. This exception was the figure for Article IV,

which is $16.4 million less than the figure recommended by the

budget board. The decrease stems from the conference com-

mittee's decision to postpone major renovation and repair

work on the campuses of state colleges and universities.

Renovation projects included in only one bill were deleted,

as were items providing funds for computer development at

four schools. Also, the conference committee did not provide

actual construction money for new dental and medical schools,

as had been provided in the budget board document* The lower

final figure for Article IV can be explained as the easiest

place to cut the bill and the one that would incur the least

political opposition, At the same time the conference com-

mittee made these substantial cuts in the funds for Article

IV, the committee included rider provisions stating that it

was the Legislature's intent to include funds for the construction

of new schools in the budget for the next fiscal year.55

Approximately $30.2 million from Article IV was used to increase

the funds for Article III. This transfer was made possible

55Senate Bill No. 58, 61st Legislature, Regular Session,
1969, pp. IV-22 and IV-44.
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because the vocational rehabilitation section of the Texas

Education Agency was given an independent status as an admin-

istrative agency by an act of the 61st Legislature,56

In Table VII the increments over the budget board's

recommendations for fiscal 1971 can be seen. The leadership's

decision to formulate a one-year bill, however, precluded the

conference committee consideration of the allocations of funds

for fiscal 1971. What is pertinent, however, is that the

changes made in each chamber's recommendations for fiscal

1971 were higher than the budget board's recommendations.

TABLE VII

INCREMENTAL CHANGES MADE BY LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEES IN
THE APPROPRIATIONS BILL FOR FISCAL 1971
(Rounded to Nearest Tenth of a Million)

t 
LB -Ho9usj Change Senate 

Change Con. Change

I $ 7.4$ 7.8+$ .4$ 7.7 +$ .3 .,.. ,,

II 136.1 139.3 + 3.2 145.9 + 9.8 . . .

III 1,354.4 1,380.4 + 26.0 1,395.1 + 40.7 . . . . .

IV 1,322.8 1,334.0 + 11.2 1,370.3 + 47.5 . . . .

pp. 1-18, II-53,III-95 79 IV-91-93; Senate Bill No58
61st Legislature, Regular Session, pp. I-12, 11-41, III-136,
IV-70 House Committee Substitute for Senate Bill No. 58
61st Legislature, Regular Session, pp. 1-15, II-52, 111-168,
IV-93; and Conference Committee Report on Senate Bill No. 58,
61st Legislature, Regular Session, 1969, pp. I-12, 11-44, III-
148, IV-66.

56 Senate Bill No. 110, 61st Legislature, Regular Session,
1969.
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To analyze the figures of the most recent session of the

Legislature it is desirable to compare that session with

previous Legislatures. Table VIII presents an alternate view

of the incremental changes that occurred in the budgetary

process in Texas by examining only general revenue funds.

General revenue fund figures are used in this instance because

they represent money raised exclusively by state revenue

sources. Also, a surplus or deficit in the general revenue

fund determines the size of the tax bill that will be needed

to pay the state's bills under the pay-as-you-go provision of

the state constitution. General revenue fund figures are

simply another way of examining the growth of state spending

during the ten-year period presented in Table VIII, The

aggregate figures illustrate that the amount appropriated

#, the conference committee's recommendations) was always

larger than the amount requested by state agencies. The

figures presented in Table VIII would also seem to confirm

that some of the numerous alternatives for increased spending

formulated by the participants in the process are accepted

by the conferees when they determine the final size of the

state's budget.

The conference committee, then, is the group that actually

writes the budget for the maintenance and the expansion of

state programs. The conferees' decisions on the size of the

budget also determine the size of the tax package that may be

needed to fund the state's activities under the pay-as-you-go
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TABLE VIII

COMPARISON OF AGENCY REQUEST, BUDGET BOARD, AND
CONFERENCE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS,

GENERAL REVENUE FUNDS,
1959-1970

(Rounded to Nearest Tenth of a Million)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Bienni Agency Budget Board Conference Difference

End~in Request Recommendation Recommendation (4)-(

1959 $343.2 $255.0 $282.2 +$27.2
1961 386.8 285.7 315.4 + 29.7
1963 428.5 356.2 398.1 + 41.9
1965 555.2 439.0 478.4 + 39.4
1967 738.7 567.3 623.4 + 56.1

Fiscal
Year
Ending

1968 621.1 40397 446.8 + 43.1
1969 592.8 488.6 490.2 + 1.6
1970 599.0 547.3 570.8 + 23.5

Source: &I E L taivJAgdgtE mt 9916,General
.and p _ of the Stat e 1a -967, and Confer-
ence Committee Report on Senate Bill No.58,61st Legislature,
Regular Session, 1969, pasim.

provision of the constitution. Budgeting in the state's

Legislature is conducted within an environment that is highly

structured and controlled by the presiding officers of each

chamber. Although alternatives are presented to the appro-

priations committee and the finance committee in the course

of their review of the Lexislativ Budget Estimates, they are

not as important in decision-making as are the political

decisions and judgments made by the presiding officers and

their lieutenants.



113

After the conference committee report is printed, it is

distributed to each member of the senate and house. Under

the rules of both chambers, any conference committee report

must either be adopted or rejected.57  The reports of con-

ference committees are generally accepted: the same is true

of the report on the general appropriations bill. Since the

report of the conference committee on the general appropriations

bill comes in the closing days, indeed sometimes closing hours,

of the session and because of the length of the bill, its

rejection is never seriously considered.58 It is also adopted

by wide margins each time, and the vote is strictly a formality

required by the rules of each house.

Summary

The Legislature in Texas begins the work of determining

the plan for financing the state's activities with the product

of the budget board's efforts, the j&g ~slytve_ Bud g -

mates. The budget board document is introduced in both

chambers as an appropriations bill. The finance committee and

the appropriations committee hold separate hearings on the

bill. During the hearings on the appropriations bill, legis-

lators hear requests from bureaucrats and policy-makers for

5 7 Texas Legislative Council, "Rules of the House, Rule
23, Section 10," jLegislative , (Austin, 1966),
p. 154.

5 8 Interview with Rayford Price, state representative,
Austin, Texas, May 14, 1969.
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more funds than were provided by the budget board document.

Both agency officials and legislators consider the original

bill to be one on which to build. The hearing stage of the

appropriations process represents both a link in the inf or-

mation exchange process and another point at which alternatives

are presented to the decision-makers. At this linkage, the

bureaucrat requests funds and relates to the legislator the

achievements and goals of his agency. The legislator, in turn,

has the opportunity to gather information by asking questions;

and he can relay his impression of an agency to the bureau-

crat.

The committees mark-up their respective appropriations

bill in executive session under the close supervision of the

presiding officers of each house. Each committee produces a

separate document which it reports to its house. The debate

on the appropriations bill in the senate and the house is

largely a formality. The house usually completes its action

on the bill first and sends the results to the senate, at

which time the senate substitutes its version and adopts it.

The senate version is returned to the house and summarily

rejected, necessitating the appointment of a conference com-

mittee.

The conference committee actually writes the appropriations

bill and frequently includes items in its bill that did not

appear in either the senate or house version of the bill.

The conference committee works during the melee of activity
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which occurs in the last third of the session, resulting in

little consideration of alternatives and is directed by com-

promises made between the lieutenant governor and the speaker

(and on occasion a governor may exert some influence at this

point). The conferees' bill is reported to the house and

senate during the closing days of a session on an accept-or-

reject basis and generally is accepted with little or no

debate of its merits and demerits.



CHAPTER IV

BUDGETARY DECISION-MAKING IN THE

TEXAS LEGISLATURE

The preceding chapters described the formulation of the

budget and the review and enactment of the appropriations bill,

This chapter is concerned with evaluating the process within

the analytical framework, posited in Chapter One, which is

based upon the assumption that the reason for the existence

of an elaborate mechanism devoted to budgetary decision-making

is the desire on the part of the legislators to make rational

decisions.' It further assumes that a decision is rational

if it is based upon the consideration of alternative proposals

or recommendations and their consequences. The definition of

rationality on the basis of the consideration of alternatives

relies heavily upon the concept of incremental decision-

making, which involves the limited comparison of values, facts,

means, and alternatives. The focus is upon deviations,

whether high or low, from the status quo, or upon the pro-

posed areas of change static areas are rarely considered,

examined, or justified.

In budgetary decision-making, incremental decision-

making means that the participants center their attention on

1 Mpra , pp. 23-30.

116
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areas of change in the present budget request from the pre-

vious biennium's appropriations. Incrementalism accurately

describes the process by which legislative budget examiners

review and evaluate agency requests to arrive at the recom-

mendation they will present to the board. The same focus is

continued throughout the process; recommendations to the board

center on the examiner's proposals that represent a change

over the previous biennium's appropriations. Likewise, agency

testimony before the legislative committees centers on the

changes desired over previous levels of appropriations and

budget board recommendations. In the explanation of the

general appropriations bill to either the house or the senate,

recommended changes are once again emphasized. The same

pattern is followed with the conference committee's work and

final legislative approval of the appropriations bill.

Alternative-Presenting Stages in
the Budgetary Process

Budgetary decision-making in Texas focuses on an exami-

nation and justification of deviations from the previous

biennium's appropriations levels, , from the status quo

or the base. The formulation of alternatives, in most cases,

must deal with the changes from the base. Infrequently does

an examiner or any other participant in the process have the

time or the inclination to review an entire program or agency's

budget and propose substantive changes.



118

In the budgetary process in Texas, there are six stages

that can be characterized as "alternative-presenting" stages,

during which participants in the budgetary process have an

opportunity to present and evaluate alternatives. These

stages are (1) the initial agency hearing before budget

examiners from the legislative budget office and the governor's

budget office; (2) the legislative budget examiners' recom-

mendations to the budget board; (3) agency hearings before the

legislative committees, the finance committee and the appro-

priations committee; (4) the mark-up stage; (5) house and

senate debate on the appropriations bill prepared by their

respective committees; and (6) the conference committee stage.

he. Initial Budget Hearin&

The first alternatives in the budgetary process are

generated by the various state agencies in their requests for

legislative appropriations. The hearing before the budget

examiners from both budget offices gives the bureaucrat an

opportunity to articulate his agency's need for more money than

previously appropriated and is based on his desire to do the

best job possible. At this stage of the process, the bureaucrat

makes his first attempt to justify his need for increased funds

and to point out that changes in services to the state's citizens

or that increased efficiency can be gained from more funds,

employees, or equipment. The examiners, particularly the

legislative budget examiners, listen to the agency officials'
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testimony with the knowledge that the agency's request, in most

cases, will have to be cut. Frequently, therefore, the bureaucrat

is asked to establish priorities to help the examiner identify

areas of crucial need. Nevertheless, alternatives are generated

at the first step in the process by the agencies in their requests

for more funds than were appropriated in the previous biennium.2

Recommendations.to the Budget Board

The alternatives presented to the budget board are formu-

lated by the examiners in light of the information garnered,

from written requests by the agencies for legislative appro-

priations and from the testimony of officials at the initial

budget hearing. In addition, the examiner must formulate his

proposals within the framework of guidelines established by

the board, which direct that the overall amount proposed be

within anticipated revenues, and by directives set down by

the budget director. The alternatives, in this instance, are

in the form of a recommendation to the board on the amount of

money to be allocated to each agency. The examiner's alternative

is generally higher than an agency's present appropriation,

but lower than an agency's current request. Most of the

alternatives are accepted by the board without changes; any

changes made are generally increases. Once a recommendation

is accepted by the board, it is not reviewed again until the

legislative phase of the process.

2Supra., pp. 44-45.
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Other policy alternatives formulated by the budget staff

are the results of research projects undertaken at the board's

request or on the examiner's initiative. The research projects

are pursued with the idea of finding new uses for facilities,

additional ways of increasing the efficiency of programs and

agencies, and devices for saving money. Although the board

generally accepts the staff's recommendations based on the

research projects,3 they are not always adopted by the Legis-

lature as the state's policy. One example is the board's

decision to end the practice of supplementing the salary of

some state officials from outside sources, which was not

accepted by the Legislature. 4

Agency Hearins before the.Legislative Committees

Agency officials present an alternative to the budget board's

recommendations for their agency when they testify before the

appropriations committee and the finance subcommittee. In

effect, they are appealing the decision of the budget board

and are requesting more funds than are recommended in the Legis-

lative Budget Est s. The alternatives presented by the

agency officials at the legislative hearing stage are for more

money in areas the bureaucrat identifies as critical. Their

second alternative is, however, generally lower than the amount

interview with Tom Keel, director, Legislative Budget
Board, Austin, Texas, November 17, 1968.

4 Supra., pp. 49-51.
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initially requested in their presentation to the budget board.

The result of the process at this stage is that the legislators

are compiling considerable information on which to base decisions,

i.e., they have a recommendation or alternative in the form

of the Legislative B Estimates and they have subsequent

alternatives based on the testimony of agency officials.5

The Mark-up Stage

It is possible to have alternatives presented by both the

legislators and the budget board staff once the committees have

completed their hearings and have begun working on their respective

versions of the general appropriations bill. Little information

was available relative to this stage of the process in either

the house or the senate, although it is widely-known that consid-

erable bargaining takes place among the subcommittee members

in the senate in the course of drafting the senate bill. In

the house, the only information available is a newspaper report

stating that each member of the appropriations committee was

allowed to present requests for changes in the house bill

based on the Legislative Budget Estimates and that the changes

were granted in a majority of the cases.6 The alternatives

presented at this stage of the process are the results of compro-

mises among the participants in the process and largely reflect

the desires of the presiding officer of each house.7

5Supra., pp. 85-90.

6Austin-American, March 29, 1969, p. 6. Supra., p. 91.

7 Supra., pp. 90-92.
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House and Senate Debate on the Appropriations Bill.

Debate on the general appropriations bill in either the

senate or the house is little more than a formality. If a

legislator is attentive and industrious, he might know the

areas of major changes in the bill once the presiding officer's

lieutenants finish explaining and guiding it to final passage.

Little or no information is provided to many of the legis-

lators relating to the reason for the level of funds allocated

to an agency or program. Perhaps the only important fact that

is transmitted to the members of either house is whether or

not the bill will require new taxes to fund it under the pay-

as-you-go provision of the state constitution. Furthermore,

members realize that the debate on the bill is rather pointless

because they know that each house is going to adopt a different

version of the bill, necessitating the adoption of a conference

committee, which actually drafts the state's budget for any

biennium.8 Legislators realize that little they say or do

during the course of the floor debate will influence the

decisions made by the conference committee.9 This sense of

ineffectiveness on the part of the legislator is not conducive

to the formulation and presentation of alternatives because

they stand to be continually defeated.10

interview with Joe Ratcliff, state representative,
Austin, Texas, January 23, 1969.

9 Interview with RayfordPrice, state representative,
Austin, Texas, May 14, 1969.

l0Sup~ra.,pp. 92-95.
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The Conference Committee

Any alternatives formulated and evaluated during the course

of the conference committee's consideration of the general appro-

priations bill are usually compromises reached by the senate and

house conferees. I4reover, such compromises agreed upon by the

conferees are not always the product of their efforts but fre-

quently are dictated by the presiding officer of each house.

The majority of the decisions made, however, are probably the

product of the conferees' efforts, with the result being that

the conferees not only decide the size of the state's budget

for each biennium, but their decision also affects the work of

the conference committee which writes the tax bill to fund

the appropriations bill. The real power of the conference

committee cannot be understated; its members adjust figures

and add provisions to the bill with absolute freedom; and they

answer only to the men who appoint them. Furthermore, because

they complete their work in the closing days, and sometimes

closing hours, of a legislative session, no one seriously

considers rejecting their report, which cannot be amended and

must be either accepted or rejected in toto.1 1

As pointed out above, the budgetary process within the

legislative branch offers six opportunities for participants

to formulate and evaluate alternatives in making decisions

about agency budgets. Of the six opportunities, only the

first three--the initial agency hearing before budget examiners,

1 1 Supra., pp. 96-110.
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the examiner's presentation to the budget board, and the

agency hearing before legislative committees--provide the

participants a realistic chance to actively engage in the

formulation and evaluation of alternatives.

No system, including the budgetary process in Texas,

exists in a vacuum; there are many factors in the environment

that affect the decision-making process. In Texas, these

environmental factors have their greatest effect during the

latter stages of the process. Furthermore, there is one

characteristic of the budgetary process during the first

three stages that tends to preclude the formulation of alterna-

tives; the degree of integration between the legislative

budget staff and the politician members of the budget board.

Integration of Budget Board Members and the Budget Staff

The budget board and its staff are a highly integrated sub-

system within the system of the budgetary process. Integration,

in this instance, refers to the sharing of ideas about the

nature of the role of the budget board and its staff and to

the sharing of expectations relating to the behavior of other

participants in the process. Generally, both groups view

their job as getting the most mileage out of the state's tax

dollars. In order to accomplish this goal, they believe they

must cut agency budget requests to present a budget recom-

mendation which represents the minimum amount of money necessary

to fund an agency while allowing for some expansion, yet
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formulating an overall budget estimate that is within antic-

ipated revenues. Also, both the staff and the board members

expect state agencies to request more money than they actually

need, necessitating cuts in the request, i.e., agencies pad

their requests, giving the legislative budget staff ample

opportunity to eliminate the unnecessary items in each

request. The orientation of the budget board and staff

toward the cutting of agency budget requests has a definite

implication for decision-making in the budgetary process:

integration affects the formulation of alternatives as does

the board's imposed guidelines of keeping the budget recom-

mendations within anticipated revenues. The acceptance of

the task of cutting requests and the upper limit imposed by

the board means that the examiners, in most cases, present the

board with a proposal representing the absolute minimum that

an agency needs to function while maintaining the viability

of its programs. An examiner's proposals are occasionally

increased by the board when the examiner explains the effects

of taking a certain course of action that has been requested

by an agency but which was not recommended by the staff. The

staff's orientation toward cutting agency requests, coupled

with the desires of the board members to keep spending low,

results in giving more consideration to alternatives proposing

short-run savings than to alternatives proposing increased

expenditures leading to long-run benefits and savings. That

is, the staff members know what the board wants; and they
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frame alternatives and propose recommendations to coincide

with their judgment of the board's desires.12

Other factors affecting the decision-making process are

(1) the workload of members, (2) factional divisions in the

Legislature, (3) the presiding officers, (4) turnover of the

finance committee and the appropriations committee, and (5)

interest groups.

The Workload of Members

Each legislator is faced with a relatively heavy workload

during the course of each legislative session. Every member

serves on several committees and must cope with a large volume

of business as represented by the number of measures introduced

into the Legislature each session. In addition to the time

spent on the floor during daily sessions and in committee

hearings, each legislator spends much of his time providing

service to his constituents. Moreover, social functions with

other legislators, with lobbyists, and with constituents are

very time consuming. The results of the numerous demands made

on the legislator's time are that he must concentrate his

attention on a relatively few areas of legislative activity and

on his own legislative program. Because of the detail and

length of an appropriations bill, few members who are not

actively engaged in the consideration of the bill have an

opportunity to develop any expertise in the area of budgeting.

At the most, a legislator can hope to keep track of the funding

12Supra. ,pp. 69-70.
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of state institutions in his district. As a result, most

legislators remain novices in the budgetary process, except

for a few select items, which accounts for their inability to

effectively amend the appropriations bill on the floor of the

house or senate. Legislators who are not active participants

in the appropriations process find it difficult to amend the

appropriations bill because the leadership can appeal to its

superior knowledge in the area of budgeting to defeat the non-

participant's amendments. Therefore, the pressure of time, the

heavy workload of the average member, and his inexperience with

budgetary needs and processes effectively combine to prevent

him from presenting alternatives to the appropriations bill.

He is, in fact, removed from the budgetary decision-making

process, which accounts for the characterization of floor debate

on the appropriations bill in either house as a legislative

formality. Consequently, house and senate debate on the bill

is generally valueless as a point where alternatives can be

discussed.

Factional Division in the Legislature

Formal party division in the Texas Legislature has no real

bearing on the course of budgetary decision-making. During the

regular session of the 61st Legislature the only manifestation

of it occurred in house voting on the appropriations bill, when

the minority party cast seven of its eight votes against the

bill; one Republican house member was on the appropriations
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committee during the regular session of the 61st Legislature,

and he voted with the committee.13 The two Republicans in

the senate in 1969 voted for the senate's appropriations bill;

but one voted against the conference committee report.14 The

Republican party has played little part in budgetary decision-

making in the Texas Legislature because its members do not

command enough votes either to pass their amendments without

assistance from other legislators or to fulfill the role of

a swing faction whose members can determine the outcome of a

vote on the appropriations bills. Republican attempts to

amend the general appropriations bill in the house during the

regular session of the 61st Legislature were equally as

unsuccessful as any attempt by a member who is not on the

appropriations, finance, or conference committee (the average

member). In short, Republicans are as effectively excluded

from the process as are many other house and senate members.

The more meaningful split in the Texas Legislature has

been between the conservatives and the liberals. Since the

formal leadership centers have been traditionally controlled

by conservatives, the liberals can be characterized as the

largest "out-faction" in the Texas Legislature. Although the

actual division between the liberals and the conservatives

cannot be precisely defined, this split does influence budgetary

1 3 Texas Legislature, 61st Legislature, Regular Session,
House Journal, p. 1231.

14 Texas Legislature, 61st Legislature, Regular Session,
Senate Journal, p. 2237.
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decision-making. The active participants in the budgetary

process have always come from the conservative element of

both houses, with sparse liberal representation in the process.

One or two liberals have generally been appointed to the

finance committee and the appropriations committee; but they

rarely are chosen for the all-important conference committee,15

although two liberals were appointed to the conference com-

mittee on the general appropriations bill during the regular

session of the 61st Legislature.16 The impact of the two

liberals on the other eight conservative conferees was probably

not great, but they were present to express their views and

opinions when, in the past, liberals had been totally excluded.

With conservatives in control of the formal leadership centers,

the liberals were as effectively excluded from the process of

budgetary decision-making as were the Republicans and the

average members of the house and senate.

Moreover, the conservative dominance of the budgetary

process meant that the general orientation of the decision-

makers was to keep spending low. However, the growth of

government spending in an expanding economy such as Texas is

inevitable and is directly attributable to the state's eco-

nomic growth. Furthermore, many of these increases are

15Interviews with Tom Creighton, state senator, andRayford Price, state representative, January 15 and May 14,1969, respectively.

16 They were A. R. "Babe" Schwartz, state senator, andRaul Longoria, state representative.
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built-in and cannot be countered, e:ge, the number of college

students increases yearly and because the formulas used to

calculate allotments for faculty salaries and library funds

are based, in part, on enrollment, these funds increase commen-

surately. The conservative orientation toward keeping spending

low and its attendant implication of cutting budget requests

submitted by agencies has had the effect of narrowing the

range of alternatives to be considered in the course of the

budgetary decision-making process. It has not eliminated the

consideration of alternatives, but it has limited the kinds

of alternatives that are considered to be legitimate and has

emphasized those alternatives which represent short-range

savings. For example, during the regular session of the 61st

Legislature, the conference committee on the general appro-

priations bill deleted renovation projects from the budgets

of state colleges and universities and delayed the start of

construction of new medical schools authorized by the Legis-

lature, resulting in a decrease of $16.4 million below the

figure recommended by the budget board. These cuts in Article

IV funds certainly fall within the category of a short-range

savings, which would have been completely negated by increasing

construction costs and the continuing deterioration of the

facilities during the interim if the one-year appropriations

bill had not been vetoed.17 The desire to keep spending low,

17p.pp. 105-196.
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when coupled with the need to keep taxes low, especially

business taxes, has effectively narrowed the range of

alternatives that are considered feasible.

The Presiding Officers

The importance of the speaker and the lieutenant governor

in determining the type of decisions made within the legislative

process in Texas cannot be overstated. Their power in the legis-

lative process is pervasive, but not unbridled; they must cooperate

with the legislators and respect the folkways of the institutions.

Their most important powers in the budgetary process are their

membership on the budget board and the control which they have

over the composition of the finance committee, the appropriations

committee, and the conference committee.

The speaker and the lieutenant governor control the

structure through which the appropriations bill must journey

to its final passage, which adds greatly to the powers of the

two officers. More important, however, is that they can

control, in concert with their respective committee chairman,

the overall size of the bill and the content of individual

line items. Once the bill enters the mark-up stage of the

appropriations process, the presiding officer of either house

has the controlling voice about its content. The bill now

becomes more than a plan of action for the state government;

it becomes a tool to be utilized in the strategy of the legis-

lative process to bring recalcitrant members into line by
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threatening to lower funds for pet projects or institutions

in the legislator's district. Or, vice versa, it may be used

to reward a steadfast member for his loyalty. It also becomes

involved in the petty jealousies and not-so-petty policy

disputes between each house. The political nature of budgeting

becomes overtly evident from the mark-up stage to the final

acceptance of the conference committee report. Furthermore,

the alternatives presented at this point are those necessitated

by political compromise; and they are generally formulated

and pushed by either the lieutenant governor or the speaker.

The alternatives presented from the mark-up stage to the final

passage of the conference committee report could be slighted

as second-class, politically-motivated alternatives, but the

fact remains that they are alternatives. Their value is

lessened somewhat, however, by the fact that only a few of

the 181 legislators will be given an opportunity to evaluate

them.

Another factor in the budgetary decision-making process

is that an outgoing presiding officer can influence the

budgetary decisions made by a succeeding Legislature. For

example, the budget board that will determine the recom-

mendations contained in the Le slative Budget Estimates for

fiscal 1972-1973, which will be the basis for the initial

appropriations bill introduced into the 62nd Legislature, will

be appointed by the presiding officers of the 61st Legislature.

Therefore, it is possible that the formal leadership centers
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of the 62nd Legislature could start the appropriations process

in 1971 with a budget document prepared by a group with which

they had no contact.

In short, the lieutenant governor and the speaker control

the mechanism for processing the general appropriations bill;

they control the types of alternatives that will be considered

in the decision-making process; and they utilize the bill as a

very effective tool in the strategy of the legislative process.18

Turnover on the Finance Committee and
the ApRopRIKations Committee

Turnover on the two legislative committees concerned with

the appropriations bill has always been high, averaging 50 per

cent with each new Legislature. The rate of turnover is

directly related to the high rate of turnover which is a

characteristic of the membership as a whole. Although the

overall complexion of the committee changes considerably

every two years, there are two factors in the picture that

are more stable: (1) the finance subcommittee which handles

the hearing and mark-up stage of the senate bill has remained

relatively stable in comparison to the committee as a whole,

thus affording those legislators the opportunity to develop

experience and to accumulate knowledge which others do not

have; (2) turnover in the house appropriations committee

18 Interview with Crawford Martin, attorney general of
Texas, former chairman of the Senate Committee on Finance,
Austin, Texas, December 4, 1968.
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remains high, but the same representative, W. S. Heatly, has

served as chairman of the committee during every session since

1959, except one. The chairman of the house appropriations

committee, therefore, is becoming the repository of information

and experience in the area of budgeting.

The overall high turnover rate precludes many legislators

from developing the experience that is necessary to adequately

evaluate the information thrust upon them by the numerous

parties involved in the process. Consequently, the exercise

of power within the committees has shifted to the finance

subcommittee and to the chairman of the house appropriations

committee because of their accumulation of knowledge and

experience. Furthermore, the chairman of the appropriations

committee and the members of the finance subcommittee know

how to effectively employ the staff of the budget board in the

course of their work, adding more weight to the alternatives

they propose. Therefore, the formulation, evaluation, and

justification of alternatives is lodged with the members of

the finance subcommittee and the chairman of the house appro-

priations committee because of their accumulation of knowledge

and expertise. In this instance, knowledge and experience

are power.

InterestGrou

Interest group participation, which is extremely

influential in the legislative process in Texas, is considered

to be a legitimate function of the state's citizens;
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it takes the form of providing social outlets, formal con-

ferences, personal visits and discussions, and information

for members. Most interest groups have specific goals they

wish to obtain as well as a limited perspective. Some groups,

however, are interested in a wide variety of policy decisions

and do not restrict themselves to one policy area. With

respect to interest group participation in the budgetary

process, two groups are apparent: (1) those groups wanting

to increase appropriations and (2) those groups wanting to

hold the line on spending in order to keep taxes low. Gen-

erally, the first category is composed of those who have

formed associations to press for more funds for state programs,

e.gt., the Texas Association of Junior College Presidents and

the Texas State Employees Association. The second category

is generally composed of business-oriented associations, such

as the Texas Manufacturers Association. The former seeks to

increase appropriations; the latter works to keep spending

and taxes low. Each group generates numerous alternatives

during each budget cycle. Whether or not they are accepted

is immaterial; what is important is that they are infused into

the budgetary process and are considered by the decision-

makers. Furthermore, legislators listen to the representatives

of interest groups because they are the source of campaign

funds, votes, and publicity, which are vital ingredients to

a politician's career.
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The Governor's Budget as an Alternative

The governor is directed by law to prepare and submit a

budget to the Legislature for the maintenance of the state's

government.19  To accomplish this task, he has a full-time

professional staff of the same caliber as that available to

the budget board. In addition to the written budget, the

governor delivers a budget message to the Legislature out-

lining his proposals for improving and expanding state services.

Generally, the governor's budget is introduced in both the

house and the senate as a matter of courtesy,20 making it

available to the appropriations committee, the finance sub-

committee, and the conference committee. The governor's

budget, then, represents another alternative for the partic-

ipants to consider in their determination of the general

appropriations bill.

The question of how much consideration is given to the

governor's budget is difficult to answer. Certainly the

attention given to it varies with the governor's political

power and prestige, but how does one measure his power and

prestige? Also, the success of the governor in budgetary

decision-making is closely related to his relationship with

_9.TC.. Articles 689a-l to 689a-8a.

20The statutes setting forth the budget powers and
responsibilities do not provide for the introduction of a
general appropriations bill based on the governor's budget.
Rather, the statutes provide that "a general appropriations
bill submitted by the Governor Mgj (emphasis added) also be
introduced . . . " (V.T.C.S., Article 689a-7).
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the presiding officers of both houses and with other legis-

lators. The issue of the weight given to the governor's budget,

then, becomes entangled in the entire area of the relationship

of the individual governor with the Legislature. Furthermore,

the executive budget must compete with a legislative product.

Undoubtedly, the weight given to the governor's budget would

be greater if it were the only one to be considered in the

legislative process.21 However, the fact that it must compete

with a legislative document, prepared by key members of the

Legislature, certainly detracts from its influence.

Despite these considerations, the governor's budget does

represent an alternative to be considered in the budgetary

decision-making process. Former Governor John Connally's

success in having the Legislature pass a one-year appropriations

bill in 1967 is probably attributable to his political and

personal relationship with former Speaker Ben Barnes and to

his efficient lobbying activities. Likewise, the failure of

Governor Preston Smith to pass the traditional two-year bill

during the regular session in 1969 may be due to the lack of

his lobbying activities and participation in the legislative

process. Furthermore, Governor Smith did not have a close

personal relationship with either presiding officer as did

Governor Connally with Speaker Barnes. Also, Connally's one-

year proposal did not require any new taxes to fund the

21Fred Gantt, Jr., The Chief Executive in Texas (Austin,
1964), p. 217.
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appropriations bill under the pay-as-you-go provision of the

state constitution,22 whereas Governor Smith insisted on a

two-year bill requiring additional or increased taxes.

The Dual Budgetary Process: Is It Necessary?

Ref ormists and others frequently criticize the budgetary

process in Texas from two angles: (1) the duplication inherent

in having two separate staffs prepare different budget

documents and (2) the governor's lack of power in the budgetary

process. Those decrying the governor's lack of power in this

area usually point to the more frequent situation in other

states where the primary responsibility for the preparation

and execution of the state's budget lies with the governor.23

They would increase the power of the governor to include budget

execution powers, which presently are minimal, and would

grant him the exclusive authority to prepare a budget for

presentation to the Legislature. Although these proposals

probably have merit, they ignore the political context of

budgeting in Texas. Given the present power relationship

between the governor and the Legislature, it is probably

impossible to persuade the Legislature to relinquish the

powers it has in the area of budgeting. The most feasible

reform, therefore, would appear to be giving the governor

greater powers in the area of budget execution.

of T Article III, Section 49a.
23~pra.,Table I, p. 3.
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Regardless of the powers of the governor in the area of

budgeting, the Legislature will continue to require a size-

able and competent professional staff to assist In the

preparation of an appropriations bill and in review of the

budget which is submitted, The staff now available to the

Legislature has undoubtedly made significant contributions

to the quality and effectiveness of the budgetary decisions

made by previous legislators. To deprive the Legislature of

an independent source of information would make it completely

subservient to interest groups and to the governor. If the

legislative process is to be improved, the quality of staff

assistance available to legislators must be improved in order

to provide independent sources of information and ideas,

which will keep the legislators from becoming dependent on

other branches of the government for information. If increasing

the influence of interest groups is a probable result of

depriving the Legislature of staff assistance, then it must

be avoided altogether.

Rationality of Decision-Making in the
Budgetary Process in Texas

The analytical framework posited that a decision would

be considered rational if it were based on the search for

more, not less, alternatives and the consideration of their

consequences. The question becomes, then, is this the pattern

in Texas?
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Several factors have been put forth as not being conducive

to the formulation and evaluation of alternatives; the same

factors limit the number of alternatives to be presented.

Nevertheless, alternatives are presented, evaluated and

adopted in the course of the budgetary process in Texas. Six

points were identified as places where alternatives could be

considered. Furthermore, an examination of the budgetary

process in the context of a communications network reveals

that the information necessary to the formulation and evaluation

of alternatives is generated within the process from the

initial budget hearing before the professional staff to final

adoption of the general appropriations bill. The primary sources

of information used in the decision-making process are state

agencies, the staff of the budget board, interest groups,

other legislators, and the leadership groups in both houses.

Moreover, this information is infused into the process at

each of the six points characterized as alternative-presenting

stages. The end result of the budgetary process, in this

context, is the accumulation of numerous alternatives for

the decision-maker's use.

However, at each point, it was found that there are

characteristics of the process which tend to limit the type

of alternatives to be considered. In review, those charac-

teristics are (1) the degree of integration of the staff and

the members of the budget board, (2) the orientation of the

participants in the process, (3) the control of the process
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by the presiding officers of each house, (4) the high turnover

rate among most of the participants, and its corollary, the

concentration of expertise in the hands of a few, and (5) the

pressure of time,

Regardless of the limiting characteristics of the process,

alternatives, though limited in number, are formulated. The

budgetary process in Texas does not preclude the making of

rational decisions because alternatives necessary for the

making of rational decisions are generated and considered

within the process.

There was presented above a comparison of the original

request of state agencies, the recommendations of the budget

board, and the final amount appropriated from the general

revenue fund.24 In every instance, the final amount appro-

priated was more than the recommended figures formulated by

the budget board, but less than the amount requested by the

agencies. These figures demonstrate, to a limited extent,

that some of the alternatives formulated by the agencies,

interest groups, legislators, and others were accepted in the

course of the legislative process. This would seem to indicate

that the budgetary process in Texas is conducive to the

making of rational decisions, when rationality is defined on

the basis of the consideration of alternatives.25 It can be

24 upra., Table VIII, p. 109.

25 up2ra.,p. 30.
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concluded with a greater degree of firmness that decisions

within the budgetary process are based on the consideration

of alternatives. What has not been weighed extensively in

this study is the fact that "in the most integral sense the

budget lies at the heart of the political process." 2 6  There-

fore, a definitive statement on the rationality of the

budgetary process in Texas will have to be postponed until

the politics of this process is investigated.

26 Wildavsky, cPt t, p. 5.
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