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PREFACE

-

This report on Developing Consistent and Cooperative Constituency Linkages
is second in the continuing series of reports on timely issues of concem to State
Boards of Education. Publication of these !mperative of Leadership issue pack-
ages is made available to all NASBE members with furds provided by the
Elementary and Secondary Edueation Act of 1965 (ESEA, Public Law 89-10,
Title V, Section 505), through the State of New York. .

The report that follows is organized into four sections. Section I presents a
condensed Overview Summary . Section If contains the research text on Develop-
ing Consistent and Cooperative Constituency Linkages, prepared by Dr. Michael
D. Usdan, President, The Merrili-Palmer Institute, Datroit, Michigan. Section
11, the Action Alternatives, ¢omains recommendations developed by the NASBE
staff. Section IV is an Appendix, consisting of Footnotes and an Annotated
Bibliography. '

NASBE wishes to express its appreciation to Dr. Usdan for his time and
cooperation throughout the preparation of this report.

James M. Connor
NASBE President

August 1976
DPenver. Colorado




SECTION 1

Overview Summary

To sustain the integrity of the American educational system so that it is not
overwhelmed by the interests—or disinterest—of various constituent groups,
will require direction and leadetship from a policy making body that Is informed,
articulate, responsible—and acquainted with the people in a state who make
things happen. State Boards of Education, as decision making groups without
vested interests beyond quality education for schoolage children, are uniquely
situated to nourish a cohesive atmosphere among diverse educational interests.

The sometimes disparate goals of teachers’ associations, school boards,
parent-teacher associations {PTA’s), students and others are competing for
the educational policy maker’s time and talents, Such pressures as desegrega-
tion efforts, teacher negotiations and politics. to name a few, demonstrate that we
live in an increasingly complex society of which education can be viewed asonly
a part. Now, more than ever before, educational decision makers must combine
their effprts with those representative of these other groups.

Since there appears to be a contemporary resurgence in the influence of state
govemments, it follows that this predominance will extend jato educational
affairs. Remember that the state government js legally responsible for cducation.
Therefore, it is incumbent upon educational policy makers 10 familiarize them-
selves with the political process in general and with their state’s particular politi-
cal realities. They need 10 know which branches of state government are respon-
sible for what; who among their state’s lawmakers is interested in education; and
who isn’t and ought to be.

Get to know your state’s governor and legislators. Let them know who
you are and what you want. Let them be aware that you are aware-—that
you know there are social ilis plaguing the nation that cost money to rectify.
Don’t harass and pester, but do be consistent, and persistert if you have to
be. Know that a legisiator has many constituents—and what you may want
may be at odds with what some other group wants or demands, or with the
legislator’s imminent concerns.

Publicize your objectives, using mass media communication whenever appro-
priate. The effect of this will be to demonstrate your needs to your state’s
govemor, legislators, education professionals and other decision makers; and 1t
will show your constituents— students, parents. teachers, business leaders, and
the citizenry at large —that you do work for them.

In today’'s worid, where education. business. society and politics arc so solidly
intermingled, State Boards are in positions of leadership and also occupy a
middle ground. From these positions, they can and should aid in establishing or
identifying mutual coneerns and interests. Not to disparage special mterests, but
10 avoid allowing them to obscure those goals and desires that are common to us
all skould constitute a tenable focus for State Boards of Educatien.




SECTION II

Developing Consistent and
Cooperative Constituency Linkages

By Michael D. Usdan, President
The Merrill-Palmer Institute
Detroit, Michigan

Education is becoming increasingly politicized and controversial at the state
level. This trend will persist and intensify in the years ahead as issues such as
finance, race and public employee negotiations draw State Board members into
the manstream of the body politic at the state level. Legistators and their staffs,
members of the executive branch, and business, community and labor groups ail
have broadened the base of educational decision making dramatically in recent
years, -

Thus, State Board members must provide leadershlp in shaping more
broadly based coalitions with.constituencies that extend beyond professional
education groups. The otd professionally dominated coalitions are no longer
viable, They have been fragmented by teacher militancy and other factors.
‘The reality is that education now is an inextricable part of the “warp and
woof** of general state politics.

Because of its profound economic implications and saliency . . public issue
of first import, education can no longer be viewed as an isolated and insulated
governmental function that somehow is mystically detached from the general
political processes of state government. Thus, the need is for State Board mem-
bers and others influential in the formulation of state policy o develop consti-
tuency linkages not only w ith education oriented lay and professional groups but
also with all other major interest groups that attempt to determine public policy in
major fiscal and program areas like edueation.

THE INCREASED INFLUENCE OF THE STATES

In recent years there has been a quiet but marked transformation of state
government as 2 more influential participant in the federal system. Indeed, de-
spite prevailing notions about the unresponsiveness and madeguacy of state
government, there is compefling evidence that the states have been inureasingly
carrying more than their share [ the burden of domestic governmental prugress
in recent decades.’

Ihere are a nuniber of plausible explanations for this renaissance of state
government. The fiscal and Programmatic limitations of most local governments
have be ome all tou appatent n a complea, technologically sophastic ated post-
industial society in which change is the only constant. The issues are too com-
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plicated and the consequent centralizing forces are simply too compelling for
local government 10 adequately meet citizen needs in problem areas like transpor-
tation, pollution, cducation, welfare, and so fonh that transeend limited geo-
graphical boundaries.

in the mid- and late-1960"s. the federal government was viewed by many as

. the best hope for domestic progress anidenlightenment. Numerous adyocates of
the Great Socicty ideology belicved that only the federal government had the
programmatic vision and expertisc to redress societal incquities, and numerous
Washington-based programs were gencrated in education and other Major sacial
policy fields.

Widespread disillusionment with massive federal programs, however, soon set
in. Complaints mounted abofk the administrative difficulties inhevent in cen-
tralized control of prograths it a nation as diverse and variegated as the United
States. The Republican victory in the 1968 presidential election and the cost of
the war it Vietnam blunted the federal initiatives as influence, programs and
resources began to flow back to the states through mechanisms like reveaue
sharing.

Education Is A Legal Responsibility

This shift back toward the states has persisted through the 1970°s in both the
Nixon and Ford Administrations. It has particular significance in the field of
education, of course, which remains basicatly a tegal responsibility of state
government. As aresult, the states at this time in history are in a pivotal position
in regard 1o the formulation of educational policy. Thus. it is incumbent upon
State Boards of Education 10 exercise more assertive leadership as state govern-
ment becomes an even more vital linch-pin in the federal system. There are
encouraging signs that the states have begun to assert that leadership m ficlds hke
educational finance.? planning. rescarch and cvaluation.

The leadership that has been forthcoming, however, usually has not been
provided by State Boards of Educatlon. Some argue that $tate Boards have
remained relatively invisible, passive and uninflucntial paiticipants in the educa-
tional decision making process.® State Boards of Education, it is contended. can
beecome more politically infiuential if they use their unique leverage at the
political-educational interface more effectively. State Boards ought to assume a
Icadership role in the development of more diverse and broadly based cozahtions
of groups with common ccneerns for the formulation and enactment of en-
lightened state policy in areas like cducational finance. planning and cvaluation.

THE POLITICALIZATION OF EDUCATIO!

In recent years. cducation at the federal. state and local levels has been drawn
inexorably into the mainstreain of general politics. COI‘IIpIC%iSbI.ICS such as race.
finanee. public employee negotiations. nd intergovernmental and church-state
relationships have all impinged profoundly upon the schools in unprecedented
ways Issues such as these can be greated mcaningfully only m the broader
context of general politics. The political volatility of the complex school busing
issuc is the most dramatic example of liow education currently s mexiricably
intcrwoven into the broader social and pelitical context of contemporary socicty.

‘The politicalization of education has been accelerated not only hecause of.
the saliency of issues like school husing and finance hut also because schoois
are under closer public scrutiny. hit other words. fretors like the recent
cconomic crisis. inflation. dissatisfaction with studem performanee and anti-
teacher backlash have all broken down the once relativel marked 1solation apd
insulation of education from general politics at all levels of government,
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These developments already have precipitated profound changes in what was
in most states a somewhat closed system of professionally dominated decision
making on educational matters. The systemn already has been altered and opened
up dramatically as legislators and governors and their staffs play an increasingly
influential 10le in the formulation of state educational policy. The influence of
teacher and administrator groups and their professional allies in state education
agencies, while still substantial in most states, has unquestionably been dilutea
by the more active participation of the legislative and execuive branches.

The old professionally dominated educational coalitions,! which were rather
influential in & number of states, have been fragmented by the collective bargain-
ing issue which has created so much divisiveness in the last fifteen years or so
amnong teachers and their school boards and administrators.

These changes in the politics of educativy at the state level have cavsed &
number of states to reassess the adequacy of their existing educational gov-
ernance siructures. New and interesting models of educational governance
have been developed in states like Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, South
Daksta and Virginia. In these states, for example, the controversial new posi-
tion of sccretary of education has been created. Appointed by the governor as
meimbers of the state cabinct. these secretarics of education are responsible f r
the coordination of all elements of the educational enterprise. Such a structure
obvivusly direcily integrates educationa! governance into the mainstream of gen-
eral state politics. Advocates of this approach sce education being strengthened
by this “‘realistic’” institutionalization of the hnk between politivs ¢nd education
while critics both lay and professional rai} against the negauve effects of closer
linkuges between the political gpd cducational sysiems.?

COALITION POLITICS IN TRANSITION
AT THE STATE LEVEL

Traditionally in many states, pro-school terest groups orgamized theinselves
into various types of coalitions 10 achieve their goals more effectively, and they
frequently v ere influential in the political process in many states. Coalitions are
vommon n the democratie provess and educationally orented organizations have
coalesced for politival action at the state level in much the same way a have
inter:st groups representing manufacturers. veterans, labor and farmers.®

Historically . the membership €ore of organizations that vonstituted the state
eduvational coalitions i luded the staie tea hers™ association. the staty school
boards™ assoviation. vanous organizations representing school adminastrators,
and the state Porent-Teacher Assoviation {PTA). In suine states the coalinons
were small and tighdy controlled by those groups that focused prithanly on
education like the teacher. PTA. school board and adnunistrator groups. In other
states, the coalitions were mgyh more broadly based and included numerous 1ay
organizations 4 well s the vustomary predominantly cduyatin 0 oriented groups.
Although state education deparinient of fipals were avts e gnd intluential jn many
of the coalitions. State Board of Eduvation menibers were notably unievo®ved.

The relative politcal mfluence of the dinerse educational voalions 18, of
wounse, extremiely difficult to assess objectively. A coalition « an openite siveess
fully only if 1t works compatibly within the barger political culture or environ-
ment of the stae within which it based. Different politica! sty les are appropn
ate within different stutes.”

The basic strategy of any coalition is consent huilding among the ¢con-
stituent organizations. Conflict 15 nupimized and every elfurt i made to wvoild
divishefiess as he strength of dhe coalitton o predivated un s unay. Most
educdtond couditions have fovused their autivities on e gislative prograins., par -
tivularly yn state wid and related iswal nudters. School and s been the magor
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cducationai issue {n most states as it affects vivally every district and taspayer.
I there is one issue on which alinost every educator can agree, 1t s the necd for
additiona revenue and consensus on this isste has been the major cohesive
clement in maintaining unity within the coalitions. Indeed, many coalittons
which have been feucful of risking their unity o relatively untinportant or sec-
ondary issues have focused their attention almost exclusisely on liscal matters.

Educational coalitions gencrally have been dominated by organtzalions such as
the weachers” and school boards® associations whose primary wnterest has been
cducation. These associations, particularly the eachers' organizanons, have had
the mass memberships necessary to provide the political munscle, staff expettise,
and, most important, the fiscat resources required to achieve coalitton objectives.
The 12achers’ groups, in particular, ulso have possessed the extensive grassroots
base so essential 10 successful political activity.

Since the advent of teacher militancy in the 196Q°s, however, the tradittonal
unity of the coditions has been croded. The customary straicgy of consent
building has been shaucred by the conflict between more aggressive teachers”
groups and their traditional allies such as organizations represenung school
boards, administrators and parents. The teacher militancy which has swept across
the country in linle more than a decade has profoundly influenced the sizncture
and operations of the coalitions which for years had been so wfluenttal w the
formnlation of state educational policy.?

Many such ¢ alitions thus have been fragmented and weahened greatly, The
unity of "the once rurally dominated educational codlitions has been eruded
further in the last decade by legislative reapportionntent which has compelled
tactical shifts from 2 rural strategy to meeting the political necds and style of the
suburpan legislators who now control state capitols, The cfforts of educators to
maintain consensus have been further strained by polstical and judicral efforts to
redress inequalities of educational opportunity, such as prosuding supplementary
reseurces and programs for hard pressed city school districts and students who
have particolarly serious educational necds.

Thus, the pattera of odticational deciston making at the state tevel has been
altered profoundly in reecmt years and traditional coalitions have been shauered
beyond recognition ir ntany states 1o numerous capitols. the result bas been w
ercate a power vacunm which has alredy been filled in large meastire by utereas-
ingly influential participants front the geveral politeal sy stem such as goveriors.
legishuors and <taffers (rom the executive and legislative branches ol state gov-
ermnent What role. then, catt State Boards of Education, umntluential traditiont-
ally in inowt capitols. play it this dramatically changed politie al siation?

THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION AS A CATALYST

If edueation is o recenve effective pulitical support at tie state kvel. o persia-
stve ease can be nuide that re itabized Loy leadershap w cosential. Wth ilwe old
coglitions riven asunder and with Jnti-professiondl sentunents comiion among
political leaders and the general citizenry . lay leadership is essential, New politi-
cal strarepies nusg be mounted 10 state capitols 1o broaden and diversily the
constiteeney base frvm which educatwonal interests operate, There are lew groups
heiter positioned tun State Boards of Education o coufesce d cross section of lay
an? professional organizations and miterest groups (o assert the cinse of tigh
guadity public edneation iy

State Boards can whieve this unue role as catalysis a4t the poliical-
cducational interfage 1 stat¢ caprols. however. only 1 they bevoine inore
hnnw fedgeable of and imvolsed an general state polities. State Boand members,
for exattple. miust in many cases become more cognizant ol Lagwors such as the
prevaling podaical calture i therr state. the role of pulits al parties, the degiec ot
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inter-party competition that exists. the influence of the gosernor, and the techni-
cal capacity and professionalisnt of the legislalure,

The role of the governor is of particular importance and State Boards
must seek closer working velationships with the chief cxecutive and his
education advisors. Govcrnors as chicf exccutives have very significant con-
stilutional and statulory power in most stales 1N a number of major education
decision making areas. They have important appointive powers and thus select
key policy making apd administrtne personnel. In more than thirty states [Ed.
32 swates), the gosemor appoints a majurity of the State Board members. In five
of these (Maine, New Tersey, Pennsybs anta, Tennessee and Virgima), the gover-
nor also appoints the chicf state school officer. In addition. governors often are
members, chairmen orex officio participants on major policy mahing boards and
committecs. In Alabama, Florida. Momana and Tennessec for example. the
sovemors serve as ex gfficiv members of State Boards of Education.?

Governors wicld political influence in a number of other ways that greatly
influence educational policy making. As slate expenditures have svared. chief

. executives are excreising stronger control over the budgetary process. In many

states., exceutiv ¢ budgets prevail and governors have the mitiative i determining
fiscai policy. They also frequently have greas influence ever legislatures as party
lcaders who also possess considerable leverage as a stale’s major patronage
dispenser. The veto power is sull another important source of gubernatorial
influenee.

The state legislature, of course, is a singularly important pelicy making
agent in education. Statc Board members should be particularly aware of the
role of the leadershio and hey committees in the legislative process. The influ.
ene2 of finance committees 15 of particular significance as they vlimately control
not only state aid levels but also appropriations for the stat¢ educalion department
or agency Lhat administers Stale Board policies and programs. In many states the
legislatures, like their counterpart the U.S. Congiess, are beginning 10 build up.
staffs with greater financial expertise and in all likelihood wiil be exercising more
fiscal influence vis-a-vis the exceutive branch. which until rather recently has
dominated the budgetary process at both the federal and state levels.

There are a pumber of excellent recent illustrations of the excculive and
icgislative branches of state government becoming more actively concerned with
the shaping of ¢ducational policy. Ir New York. for example. ¢ven the prestigi-
ous State Board of Regents, the oldest State Board of Euucittion jn the nation , has
been politicized 1o an unprecedented exlent. The Regents has prided wsclf on ps
independence from the mainstrcam of state polites. This relatnve detachment of
the Regents and the state education depaniment from the legislatne and exccutive
branches, however, has ended. The Regents has been under attack because of
alleged unresponsivencss to elected officials and the general public.'® In 1974.
the term of the Regents, who are appointed by the New York Swate Legislature.
was shortened by legislative enactment from 15 19 seven ycars sn an cffort to
make the Regents more “*accountable.™*!!

In 1973. the then Governor Nebson Rockefcller proposed the creation of 1
Office of Education Performance Review so that the governor and the legislatare
could have more direct responsibility for deciding how the taxes they imposed
were spent. This propesal. which was enacted i 1973 projected publicly the
controversy that had festered for years between the clected polural leadershp in
the state and the Regents and the New Yorh Education Deparivent. It appears
that considerable nunbers of elected offivials have been alienated by the Re
geats. The Regents, which traditionally met with the governor only annually at a
formal meeling and rarely as a group with legislators, was regarded by some
Critics s being o detached and remote from the politival and fisval reahtics
vonfronting ¢levted offivials. Some elevted officals were pattwularly alienated
by the Regents” strong advucacy of busimg for suhuol desegregation. And, under
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strong presstire frony Laxpasers in their districts at o time of fiseal cnsis, legis-
fators have Been less than enchamied with the Regents” proposals for substantial
inercases in stare aid ' Thus, continuing efforts Bave been inde w curh the
power of the Regents and the New York State Education Department. Indeed. i
July. 1976, Gosvernor Hugh Carey signed into law a bill that made the Commes-
sioner of Education’s rulings subject to conrt review, m New Yurk Stale. the
Commissioner s had unigue qtiasi judicial powers and his deeistons heretofore
have rarely been sibjeet 1o court resiew,

Similar developments line oceurred in many other states as education hay
become embroiled in the larger political issues of race, finance and pubhe ¢m-
ployee negotiations Reeent stidies of suceesshitl school finanee reform elforts
indicate that leadership in this area has nnt been provided by traditional educ.
tional leadership groups like weacher associations und state education departments
which usually have dominated the formulation of educational policy. New
groups played the ingor roles in leading these stecessiitl sehool finance reform
efforts ** The groups that provided the impetus for change were from outswe
<xivting educational structtiees and were external to the customary participants 1n
the polities of eduesation ut the state lesel. This pew leadership thrust was pro-
vided, for exanple, by governoxs (e.g.. Minncsota). and legislators e.g., Kan-
sas) lo many states reform efforts were facilitated by court decisions, newly
constituted state citizen study committees (i.¢.. Maines. a national reform net-
work supported by major univenitics and foundations, and wvil nghts Fawyers
and persons other than professional educuiors,

What, then, is an appropriate role Tor the State Board of Education in this new.
mure broadly bused mode of educational politics at the state level? How can
predominantly lay, par-time State Boards develop meamngful. consistent and
cooperative constitueney linkuges at a time when factors like teacher miliancy .
the politici. ation of education. court orders und national inflocnces have cavsed
an crosion of lay influenee?

I

The State Board As An Independent Agent

Stat¢ Boards can benefit from the new visibility . responsiveness and mfluence
of siate governments which have slrcnglhcncd their capucities sismificantly in
recent years, Most state education ageneies. for example, are pow much more
capuble of exereising leadership in arcus like rescarch, planning and e aluation,
although there is still considerable room for improt ement m most camituls, While
Stale Boards undersiandubly must and should depend upon their cluel state
schiool officers and cducation departments for much advice and nformation,
Board members must be viewed by politicians and the citizenry at large as
independent agents free from professional domination and the sested ylereat
perspeetives and burcaueratie constraints which so frequently have thwarted
cducational improvemem.t!

An emerging role of State Boards should be to harmonlze the political
activities of diverse interest groups whencver possible around enmmon
goals. The State Board because of its legal responsihilities for educational
policy making and lay compuosition in most cases is uniquely positioned to
serve as a convenor and consensus building catalyst tor those interested in
guality public educatiun. State Boards, located as they are at an interlace
between infercst groups and the governance structure. should he more cen-
frally enguged in the political process. Suite Boards should facilitaie better
communicition aong the very diverse constiluencies which pow are so cons
cerned with edieation  Politically snphisticated State Boards could be the cons
sensts generating key to creating pawerfnl new educauvnal coalnons at the state
level: coalitions that not only are conutituted by 3 arivwms external nterest groups
and units wighin the exectitrve 4nd legnlatne branches of state governments. hut
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also by traditionat constituents such as teachers, PTA's, school boards and cdu.
cation administrators.

What, then, in moere specifie terms are some of the w.ay s that Staw Boards van
provide mose clfective leadershiy in the politicad avena? What techingques should
Swate Board iemibers wiltze and what understandings of the politieal provess
should they possess in osder to maximize their influence wah the csecutine and
legistative branches of govern.cent?

Grassroots Action

It is ponicudarly imponant that State Boar D members revngnize the creaal
signiticance of political activities a the local or grassrouts level. Grassrouts
suppon is of great importance W degislaors and reconmiendutions that genuinely
cnnite from constituems in the home district are of po-amount interest to
lawmakers. It follows tha without strong local support for education, the various
staiewide edueatioms) leaders and officialy lose much of ther political currency.
As cffective as cducational urganizatlons 5.4y be, they are limited finang 1ally
shen compared to somie of (he lobbivs that represent large comnieragl and
bustness interests. and theic  abership iy v sl in relation o the wial
population of any given state 1 ne effectiveness of staew ide educational urgani-
Zationy is thus largely predicated on effective grassrouts action at the local lesel.

Educutional intcrests and support ft the state and local levels are
mobilized most effectively when there is unity on issues und close cooperu-
tion between lay und professional leaders. Articulate and knowledgeabic lay
leadership is of paramount importance as clected officials frequently are
more receptive to the direct approuaches and opiniens of informed tay men
who do not bave the sested interests of professiunuls on educationyl matters,
The most successful lubbying for cducation often projects lavnienr into the
fiurcfront while the professionals provide their eapertise and puidance in
more subtle and indircet ways.

Personat diplomaey is sery Belpful fur success wah legishators, 1t often tihes
many years to build up the rappont Jesised. State Board members can ash legis-
{ators for support but gencrally should ot reguest gefinitive comnntiments. o
propositioo usually shuuld nut be put un an either.oF basis w the legnlatur, The
door should always be left open tur fulure reyuests. Educational leaders mus
recognize that legishaurs lave to consider nany ossues i addition tu ediueation.

" Frequemly . the more pobitically successful educatnmal leaders we legelaors
at their heme buse whenever possible, In the state capatal, losmubers are alien
morc Jetached and tormal. State Foard meinbers shasld become personally
acquainted with Lo mihers s that Suture commumegtom wdl be niope meaming-
fil Contact wiih the begishtor must not be o crdune, but onfregue nt conmmunica-
tion should be avoided o, 1E s necessasy By imantant contmugdus contact o
order o establish die rappont necessary for the kegislator o rely upon the educa
tiowal leader's integrity und judgnent. Mok sute Bod ot omand s goendi-
alhy most dexirgble The legslaor might be visted occasionally by the State
Boand member, it only to sy helhe, evon o8 there are mo professional matters to
diseiss o requsis o e This indicates that the educationad leader s -
tesested 1 the legishator as o persan aid is ot jostinendly 1 ceman times o gan
spevial fivars,

Brevity is important and apprectuated by legisiators swhen proposals or
feteus ure presented. Legislatars Bave hitle tmie tor specifics and fengthy pre-
sentations of proposads The best ime b see o legelator apprears to be at lome. o
month ur o b2tore a sesson starts. At ths ame the kewnnahers are not decply
imobved in legislatne dfars and have more wl an vpportumty e consider care-
fully the Weas of constieents. This s bite enuugly se that the lawmaher s are ool
apt o forget nmeanmztul recommendationts 1 e gsdutors e contacted oo tar i
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advance of the opening of a session. they are more likely to forget the proposals
of constituents. ]

Communic ations with the legislators can be earried on through the mails, by
personal visits and by telephone. Some State Board members could be more
publicity conscious. They should avail themselves of radio, television and other
media of mass communication. Newspapers should be contacted regularly and

- informed of what the schools are doing. An educationally-minded press is an
important ingredient for effective communication with legislators.

State Board members should strive tc gain more understanding of practi-
cal politics and public affairs. Legislators must weigh all sides of complex
issues. To gain the confidence of legislators requires time, diplomacy gnd
Jacts. An educational leader will be more effective in dealing with a legislator
if he is aware of the lawmaker’s situation and perspective. As a popularly
elected official, the lawmaker desires and needs to be seen as much as
possible by the voters. State Board members, for example, should invite
legislators to educational functions whenever appropriate. The lawmakers
greatly appreciate this consideration. By extending these invitations, contact
with legislators can become a “two-way street”’ that is mutually profitable.
Not only is the lawmaker doing favors for educational leaders but State
Board members are reciprocating by inviting him to public functions.

Legislators are subjected 0 various approaches by educational inlerests. These
contacts will range from an overly zealous teacher giving a youngster a letier to
take home for his family 1o mail to the legislater, to mimeographed orgamiza-
tional literature A large number of hanudwritten letters from constituents taking 4
position on a matter generally will give a legislator added reason lo vontemplate
his position on an issue  Mimeographed organizational material often will not
have this effeet.

<..l')

Reaching Your Legislator

There are three basie approaches w legislators that are commonly foliowed.
One appreitch is that of & statew ik organization on & matter of statew 1de tport.
This approach ¢an wfien be effective. tor it represents the collective opimon of
the constituents of large organizations. Legislators cannot afford o ignore this
approach. they will consider it seriowsly o deternune o 1t truly reflets statewnde
cank-and-file sentiment The second approach s the pe of communication
characterized by an organieed effort o support legislation on a mwre localized
isse This (ype of communivdation vommonly wonsits of standardized. mimeo-
graphed statements amd is frequently of hide sigmficame. A few handw nitten
original letiers ar¢ ofien nrwre effective than handreds of mimeographed aml
organizational forms of cammunivaion. The thied approdch s the group pre-
sematioty or dewonstration T! iy wechnigue frevjuently annoy s rather than pet-
suades legislators 1t is o proper exercise. howeser. of the righty of cieeny to
focus altention upan & pastivalar problem. It v wften wot nearly o effectine.
however. as demonstraion or march leaders belicve.

Elected state officials have an cnormous job o do for the welfere of nullions of
peaple I is 4 serious and shifficult tash 0 umdertabhe in 2 brict pernd of te,
Atany Tegiamres meet for unldy short perieds of me. and tor nist ol the sevvon
will canvene far tww ur three dayy aweek. This [ K ot tme nabey 1t vietually
mpassible fur legisfatars o tully understand the vempley sssues that controm
them  As g sesults the dobhyists 0 state capataly have an important funcion tu
fulfill. The role of the fobbyist s falwely reganded by many peopls Critics ulicn
vontend that Tobby isis are peaple whu are only ey i w gain wislesers el rewands
fur special mterent giovps Lobbyists, however. have the vital role of provieding
information tur ICgiskitors whe cannot posvibly by fandur with ol e it a-
tionsy of compley problems.
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The success of educational interests at the state level Increasingly will be
dependent upon the quality of leadership provided by State Boards of Education.
State Board members. by their responsible presentation of schoel necds, can be
very helpful to legislaters. These leaders uniquely can be trustworthy sources of
information as well as persuaders.

Many of the merc politically successful educational leaders place emphasis
upon improving education generally. Undue emphasis on vested interest or
“*bread and butter™ issucs such a5 salaries and other teacher benefits gives the
edncational intercsts a public image of selfishness. and in reality often decreases
the prospects for desired legislation. Politically sophisticated educational leaders
believe that public opinien is morc faverably aroused if the needs of youngsters
and socicty as a whole are emphasized rather than tcacher benefits, they realize
that incrcased cxpenditures for any phase of the educational process will utti-
mately result in funds being released for *‘bread and butter™ benefits. This
de-cmphasts of money matters is particularly important now when almost all
public institntions are confronted with decremental budgets or the necd to re-
trench substantially.
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SECTION III

Action Alternatives

NASBE Staff Recommendations
To State Boards

The process roles of convening eonstituency groups and harmonizing, syn-
thesizing and ‘translating their input into policy and legislative, budgetary and
program thrusis are important and appropriate for the State Board. And they
require people who are skilled in functioning as the facilitators and coordinators
for these processes. Such roles also presume the gathering of accurate data that
rather precisely chart the status of education against which constituent percep-
tions and inputs can be validated.

Often, the development of cousistent and cooperative constituency link-
ages will depend upon the degree to which the State Board is perceived as
both influential and effective, Thus, a State Board perceived as a do-nothing,
politically weak entity, probably will have some difficulty in rapidly gaining
anything other than polite and noncommittal responses from various constituency
organizations. A State Board that sincerely desires to move into a major policy
leadership role must do so incrementally and systemacicatly.

To do that, it must identify the educational needs within the state, rransiare
those into policy and legistative, budgetary and/or program thrusts; build constit-
uency suppost; and convince the legislature and governor that action iS needed.
To that extent, nearly all of Dr. Usdan’s suggestions are both specific and clear
and can become a starting sirategy for State Board action. Summarized, the
following seem to be a logical sequence of steps for State Boards desiring to both

a5 fa incrementally and systematically build cooperative and consistent constituency

=

"' linkages,

® Establish the validity of the existing data base regarding the status of
education within your state. If data gaps exist. initiate steps to fill those gaps. If
the data validity is questionabie, initiate steps to gather accurate data.

® Ask the chief to develop a plan and process for convening constituency
groups and for harmonizing and synthesizing constituency input.

@ Ask the chief to develop a mechanism for assessing the validity of
constituency identified needs with state education agency (SEA)-gathered and
validated daa,

® Establish 2 mechanism for developing board priorities and translating
priorities into policy and legislative, budgetary andfor program thrusts.

® Establish both rapport and mutual respect with the legislature, indi-
vidual legislators and the governor.

® Establish a mechanism for mobilizing constituency and grassroots sup-
port for your developed priorities,

® Maintain & high degree of visibility both by positive achicvement on
substantive issues and by a carefully designed public relations/media program.
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SECTION IV

Appendix

Footnotes
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