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INTRODUCT [ ON

The purpose of this case study is to provide a description and inter-
pretation of the process through which state-level policy decisions are
made for the public schools of Tennessce, The repert begins with a brief
treatment of the socioecononic environment and pelitical culture in which
education takes place, State governmental arrangements for public school
paiicy raking are then described, Next, state pelicy decisions in four
educational issue areas are reviewed to illustrate the operation of the
systen, Following this, the essential relationships and perceptions of
the different actors are analyzed, An interpretation of the policy-
making process and the behavior of the actors who participate concludes
the case study. The data for this casce study were derived from interviews,
questionnaires, documents, and secondary sources.l The research took place
during 197. and carlv 1973 and sheuld be interpreted wilhin that time

{frave,
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CONTEXT FOR STATE EQUCATION POLICY MAKING

Education policy making does not occur Tndependent of environmental
forces. To understand this process requires that some attention be directed
toward the setting in which it takes place. Thus, the geographic, socio-
economic, and political characteristics of Tennessee are the concerns of

this fir<t section.

Geography and Hatural Resources
Long, narfow, and a parallelogram in shape, Tennessece extends over 400

miles from the Appalachian Mountains on the east to the Mississippi River

on the west. From north to south ity greatest width is 10 miles. Tennessec
ranks 3hth among the American states in total land and water area with 42,244
square miies of 5urface.2 The state Ts divided qeographically into three
major sections, East Tennessee contains three physiographic sub-regions:

(1Y the Unaka ond Great Smoky Mountains, (2) the Great Valley of the

Tennessee River, and {3} some of the Cunberiand Plateau. Middle Tennessee

has three physiographic sub-reqions (1Y much of the Cumberland Plateau,
12) the Central {or Nashville) Basin, and {3) the Highiand Rim around the

Fasin,  West Tennessce is conposed of the (1) Western Tennessee River

Valley and 12) the Mississippi Flood Plain, These threc regions form the

hasis for the main potitical divisions of the state, known as '‘'grand divi-

3

sions, ™
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Throughoul much of Tennessee's history farming and the processing of
products from the soil have provided a livelihood for a majority of its
residents, Sofils in the mountain regions are generaily rocky, while those
in the Great Valley and Cumberland Plateau are of varyiny fertility, But
ruch of the Highland Rim and Central Basin is quite fertile, and the most
productive soil i5 in the Mississippi Plains region. Climate in the state
is usually favorable for agriculture--the average temperature is 60° .

The growing scason ranges front about 150 days in the mountain regions to
over 220 days in West Tennessee,

The principal cash crops are tobacco, cotton, soybeans, corn, and live-
stock. Tennessee is the leading dairy state in the South and ranks par-
ticularly high in the production of hogs. Memphis is one of the Teading
cottonseed processing centers in the worid. Forestry products are among
the state's important natural rescurces. Tennessee is the Southfs leading
producer of hardwoods, and in the softwood category the state has 60 per
cent of the nation's commercial red cedar. Tinally, Tennessee is important
amang the Southern states in mineral production, the r:ost noteworthy being

limestone, marble, zinc, coal, phosphate, copper, and clay.

Socioeconomic Resourcues

industrialization

Traditionally, more than 50 per cent of the manufacturing aclivity in
Tennessee has been located in G urban counties: (1} Shetby (Memphis?,
(2) Davidson {Ha;hville), {3) Hamilton {(Chattancoga}, (4) Sutlivan (Kings-
port and Bristol), and (5) tnox {Knoxvi1le).q The industrialization and
urbanization of thes: areas has been 3 moior developrent during the last
50 years, Tennessce ranks high among the states in the production of knit
goods, chemicals, synthetic fiber. {(rayon). lunber products, coltonsced

Q products, and food ar! Vindred wrolducts,
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In respect to the percentage of workers in select categories, Tennessee

showed the following distribution in 19702

Tennessee United States
White collar workers 4.5/ 48,27
Blue collar workers 42.3/ 35.97
Farm workers 3.8/ 3,14
Service workers 12.57 i2.87

As ts clear from these fiqures, Tennessee has fewer white collar workers than
the national average and a correspondingly higher number of blue collar workers,
A recent research study characterized Tennessee's socioeconomic pattern

in these woras:

Economically, Tennesser is often pictured as a rural state
dependent on small scale farming: but this conclusion is not
wholly satisfactory, for the state as a whole has a rather varied
socioeconomic pattern. Much of West and Middle Tennessce is
rural farriland, but an increasing amount of urbanization and in-
dustrialization is developing., The Sequatchie Jalley of Middle
and East Tennessee has been primarily @ mining area for decades.
Upper East Tennessee i5 becoriing highly industrialized, The
major metropolitan centers of Tennessee are similar to urbanized
arcas anywhere in the n:0untry.6

A review of the industrialization of Tennessee would ke incomplete
without sore emphasis and detaiis on the impact of the Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA)Y on the state's econony. Before the coming of TVA, the
Tennessee Valley was an underdevetoped arca, with a relatively low Jevel of
agricultural and indust-ia! develnprent. The people of the Valley were
genaratly poor, many of them subsisting on a cash income of less than $100
a year‘? For generations the farm hoses of the region bad been lighted
with kerosene larps, refrigeration was lacking, and electric appliances
had bkeen virtually non-existent. in 1933 the area scerved by TYA consumed
hoe electiicity at » rate 17 per cent below the national average. Within
a two year period, after the covwpletion of TVA, home use nad grown to 77

g

per cent above the national average,
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bndustrial employment in the region served by TVA increased from
220,000 workers in 1923 to 440,000 in 1953, ap increase of 99 per cent.
Incone in the reqion {rart manufacturing grew from $226,000,000 in 1929 to
$1,363,000,000 in 1953, a jgrowth of 502 per CCnt.9 The selection of 0ak
Ridge as the site of a piant which 1as to have a large share in the pro-
duction of the atom bonb was due chiefly to the availability of TVA power.
In addition to indusirialization and flood control, soil conservation,

reforestation, and fertilizer production have benefited from the TVA project.

Population

Tennessee's population of 3,923,687 ranks 17th among the 50 states and
Lth emong the 12 Soutbeastern states. 'O From 1960 to 1970 the population
of Tennessee yrew by 10 per cent. This growth was s!lightly below the
national average {13.3 per cent) and ranked Tennessee 6th among the 12
Southecastern states. During the 1960-1970 decade the white population in
Tennessee increascd 10.3 per cent, but the black population increased only
7.6 per went.  As of 1970, 16.1 per cent of the Tennessee population was
black: this rankzd Tennessee 10th among Lhe 50 states, and 9th among the 12
Southeastern states., Horeover, the percentage of whites in Tenncsser rose
from 76.2 'n 1903 to 83.9 in 1970, while the black nopulation decireased from
23.8 ner cent to 15,1 per cent in that time peried as shown in Table 1,

The size of the black popbulation in each of the three grand divisions
varias narkedly. IF 1960 (figures not availabie for 1970), West Tennessee
accounted ior 58.6 ﬁ;r cent of the black population, Middle Tennessee for

24.3 per cent, and East Tennessee for 6.6 per cent.“

in 1970, 497,000 of
the 621,000 blacks ir Teanessce lived in urban arcas. Rural blacks were

concentrated in those areas of Middle and West Tennessee where cotton
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farming was important,

of the state contains about 40 per cent of the State's black residents.

Shelby County (Memphis) in the extreme western part

TABLE 1
POPULATION IN TENNESSEE BY RACE: 1900-1970

Humber Por Huniber Per
Yoar Total White Cent Black Cent
1900 2,020,616 (,540,186 76.2 480,430 23.8
1910 2,18%,789 1,711,432 78.3 473,357 21.7
1920 2,337,885 1,885,993 80.7 451,892 19.3
1930 2,616,556 2,138,644 81,7 477,912 18.3
1940 2,915,801 2,406,906 82.5 508, 935 17.5
1950 3,291,718 2,760,257 83,9 531,461 16,1
1960 3,567,089 2,977,753 83.5 589,336 16.5
1970 3,923,687 3,293,930 83.9 621,261 16,1

SOURCE: Burecau of the Census-

1970 Census of the Population,

ilthough Tennessee's population has increased in each decade since 1900,

its rate of growth is declining. And from 1960-1970 Tennessee showed a ~1,3

net total migration rate. |t has been suggested by several authorities that

this trend is likely to prove very detrimental to the «tate. According to

one such observer:

The greatest proportional loss of population has been among
people between the ages of 20-44, in the most productive years
of their lives, A qreat many of these departed citizens of
Tennessee are quatified for skilled and semi=skilled lahor,

This means that the state bears the expense of cducating <hildren
from whom it veceives no return in productivity., ...5uch a
decrease might lead to a contractien of ltocal rarkets, an aban-
donment of farms and hemes, and ultimately a ri-¢c in the average
age of the citizenry, with a heavier proportion of old people in
a dependent relation to the state. None of theo.o things could
produce o bappy cconomic nr sacial condition for Tcnnessec, |2

Turning nox to school enroilment growth, in the fall of 1971 Tennessee’s
public school enraliment was 896,913,

Tre estirated enratlrent for Y972 was

938,000. Ysing the 1972 enreoliment projection, Tennessen shows a growth
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rate of 10,6 per cent in public elementary and secondary school enrollment
since the 1961-H2 school year.13 However, enroliment growth in 39 other
states was greater than that in Tennessece over the past decade. Some
selected comparisons of enrollnent growth between the years 196!-62 and

}971-72 are shown below:

“er Cent of Increase Rank
Nevada 93.7 1
United States 26.0 Average
Tennessee 0.6 40
West Virginia - 7.7 5ol

In 1970, %8 per cent of Tennessce's population was classified as living

in urban arcas, while 42 oer cent was classified as living in rural areas.
The four largest Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) contained

more than hatf of the state's total popuiation as shown below:

Chattanooga, Tennessee-Georgia 3004,927 persons
Knoxville 400,337 persons
Memphis, Tennessce-Arkansas 770,120 persons
NHashville, Oavidson 541,100 persons

In vontrast to her Southern neighbors, Tennessce has four ¢cities with

over 100,000 population, While the state contains both large and small

15

cities, it has only four cities in the middle-sized category (25,000-50,000).

Table 2 illustrates how Tennessce compares nutionally with regard to urban

popuiatien.

TABLE 2

HRBAN POPLULATLION I8 TENSNESSEE AND SELECTED STATES, 1270

States e TPer lent Urban " Rank
Califarnia 90.0 }
United States 73.5 Average
Tennessee 55,5 3L
Yermont 12.2 50

SOURCE: 1972 NEA Ranwing of tha States.




Education

The median schocl years completed for the Tennessee population was 10.6
years in 1970, a figure significantly below the national average or 12,1
years. In 1970, for persons 25 years and older, 41.8 per cent of Tennesseans
had completed 4 years of high school or more compared with a national average
of 52.3 per cent. VWhile blacks were lower than whites in percentage of those
who had completed & yecars of high school or more, the schooling levels of

both groups increascd substantially between 1960 and 1970 as shown in

Table 3,
TABLE 3
FERCENTAGE OF TENMESSEE RESIDEHNTS WHO HAD COMPLETED
Ly YEARS OF HIGH SCHOOL OR MORE, 1950 AND 1970
_ R 7 1970
Vhites 33.2 bt |5
Blacks ih.2 245

SQURCE: 1970 U.S. Census of the Population.

The improvement in Tenpessee from 1960-1970 with respect to median
years of school completed is encouraging, HNonetheless, it is important to
note that Tennewsee is still below most slates in terms of ninth graders

who eveatually graduote {rom high schaol, This is cvideat from Table &,

TABLE

PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES 1M 1970-71 AS MER CENT
OF PUBLIL SCHOOL HiNTR GRADZRS 1M FALL OF 1367

States Per Cent Rank
Minnesota 91,5 1
United States 78,7 Average
Tennessee 72.3 41
Mississippi 59.4 50

SOURCE: MNEA Pankings of the States 1972




-8-

As is shown in Table 4, Tennessee ranks 4ist nationally in the per-
centage of ninth graders graduating from high scheol., The state's ranking
of Lth among the 12 Southeastern states is more impressive, but the drop-out

problem in Tennessee clearly is substantial,

i ncome

Tennessee is not one of the wealthier states in the Union. The median
income in Tennessee in 1970 was $7,447, well below the U.S. median income
of $9.590.I6 The per capita personal income in Tennessee in 1970 was $3,085
compared with a national average of $3,921. Tennessee ranked 42nd among the

fifty states on per capita personal income in 19?0.1? The following income

statistics give further indication of the relative poverty of Tennesseans.18

Tennessee United States
1. fPersonal income per child of
school age (Tennessee's rank
among 50 states=-38th) $11,798 515,063
2. Net effective buying income
per household (Tennessee's rank
among 50 states~-~45th) $ 8,469 $10,565

The above statistics are amplified when ore realizes that in 1970, 41.4
per cent of the households in Tennessee had ca:h incomes under $5,000, At
the same time, only 24.7 per cent of the households in Tennessee had cash
incomes of $10,000 or more.19 On the positive side, however, Tennessee
ranked 6th among the 50 states on ''per cent increase in per capita personal
income!' from 1960 to 1970, with a figure of 99.8,

Tennesseans a.e not heaviiy taxed by either state or lccal government.
Tentnessece ranked 47th among the 50 states with respect to per capita total
general revenue for all state and local governments in 1969-]970,20

Tennesseans paid only 9 per cent of their personal income for state and

local tax collections in 1970, ranking L6th in the country. The per capita
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property tax revenue of state and local governments in 1969-70 was $76.89
and the per capita state tax revenue in fiscal 1970 was $175.05 ranking
Tennessee 43rd and H47th, respectively,

Although Tennessee, relatively speaking, is quite low {42nd nationally)
in per capita income, it is even lower (47th nationally) in per capita state
and local tax revenue. This condition affects state-level governmental
decision making by imposing a very limited budget. The amount of money
available to schools reflects this condition. Local and state revenue
receipts for public schools in 1970-7}, as per cent of personal income in
1970, stood at 4.3 per cent, ranking Tennessce L1st among 48 states.
Tennesseans spent $715.00 per student (ADA) which ranked the state 47th
among the 50 states, The State government in Tennessec provided 44.5 per
cent of this $715,00 per AQA in 1970. 1t is encouraqing to note that
Tennessee ranked 7lh nationally among the 50 states with respect to per
cent increase in estimated current expenditures per pupil in average daily
attendance from 1961-62 to 1971-72, with an increase of 154.4 per cent over
that decade,

Tennessee, then, has a varied socicecononic environment., The state
is becoming more urban and industrialized, though agriculture and mining
remain significant in the state's economy. Income and taxation levels lag
well behind the national averages. While educational attainment has in=
creased in recent Years, Tennessce ranks below most olher states in this
area as well, Population and student carolliment are «rowing at a slower
rate than the United States as & whole. The out-migration picture, com=
plicated by an increasing number of older citizens, poses a problem to

future socioeconomic development in Tennessee.
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Political Culture

fhe milicu in which the political attitudes of citizens have been
developed and are maintained is clearly an important consideration if one
is to understand the policy-making system of a state. Researchers have
commoenty relied on measures of interparty competition, electaral porti-
cipation, and potlitical culture in their efforts to depinc a state's
political context. These factors, as well as some brief commentary on
selected political perscnalities in recent Tennessee history, will be

discussed in this section.

Interparty Competition

Tennessee, traditionally, has been described as a one-party Democratic
state. in 1950 Wiiliam Goodman wrote: ''Democratic dominance is so com=
pletely established and accepted (in Tennesscei that Republican fast
Tennessece stands more in the pasition of a fief to the Oemocratic lord
than in that of a genuine political competitor.“21 But in recent years
the dominance of the Democratic party has aiven way to a more eyen balance
hetween the two major parties.

Austin Ranney's index of interparty competition (1955-70) measures
the 50 states according to the degree of interparty competition for state
offices.? According to Ranney, Tennessee is best classified as a "'modi-
fied one=party Democratic state." Such a classification does appear tc be
appropriate for state political offices. The Demecrats in 1973 controlled
58 per cent of the House and Senate seats in the Tennessee legisltature com-
pared with 42 per cent for the Republicans. But the success of the Republi-
can tarty in state elections has been Improving and if current trends con-

tinue, Tennessee will soon be classified as a two-party state. HRepublican
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strength has long been found in fast Tennessee and in recent years it has
received electoral expression in other areas of the state.

Derccratic control of the governor's office was the rule for 50 years.
Then in the gubermatorial election of 1970, Winfield Dunn, a Republican,
defeated John J. Hooker, the Democratic candidate, further evidence of the
growing influence of the Republican party in state politics. Progress
toward making Ternnessee a two-party state is also indicated by recent
elections for national offices. Howard Baker in 1966 became the first
Republican Senator from Tennessee since 1869. Currently, both U.5. Senators
from Tenncssee are Republicans. Howard Baker and William Brock. |n addi-
tion, Republicans won five of eight Congressional races in the 1972 elec-
tions. The Republicon trend has been evident in Presidentiol elections.
Since 1952 th- Democrats have carried the state only once, in the 1964
clection when Barry Goldwater was the Republican candidate.

The regional party division in Tennessee--Dem~crats being generally
dominant in Middle and West Tennessee and Republizzns being dominant in
East Tennessce--dates back to the Civil War period. East Tennessee was
YUnion=oriented while Middle and Wwest Tennessee were influenced by thc‘Con-

federate plantation culture.

Yoter Part icipﬁigﬂ

Tennessee, along with its neighbors in the South, has tong been con-
sidered a 10w voter participation state. Lester Milbrath had caputed
average turnouts in selected Presidential elections between 1920 and 1958,
0n this scale Tennessee ranks W42nd anong the 50 states, though 533 per

cent voted in the Presidential election of 1958.23 Un a sinilar scale

developed by Hilbrath, voter turnout in gubernatorial ani senatorial
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elections in non-Presidential years (1952-1960), Tennessee ranked 4lst
among 43 states with an average turnout of only 18,5 per cent.2“ It should
be noted, Lhough, that from 1948 to the present voter turnout in Tennessee
in Presidential electiocns has been on the increase. In the last four
Presidential elections | 1950-1972), voter turnout has been above 50 per
cent. in addition, voter turnout in gubernatorial elections has improved
in recent elections (1962-1970}, but this still keeps Tennessec in the 30

to 40 per cent range.

Politicail Culture

Daniel Elazar has examined the political cultures that are found in
25 - . .
the scveral states. ? He contends that the political culture of the United

States is itself a synthesis of three major palitical subcultures--the

infividualistic, moralistic, and traditicnalistic. 1In an individualistic

palitical culture, government is popularly conceived of as a marketplace

in which policies emerge from the bargaining of individuals and groups
acting out of self-interest. Governmental intervention in matters regarded
as private fe.g., business enterprise) is limited, politics is viewed only
as a tool for individual social and economic impravement, pulitical parties
seek to controi affice primarily to distribute rewards to party loyalists,
and political activity is carried on by professional politicians. [n a
moralistic political culture, people believe that government exists to
advance the shared interest of al! citizens rather than their separate

private interest. Since government exists to advance the shared public

interest, it is believed Lhat every citizen should participate. A tradi-

tionalistic political culture is based on a paternalistic and elitist

conception of governnent, Political power is reservea for a small and
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self-perpetuating elite with a "'right" tc govern because of family or social
position, the role of government is to preserve the established social
order, the preference is for a singte palitical party ‘often divided jnto
factions) that meiely fitls public positions with persons sympathetic to
elitist policies, and the average citizen is not expecced to participate in
palitics (not even to vote) but accepl passively the will of the ruling
oligarchy.

According to Elazsr, most of Tennessee is best classified as tra-
ditionalistic., But the Appalachian arca in the castern and southeastern
party of the state is o mixture of tracitionalistic and moralistic., It
remains to be seen if the grosing urbanization , and the changes in
Tennessee politics that have occurred in the [950s, will move the state

away from th> strong traditionalistic tendencies of the past.

Political Personalities

The reed for flood control on the Tennessee River, the general poverty
of the area, the constant threat of soil erosion, and the desire for
electric power were impartant consideratioas in the development of the
Tennessee Valley Authority. Sepator f.enneth McKellar or Tennessee through
his vigorous supPart and cooperation with Senatar George Nosris {"Father
of TVN') had an important role in bringing the TVA proivct into being in
1933, Senator McKellar served in the U.5. Sepate from 1916 to 1952,
During this tine he was both supported and opposed by the most prominent
political boss in Tennessee's history, Mayor Ed Crump of Memphis. Sepator
MekKellar's defeat in 1952 by Congressman Albert Gore was generally attri-

buted to two factors; lack of support from Cruwp and advancing age.
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Mayar Crump of Memphis was able to maintain his political machine in

"Memphis whan other city bosses throughout the nation (1930s and L0Os) were

on the decline. Crump wos the strongest Democrat in the state and was
closely allied with the Roosevelt administration at the national Jevel,
In part, Mayor Crump had been able to retain his machine because it pro-
vided firm and c¢fficient government in Memphis, one which was unblemished
by scandal. That Is not to say, however, that {rump was above using
questionable political tactics. In fact, his machine was frequently accused
aof purchasing btiocs of votes among the blacks and poor of Memphis and in-
cluding on registration Vists many names allegedly copied from tombstones.26
Governor Jim Mance McCord (1945-1949) was closely aligned with the Crump
rmachine at the state level during much of the period fwmediately after
World War [, The Crump era came to an end tn the election of 1748,

Estes Kefauver of Chattanoogs, who had made an outstanding recard as
a liberal in Congress, w2s a candidate in the Democratic primary for the
U.S. Senate in 194, Kefauver's candidacy was opposed by Crump who accused
Kefauver <f being pro-Communist. Indeed, one of Crump's statewide adver-
tizements referred to Kefauver as @ "pet coon'” of the Communists., This
strateay - x4 when Kefauver turned the statement around by creating
the sican ne would not be Crump's “"pet coon.” The Crump candidates
far the ¢.5. Senate (John A, Mitchell) and the governorship (lim Nance
McCord) were both defeated in the Demacratic primary of 1948, Gordon
Browning who was not supported by Crurp won the Democratic nomination for
the governorship and Kefauver was successful in the senatorial race. |In
fairness to ex-Governor Mclord, some political ohservers believe his intro-
ductian of an unpopular 2 per cant sales tax as a means of financing public

aducation in 1947 was Lhe primary reason for his third term defeat.
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Frank Clement, a young lawyer, defeated Gordon Browning when he ran
for a third two-year term as governor in 1952, A constitutional convention
was held Tn 1953 and the Governor's term was increased to four years. In
the election of 195h, Frank Clement was re-elected to a four-year term.
The more noteworthy accompliishments of his first term (1953-54) were:
{1} the supplying of frec textbooks in all 12 grades of the publtic schoois,
{2) improved mental health programs, (3) an Industrial Development Division
was created, (4) legislative investigaticns were made of all textbooks in
use in higher education a3 well as lower education, but no texts with
Communist leanings were uncovered. During Clement's second term (1955-59)
the two per cent sales tax was expanded to three per cent which made possible
further improvements in educational fimancing, After sitting nyut a term
(1959-1953), frank Clement was again clected to the governorship in the
election of 1962, Ouring this term (1963-67) he broadencd the application
of the three per cent sales tax {utility bills) and provided a $1,030 increase
in the state teachers salary schedule. In addition, large increases in
funds for higher education were provided. The extension of the sales tax
was apparently one of the chief factors for the defeat of Clement when he

ran for the U.S. Senate in 1964,

Buford Ellington served two terms as Goverpor (1959~1963 and 1967-1971).
He was more resistant to tecacher pay increases than was Governor Clement.
During his First administration teacher pay increascs on the state salary
schedule averaged about $10D per year. ODuring his second administration,
he was more sympathetic to increased funding for education but the legis-
lature refused to adopt his tax increase proposals. Even so, Tennessece
was able to advance to the rank of 15th among the states in the percentage

af state funds appropriated for public education [1969). The state
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still ranked 4b6th, however, in amcunt of support from federal, state, and
focal funds, due largely to meager local support.

We have previously noted the recent success of Republicans in the political
arena, In addition to Baker and Brock in the H,S$. Senate, Winfield Dunn became
the first Republican governor in 60 years in the gubernatorial eijection of
1970.

Summarizing our brief treatment of the political culture of Tennessee,
the following points have been made: (1) Tennessce can be classified as a
“modified one-party Democratic state," but the current frend points toward
a bwo-party state and a more even balance between the two major parties;

{2) voter turnout has been low in general, though turnout In recent presi-
dential elections has shown marked improvement; (3) the political culture

of Tennessee according to Elazar is essentially traditionalistic with a mix-
ture of traditionalistic and moralistic being present in tne Appalachian
regions; and {4) noteworthy political personalities have included: Senator
Kenneth McKellar (TVA), Mayor Ed Crump ("'Bossism’) of Memphis, Governors
Frank Clement and Buford Ellington who controiled the governor's chai¢ from
J952 until 1971 (Democrats); and the rise of new Republicans, Senators Howard

Baker and William Brock and Governor Winfiele Dunn,




SECTION 11

STRUCTURE FOR STATE EDUCATION POLICY MAKING

We now turn to a brief description of the formal structure of state
government in Tennessee, The Governor's office and the legislature con-
stitute part of this structure. These instrumentalities affect education as
they do other public functions in the state. In addition, we shall look at
the State Boerd of Education, the State Commissioner of Education, and the
State Departrnent of Education. These thvee are often referred to as the

state education agency.

Tennessee Legislature

The legislative authority of Tennessee is vested in the General Assembly,
which consists of a Senate and House of Representatives. [n general, the
function of the legislature is to make the laws of Tennessee. Some of the
specific powers granted to the General Assembly by the State Constitution
include: the appropriation of all monies to be paid out of the State
Treasury; arrangements for the levying and collection of taxes; and to make
provisicns whereby counties and incorporated towns can levy taxes.27

Members of the Senate are elected for four-year terms, while members
of the House of Representatives serve two-year terms. The House of Repre-
sentatives is composed of 99 rembers, a limit set by the Constitution. The
number of Senators may not exceed one-third the-nhmbcr of Representatives.

In 1972-73, the number of Senators was at the maximum. 33. To qualify as
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a member of the General ﬂ%semb%y, a person must be: (1) & citizen of the
dnited Statas, (2 a citizen of Tennessee for at least three years, and
"2} a resident of the county or district he represents for at least one
year. Along with these cormon requirements, a Representative must be 2!
yvears of age and a Senator must be at least 30.

The General Assembiy convenes in organizational session on the first
Tuesday in Januwary of each year and in regular session on the fourth Tuesday
in February and may, by joint resolution, recess or adjourn until such time
or times as it shall determine. Reguiar legislative sessions are limited
to 45 days, but the legislature may be convened in extraordinary sessions
at other tines by the request of the Governor or by the presiding officers
of both houses at the request of two~thirds of the members of cach house.
Each house chooses a speaker and such other officers as are necessary and
determines its own rules of procedure. Two-thirds of all members of each
house constitutes a quorum for conducting business,

Party representation in the House and Sepate has become more balanced
over the years. !n the General Assembly in 1971-72, the party division was

as follows:

House - Democratic Party = 65 Seats
Repubtican Party = 43 Seats
fimerican Party = ( Seats

Tota! 99 Seats

Senate: Derocratic Party = 19 Seats
Republican rarty = 13 Seats
American Party = | Seat

Totat = ?i Seats

For the 1972-73 tegislative session there had been a four seat Republican
gain in the Housc of Pepresentatives, while the Senate party alignment

remained the same as for 1971-72,
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The Speaker in both houses holds a very powerful position. He presides
over the House, recognizes members, and refers bills to committees. He
appoints altl rmembers to conmittecs and designates thelr chairmen. A point
waorth noting here is that seniority is not used a- a basis for selecting
committee chairmen,

The heart of any legislative body is found in its system of standing
commitiees. Bills that receive approval of these comusittees are likely to
be passed. A long standing problem with the committee system in Tennessee
has been the large numwber of cormmittees. At one time there were 46 in the
House and 35 in the Senate. In recent years the number of standing com-
mittees has been reduced ta 11 in the House and B in the Senate. Traditionally,
the threce committees that have handled the greatest volurme of biltls have been
(1Y the Judiciary Lommittee, {2) the Finance, Ways and Means Committee, and
(3} the Education Committee. According to the legislaters interviewed for
this study, the three committees that have the greatest impact on education
tegislation are: {1} the Education Committee, {2) the Finance, Ways and
Means Committee and (3) the Cormmittee on Calendar and Rules. This held true
in both houses of the General Assembly.

During the B7th General Assembly {1971-72)}, the Education Committee
in the House had 23 members, 13 Democrats and 10 Republicans. The Senate
Education Cormittee had 11 members, 6 Democrats and 5 Republicans. The
Finance, Ways and Means Committee in the Housce had 22 members, 12 Democrats
and 10 Republicans. The Senate Finance, Ways and Mecans Committee had 11
members, 7 Democrats and & Republicans. Thus, all the vital education
comittees in both houses had o Bermocratic Party majority,

The effectiveness aof legistative committees is, of course, highly
dependent upon the arount and quality of steff and facilities available to
the committees. The Tennessee legisltature is not favorct in this reqgard.

ERIC
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The cormittees in va.h house are provided (in total) with the services of
about 20 erployees who werve in the various capacities of Legal Analyst, Bill
_— . . e s N A : 28
Cigrk, Tmidexing Clerk o= Weiter, file Clerk, and fAssistant File Clerk, The
working arraagenents are rather informal, and it is doubtful whether any
comri ttee has enough <taff to Jo its job properiy, Much of the staff is
part-tire, andfor drawn from other Jdenarctrents when the legislature is in

"

session,

The staff support for the legislature is coordinated through the Legis-
lative Council Committee. The principal tunction of the Council staff is to
perform research work and to develop existing facks on problems of state
government referred to it by the General Assembly far study, The Council is
compuse.d of the Speaker of the Senate and Speaker of the House as ex-officio
members, together with eight Senators appointed by the Speaker of the Senate,
and fourteen Representatives appointed by the Speaker of the House, making a
total merbership of 24, The rembership of the Counzil is Jdivided up among
the three grand divisions of the state and at least five members must be
from the minarity narty.

The corpensation for Tennessee Jegislators in 1970 was $4,050 per annum
lrecent 'y increased to $5,5!5 . In 1970 Tennassee rvanked 34%th among the
fFifty states in this reaard. Low salary, ltimited staff support, and the
stort ltenqgth af ses<sions cont-ibute to the non-professional image of the
Tennessee 'eqislature.  John Lrumr's professionaliss' index of state legis-
latures constructed in 1970 cupparts this observation, it was based on five
factors: {11 legislators’ cotoensatien: {2) expenditures for staff; (3) num-
bur of bills introduced: (&) Tength of the sessions [calendar days); and
(51 legislative sarvices score taken Trom the Litizens Lonference. The
Tennesste Teqi-lature ranked f#2nd avong the (i fty states on the professionalism

i

Lcale, But the Tennessee legislature did rank sumewhat higher {26th) on

O
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the Citizens Conference rankings of state legislatures on its index of

30

"technical effectiveness," This measure included the following criteria:
{1} functional, (2) accountable, (3) informed, (4) independent, and
{5) representative.

As one examines the structure of the Tennessee General Assembly, it
is difficult to distinguish between the House and Senate. Both houses have
a Speaker, who is largely in control, both houses have similar standing
committees, and both houses draw from the same reservoir of research support.
This condition has led one critic to suggest that Tennessece would be better

31

off with a unicameral structure.

In summary, the structure and organization of both houses of the
Tennessee legislature are very similar. The legislature suffers from @
comparatively low salary scale, short sessions, and inadequate staffing.

The legislature is not ranked high on Grumm's index of "professionalism'!
(4h2nd), but it is viewed somewhat more positively by the Citizens Conference
as to ‘'technical effectiveness'' (26th). The cormittee structure has been
improved in recent ycars, with a reduction of the large number of committees
that existed in the past. Finally, the Democrats are in control of the

committees that handle most education legislation.

Tennessee Governor

The Tennessee constitutional requirements for the position of Governor
are: 1Y 30 vears of age; (2) citizen of the United Statec; and (3) citizen
of Tennessee for seven years preceding his election. The Tennessee Governor
is elected to a four-year term and cannot succeed himself. This provision
casts the Gavernor in a ""lame duck' position from the day he enters office.
The Governor in Tennessee is paid o salory of $30,000 (increased to $50,000
in 1973} ond is furnished an official residence and expenses for its operation.

ERIC
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The constitution of Tennessee places tremendous responsibility on the
Governor. 'The supreme executive power of this state shall be vested in the
Governor.' He is required to "take care that the 1aws be faithfully cxecuted."
This responsibility, if interpreted to mean active supervision by the Governor,
would seem to require that he have autherity to control the administrative
machinery of the state., Yet the constitution docs not give him that
authority, Virtualiy all the Governor's power comes to him as grants from
the legislature. The legistature, however, has been unugually generous in
granting power to the chief executive. The heads of all the principal
departments, both line and auxillary, are appointed by the Governor and may
be removed at his pleasure. Legislative confirmation is not required for
either of these actions. Furthermore, the Governor's preferences may be
expected to orevai! in respect to jesser appointments. These preferences
are Vimited someahat by a weak state merit system. With appointive powers
of this nature one can see why the Governor is the central figure in the
state's administrative system.

Joseph Schlesinger has constructed an ipdex for assessing the formal

32

powers of the state governors. Scores on the four indicators that make

up this index (ranging from |, low to 5, high) assigned to the Tennessee
Governor are: {1) tenure potential--3; (2) appointive powers--5; (3) budget
powers==5; and (4} veto power--h4. The Tennessee Governor reccived 17 out of

a possible 20 points. This ranked the Tennessce Governor slightly above the
national average of 15 points. Tenure potentia! for the Governor in Tennessee
is weakened by the fact that he cannot succced himself in office. And his veto
power is weakened by the fact that it can be overriden by a simple majority

of both houses. 0On the other mand, Schlesinger found that the appointive

powers of the Tennessee Governor were the strongest of the 50 governors.
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With the exception of three public utilities commissioners, the Secretary
of State, the Treasurer, and the Comptroller all major state administrative
positions are filled by the Tennessee Governor without the need for legis~
lative approval.

The Governor appoints commissioners to head the various departments
deplicted in Figure 1. These commissioners report directly to him or to him
through one of his staff members. One commissioner appointed by Governor
Ounn explained the need for broad executive appointive powers in this manner:
""The Governar is elected on a program platform. |t is accepted that if he
is to deliver on his promises he must be able to select those people that
will assist him in carrying out his program."

While the Geners! Assembly has the sole authority to pass l1aws and the
courts of the state have the sole authority to try cases, the Governor has
considerable influence in both areas. The Governor is expected to recommend
legislaticn and has the autherity to velo legistative enactments that in
his Judgment are not in the best interest of all citizens., And he has the
right to grant cxecutive clemency-~the power to grant reprieves and pardons,
after conviction~~except in cases of impeachment.

The Governor has great potential for influence in the educational arena.
He appoints the Commissioner of Education and State Board of Educatfion members,
and serves as an ex-officio member of the State Board. 1n addition to the
of ficial Departrent of Education, Governor Dunn relies heavily on two of
his own personal staff people: Lee Smith, Counsel to the Governor, and
Leonard Bradley, Special Assistant for Policy Planning. The Governor's Com-
missioner of Finance and Administration, Ted Welch, is also involved in

budgetary matters conzerning education.
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Tennessee State Board of Education

The State Board of Education in Tennessee consists of twelve members
appointed by the Governor. BHoth the Governor and the Comissioner of Educa-
tion are ex-officio members of the State Board, the Commissioner serving as
chairman of that body. The State Beard of Education has two main functions:
(1) it is the regulatory and policy-making body for public elementary and
secondary education; and {2) it is the governing body for the state special
schools, the statewide educational television network, and technical and
vocational educational programs.33 Menbers of the State Board of Education
are appainted by the Governor to serve staggered nine year terms. Each of
the three grand divisions is represented by four appointive members, and
each of the two leading political parties by at Igast three members ameng
the 12 appointces. The Board holds regular quarterly regetings in February,
May, August, and Hovember. The prirmary dutics of the State Board include:

1. Making regulations for classification and operation of the system

for grades !'=12, prescribing curricula, and aporoving courses of

study adopted by local boards.

2. Adopting a minimum unifar- :alary schedule for teachers in grades
1-12, as provided by lav.

ok

Exercising complete control over the issuance of teacher certi-
ficates.

4. Adopting state ptans for federally-aided proarams, inciuding:
vocational education, vocational rehabilitation, surplus property,
educational television, the school lunch program and educational
projects authorized by the National Defensc Education Act of 1958,

5. Reporting, througb its choirman (Commissioner) to the Governor
for transmission to the General Assembly, on the operation and
conditions of the public schoals, with such recommendations as
the board ar chairman may deem advisable,

6. Administering federal funds to the public schools.34

In deating with vocational education and vocational rehabilitation, the

Board becomes the State Buard for Vocational Education. |In that capacity,



O
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it selects the department's staff members for the  two divisions, sets the
policies, and regulates their operations. As the Board for Vocational Edu-
cation, it has authority aver, maintains, and operates the area vocational-
technical schaols and the regicnal technical schoocls.

Compensation for Board members is set at 515,00 oer day for altl regular
and ¢called meetings of the Beard, and for all committee work assigned by
the Board, plus travel. In contrast to state boards in many other states,
professional educators are not excluded from serving on the State Board in
Tennessec. in fact, in 1972 the Board had among its 12 members; a county
school superintendent, an assistant superintendent of schools, an elementary

school principal, and two professors from state-supported universities.

Tennessee Cormmissioner of Education
The Commissioner of Education in Tenncssee is a member of the Governor's
Cabinet, chairman and a voting member of the State Board of Education, and
Exevutive Officer of the State Department of Education. The JTaw requires that
the Coemissioner be a person with experience in school administration, and
qualifiet to teach in the highest school over which he has authority. He
is appointed by the Governor, to serve at the Governor's pleasure for a term

35

not to exceed that of the Governor who appointed him, The satary of the
Commissioner of Education as of July 1, 1972 was set at $25,000 (recently
increased to $31,000%,

The Commissioner, by virtue of his office, has a multitude of roles,
Juties, and responsibilities. Since the establishment of the University
Eoard of Regents on July |, 1972, he has been relieved of responsibility for
higher education. This has created a cituation where the Comissioner is

able to focus all of his efforts on the K=12 educaticenal program including

vocational education in the state. These duties include:
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1. Seeing that the state's school laws and the Board's regulations
are executed,

2. Distributing school funds as provided by law, and protecting those
funds from loss, misappropriation, or illegal use.

3, Directing the staff of the department in supervision of the schools.

4. Collecting and publishing statistics and other information regarding
school,

5. Re- 'ring in-service training for teachers.

6. Printing and distributing school laws among school administrators.
7. Preparing and distributing report forms and requiring all public
school officers to make detailed reports ainually; and submitting
an annual report to the Governor, giving detailed account of his
official ac:s for the past fiscal year and inciuding a full sta-
tistical account of the receipts and disbursements of the public

schoo! funds, the condition and progress of the schoals and his
recommendations for improvement of the 5y5tem.36

As an ex-officio member and chairman of the State Board of Edu.ation,
the Commissioner of Education has the power to vote on all questions coming
before the Board. He also is executive officer of the State Board of Voca-
tional Education and has the power to vote on all questions coming before
that body. It should be noted that although there are legally two boards--
the Board of Education and the Board of Vocational Education--they consist
of the same membership and the same chairman. The situation is complicated
by the fact that the Commissioner is empowered to appoint, subject to the
approval of the Governor, all heads and subordinates in the departments and
divisions of the State Department exceot appointmenis for the divisions of
vocational education and rehabititation., These iast appointments are mnade
by the Board of Vocational Education Thus, a condition is created whereby
the directors in the vocational education division do not report to the Com-
missioner. Instead, these directors report direstly to the Vocational 8oard
{«hich, as has becn said, has the same menbership as the State Board of Edu-

cation)., This lack of managerial control on the part of the Commissioner in
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the arca of vocational education is clearly a source of weakness for that

office, a condition, we understand, that is now being modified,

Tennessee State Department of Education

The State Department of Education (3DE) is organized to function as a
unit, cuordinating the activities of the various educational programs which
the Commissicner administers. The erqganization, as of 1872, includes the
central office and six divisions: {1} Finance and Administration, (2) Voca~
tional Education, (3) Vocational Rehabilitation, (4%} Instruction, (5} Library
and Archives, and (6) Generat Services.37

The upper level administration of the Depariment of Education consists
of a State Commissioner and a Deputy Commissioner as well as six Assistant
Commissioners. The Department serves as both administrative and coordinating
agency, it distributes school funds and sees that state laws and regulations
are carried out in the expenditure of those funds and in operation of the
schools. As a coordinating agency, the Department has traditionally inter=-
acted with local schools, colleges and universities, and prior to July of 1972,
the SDE helped govern, through its division of Higher Education, the state
colleges and universities outside of the University of Tennessee system.

The new Board of Regents now governs these institutions.

The State Department of Education is one of the major division of state
goverrrent and has experienced significant qrowsth in recent years. |If one
counts all professionals employed by the SDE--including those for special
schools, museums, archives. wvocational and v..cational rehabilitation-=its
professional personnel number in excess of 900.38 Factors that have con-
tributed to the growth of the Department include increased state financing
and responsibility, and the tremendous influx of federal programs throughout

the 1960s. The state's financial support of K-12 education has risen from

@ hout 60 million in 1950 to 24% million in 1972,
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A very important aspect of the Tennessee State Department of Education
is that the Governor actually has control over the Department. The policies
and programs of the State Department must be in agreement with his ideas and
programs for he has the power to alter the programs or replace the people who
direct them, It must be remembered that the Commissioner serves at the
pleasure of the Governor, and all division appointments {except Yocational
and Yocational Rehabilitation) are subject to the Governor's approval. The
State Department of Education in Tennessee works for the Governor's office,

not in cooperation with, as is more common in other states.

One of the chief criticisms of the Departrent's organization until 1973
was the inordinate number of assistants and subordinates who reported directly
to the Commissiconer. According to the formal organization chart in 1370,

13 subordinates reported directiy o the Commissioner's office. The current
Commissicner {Benjamin Carmichael) reorganized the Department in 1973, which
reduced the nurber of subordinates {6) who report directly to the Commissioner.39

A recent study on the characteristics of upper level adninistrators in
12 state departments of education revealed the following about SOE administra-
tors in Tcnncsscc.qo Their averade age was 50.4 years and all of them were
white; Bl per cent of them attended graduate school in the state of Tennessee
and the same pa2rcentage were recruited from positions within the state; M2
per cent of tham were recruited Trom non-education pesitions, which was the
highest percentage for any of the 12 states in the <tudy; and Tennessece SDE
administrator salaries were the lowest among the 12 states in the study. A
more complete listing of these comparative findings is shown in Table 5,

In summary, the state legislature, the Governor, the State Board of
Education, the Lommissioner of Education, and the State Department of Edu-

cation are the formal agencies or offices for state-level policy making for

O
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TABLE 5

TENMESSEE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
UPPER LEVEL ACMINISTRATORS COMPOSITE PROFILE

(N=19)
Percent 12 State
Variabltes Chavacteristic or Mean  Ranking
Personal
T. Sex Hate 100 |
2. Race White 100 |
3. Averaye Age (Years) - -- 0. 5
Background
4, Location of Birth Instate 68 g
5. FK-12 Schooling-Comunity Size 10,000 or Less 7h 3
6. K-12 Schooling=Cormunity Type Rural 68 3
7. Mobitity (Permanent Addresses) Three States 21 9
or More
Educatian
8. Location of Undergraduate instate Fh b4
Institution
9. tocation of Graduate Institution Instate aly ]
i9. Highest Graduate Degrec Doctorate 21 10
Previous Exgerience
i1, In Higher Education Yes rd| 10
12, As 3 Public School Superintendent Yes ~1 10
13. Size & Type of School District Rural under 1000 26 8
Recruited From;
Iy, Higher Education Position Yes 10 9
15, Public School Administration Yes 26 I}
15. Nop-Fducation Position Yes 42 [
i7. Lncation of Positicn Instate 84 5
SDE Carcer
18. Average Years with the SDE -- 11,8 3
19. Average Years at Current Position -- c.h 6
Salaries and Reactions
20, Salary Rang: More than 522,000 5 12
21, Salary Comparison {with others Same OF Better 79 b
in my state) than Most
22, Chance to Use Abilities Excellent g3 3
23. Adequacy of Legislative Fiscal Half or More of 89 1

Support for SDE Programs

the Programs

SOURCE ;

Gary V. Branson, "The Characteristics of Upper Level Administrators

in State Departrments of Education and the Relationships of These
Characteristics to Other State Variables," unpublished Ph.D. Disser-

tatien, Columbus, Ohio:

The Dhio State University, 1374,
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the public schools in Tennessee. But policy is influenced by more than forma!

structures and actors as will be noted in later Portions of this report.
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SECTION HiY

FROCESS OF SYATE EDUCATIONAL POLICY MAKING=--THE ISSUE AREAS

We selected four educational t3sue areas to permit our examination of
the system of educational palicy making in Tennessee. These are school
finance, administrator certification, school desegregation, and the reila-
tionship between the Governor and the Commissioner of Education. The
finance issue, it was felt, would give us our best opportunity to look at
the system with all of the actors participating. Certification was chosen
as a means of viewing the system when the decision~making process is essen-
tially within the educational arena. Desegregation represented the best
zpportunity to sce the impact of the courts on the system. The most impor-
tant issue in the governance of education in Tennessee during 1972 involved
the relationshinp beoween the Governor and his Commissioner of Education.
Thercefore, it wos included as an issue worthy of consideration in this
repart,

While exomination of action in these areas does not provide a complete
understanding of the educational policy-making system in Tennessee, it does

permit us to look at moany policy actors and the relationships arong them.

School finance

General Backqround

defore considering the specific school finance issue in Tenressee in

1972 ti.e,, the financing of a statewide kinderaarten program), it is
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important to Jescribe some of the general features of the school finance
system in the state. Nearly every state, including Tennessee, bases the
financing of its elerentary and secondary schools on some combination of
local property taxes and state aid. In Tennessee, schools are financed
jointly by state aid, local funds, and federal grants,

State funds, which account for 45.4 per cent of the funds appropriated
for education, come from two major sources-=-carmarked and unecarmarked funds,
The earmarked funds (87 per cent of the 45,4) are estabiished in the revenue
Taws of the state, In the statutes certain percentages of the tobacco tax
and the sales and use tax are earnarked for education. Regardliess of the
amount collectaed by these taxes, the percentage specified by law must and
does go to support the schools., The earmarked taxes, however, have never
provided enough money to meet the necessary appropriation for educatian,
Therefore, Tn addition to carmarked funds, a portion of the general fund
must be used far schoal support, These are known as the ‘'uncarmarked"’
funds for cducation.

Tennessee s Not 4 wealthy state) hence, its ability to finance edu~-
cation is quite limited. Personal income per child of school age is perhaps
the best single indicator of "ability te finance education.'” Tennessee
ranks 37th arong the fifty states on this rmeasure, with a dollar figure of
513,223 (19?2)-hl This amaunt dous not compare favorably with the U.S.
average of $16,392., HNor is the “cffort’ made by Tennesscans to support
elementary and tecondary education as high as that of rany states. More
specifically, Tennessecans spent 4.4 per cent of their personal income in
1971=72, ranking them 35th among state populations, to support current

. . 42
expenditures for public elermentary and secondary schools,
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The refative financial contribution made by the state, local and
federal governnents for public elementary and secondary schools for 1971=-72,
when compared to the United States average, is shown in Tabie 6, These
figures indicate that Tennesseans received a higher percentage of federal
financial assistance than did most states (only seven states receive a
gr2ater percentagel. It can also be seen that the percentage of state con-
tribution is hicher than the U.S. average, and that the local dovernment

cantribution is substantially less than the Y.$. average,

TASLE 6

PERCENTAGE OF TEN.ESSEE'S SCHOOL FINANCES FROM STATE, LOCAL,
AND FEDERAL SOURCES COMPARED TO UNITED STATES AVERAGES

Tennessee’s U.s.
Sources Percentage Averages
State Gawvernnent Lo 4 40.9
Local Government Ly, 3 52.u
Foderal Government 13.3 7.1

SCURCE: NEA Rankings of the States, 1972.

founty and local sources of revenue account for 41,3 per cent of the
education fcmptnditures..“.3 Countywide taxes account for B3 per cent of the
41,3 per cent, this being derived chiefly from property tax (two-thirds).
The batance is froam motor vehicle registration, local option sales tax,
cigarette and tobacco taxes, and other miscellancous sources. The remain-
ing 17 per cent of local funds are derived from locar district sources,
cthiefly additional praperty taxes.

Tennessee ranks near the bottom nationally and regionally in terms of
the expenditure of doliars per pupi's in average daily attendance. (See

Table 7.0
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Tennessee employs a Strayer-Haig-fort type of school finance allocation
formula. In 1971-72 state funds distributed for the public schools amounted
to 52&6,I80,300.Lu Some nine per cent of this money was distributed on a
flat grant basis. The remaining 91.2 per cent was distributed through the
state equalization formula. This formula included: salaries of teachers
{including administrators cnd clerks)s travel allowances for superintendents
and special education teachers; transportation {minimum of $310.00 per pupi)
transported); maintenance and operation {$11.00 per ADA); instructional
material ($2.00 per ADA); salary supplernent for each county superintendent
(95 of them):; and a few other miscellaneous items.hS over 88 per cent of
the equalization formula allocation was expended for teacher salaries.

Thomas L, Johns et, al, in their book, Status and Impact of Educational

Finance Prodrams, ranked the states according to the equalization factor

in the'r fipnance formulas, Their equalization score did not take into con-
sideration such important factors as financial adeguacy of the program,
incentive to local initiative, gquality of education, educational outputs,
and other important matters. Instead, the equalization score should be
interpreted as measuringtly only the extent that state and local funds are
being used to equalize the financial resources available for education in
a state. According to the National Education Finance Project [NEFP),
Tennessee ranked {1968-69) 35th nationally, and 1Jth among the Southeastern
statcs_“é The relatively low ranking of Tennossee stemmed from the dis-
tribution of ruch of its formula allocation on the basis of teacher units
without consideration for the relative wealth of individual districts.

A crude measure of educational finance disparity among the districts

of a state is the ratio between the high and low district. Tennessee fares

rych Yettor ar this ca,uie,. In 1359270 the nighest Jdictrict expenditure
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was $77h and thr ltoaest was $315.“? The ratio between these two Tigures is
2.43 which is net very high when compared with the ratios of such states

as Texas 20.20 and Wyoming 23.05., Tennmessce has 146 school districts, 93
of these are county districts, 51 are City districts and 2 metro-districts

(includes bath city and county) are in operation in Davidson and Montgomery

Counties.
TABLE 7
ESTIMATED CURRENT EXPEMOITURES FOR
THE SOUTHEASTERN STATES. 1973}-72
o Current Expen- Tota! Annual
ditures Per Rank in the Current

State Pupil in ADA® pNation  Southeast Expenditures ™
New York 51,468.00 | .- Sk, 645,405, 000
50 States & D.C. 929.00° National Average 39,589, 764,000
Virginia 875.00 23 ] 880,450,000
Louisiana 867.00 25 2 681,280,000
Flurida 850.60 29 3 1,153,614,000
Georgia 7838.00 35 4L 789,377,000
Southeast 736.00  Southeast  Average 6,907 ,837,000
West Virainia 713,00 39 g 264,335,000
South Carcling 700,00 42 6 414,050,000
Morth Carolina 695,00 LY 7 758,009,000

TENNESSEE

659.00 s 8 559,737,000

Kentucky 650.00 Le 9 434,000,000
Mississippi 634,00 L7 10 312,464,000
Arkansas £0%.00 49 (1 250,000,000
Mabara 543.00 50 12 410,524,000

A0A = Average Datly Attendance T

“ilurrent expenditures include all expenses of operating schools except
debt service and capitatl outlay.

“Figure for national average per pupil expenditure does not include
late revision of California figure.




-3?-

In summary, Tennessee public and elementary education is financed by
a combination of state, local, and federal funds. The percentage of funds
provided by the state is relatively high, but total expenditures for edu-
cation are not high when compared with other states. Tennesseans at the
local level have been reluctant to increase funding for education. The
state government's attitude has been that it is carrying as much of the
burden as It can afford, given limited tax resources. Together these fac-
tors act as a major obstacle te large financial increases in schoul support.
The Tennessee minimum foundation formula, while distributing over 90 per
cent of the funds on an equalization basis, does not rank high in its
equalization effect chiefly because it tgnores local abitity, Even so,
in terms of expenditure disparity between districts, Tennessee's condition

is favorabie compared with other states,

The Statewide Kindergarten Program

When Winfield Dunn canpaigned for the gubernatorial office in 1970,
he pledeed to fulfil! a commitment to early childhood education by achieving
futl impiementation of a statewide kindergarten program., Once in office,
Governor Ounn included in his budget nroposal to the legislature a $17,000,000
appropriation for kindergarten programs {(to include both capital outlay and
operational expunse),

The response to Governor Dunn's proposal was different from what one
would expect in light of the Fact that there appeared to be widespread
support for such a program. Somehow, Governor Dunn's 517,000,000 proposal
got tangled in a web of controversy involving three principal actors: the
Governor, the ledislature, and the Tennessee fducation Asscciation (TEA).
Besides these. the business conmunity played a role in the early detibera-

tion of this issue.
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The statewide kindergarten program in Tennessee had its roots in 1945
legislation that a!lowed the investmeni of local or federal money in schools
for children under six. But from 1945 to 1960 state funds were not legally
available for kindergartens, The first state aid ($60,000) came in 1965
for a pilot kindergarten program. State aid was increased to $960,000 in
1970-71. This set the stage for Governor Dunn's proposal to the 1971 legis-
lature. The funding source for the kindergarten pragram was to be a one=-half
cent increase in the state sales tax. TYThe controversy surrounding Governor
Dunn's proposal had three distinct phases:

Phase One. Governor Dunn's original proposal called for a one-half
cent increase in the sales tax coupled with a broadened tax base. 1t was
hoped that the one~half cent increase would generate revenue for education
in excess of $31,000,000, To do this, the tax base had to be enlarged to
include such things as a gasoline tax increase, a service tax, a tax on
private sales of automobiles, and a tax on commercial leases. Because such
an expanded base offected various business concerns, ieqgislators began to
feel ruch pressure from their constituents to withdraw supPort for the pro-
posal. This local pressure, along with the negative response by the
Tennessece Tax Paycrs Association lobby, apparently caused the Goverror to
amend his bill sa as to eliminate the need for an enlarged tax base. But
to generate the same revenue, it was necessary for Bunn to amend his pro-
pasal sp that it called for a full one cent sales tax increase on the
existing base,

Phase Two, Governor Dunn's amended proposal pacified tocal businessmen
and the Tennessee Yax Payers Association but it generated activity on another
front. The awended one cent sales tax propesal produced conflict between

the Democratic and Republican partics in the legislature. The Democrats

O
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argued that a one~half cert increase only was needed to generate the funds
required for the kindergarten program. Republican lawmakers, in support
of the Republican Governor, countered that the one cent Increase was a
“must."" A third party to the conflict, the Tennessece Education Associa-
tion, proved to be the critical element in the determination of what was
to follow, The TEA supportel the kindergarten proposat, 1ts support,
thaugh, was ¢lecarly sccondary to its desire for a teacher pay boost. Qf
the $31,000.000 earnarked for educational purposes, $17,000,000 was to go
for an expansion of the existing kindergarten program, while $13,000,000
was designated for the $L00.00 per teacher salary increase being sought by
the TEA. The TEA officials recognized that the kindergarten proposal was
a possible threat to the teacher pay increase. An informal deal (so say
several leqisiators we interviewed and members of the Governor's staff)}
appears to have been made between the Democratic legislators and the TEA,
The TEA was promised, in effect, that the $13,000.000 teacher pay increase
would bhe granted if that organization helped the Democrats to defeat the one
cent sales tax increase proposed by Governor Dunn. if this were to happen,
then Dunn would have tow amend his proposal to a one-half cent increase in
the sales tax (as the Democrats wanted), and this would cause the kinder-
garten proposal to suffer the brunt of the cutback. In the end, the one
cent sales tax proposal was defeatcd in the General Assembly.

TEA officials viure reluctant ta view the defeat, and their limited
support of the kindergarten proposal, as being related to the teacher salary
request; insteard, their spokesmen offered these explanations:

1. 1t would be very difficult to get enough teachers with the

vroper credentials and training for the new kindergarten

S N N
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2, The $13,000,000 capital outiay portion of the kindergarten
allocation would be better spent in reducing class size and
in defrayingother operational costs that had traditionally
faflen within the purview of the state's responsibility.
nAfter all," one TEA official asserted, ''capital outlay costs
have traditionally been, and should continue to be, a local
responsibitity.'f

3. The essential difference between our position and that of the

Governor as to the kindergarten proposal was over speed of
implementation. We were supportive of the kindergarten issue
within the limits imposed by available qualified teachers and
available facilities, The Governor's proposal envisioned doing
it in one year.

Phase Three. The one cent sales tax proposal having been defeated,
Governor Dunn proposed his third bill (H.B. 453 and S.8. 385) which called
for a one-half cent sales tax increase on the existing base. This measure
satisfied the Democratic contingents in both House and Senate, It also
had strong TEA backing, this organization knowing that a teacher pay boost
was assured, B8y this time Governor Dunn was wel! aware of the TEA's doubts
about the kindergarten proposal., The amended bill passed in the General
Assembly. As it turned out, the teachers got their full $430,00 pay
increase and only 53,281,900 was appropriated to the kindergarten program,
this being for operational expenses only. This amount, it should be noted,
represented onty 20 per cent of Governor Dunn's original kindergarten
budget proposal. Even after the General Assembly approved a kindergarten
appropriation of $3,281,900, Dunn himself reduced that amount--cutting the
actual appropriation for kindergartens by $1,600,000, leaving just $1,681,300

@ For operational expenses.
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Analysis. Governor Dunn's position on the implementation of a state-
vide kindergarten pregram was significant, He made a considerable effort
to get funding for the proposed kindergarten budget through the Genera!
Assembly. His final action in reducing the kindergarten budget came only
after his proposed $17,000,000 had been slashed to slightly more than
$3,000,000, and he had become convinced that the possibility of imple~
menting 2 statewide kindergarten program in 197172 was all but impossible.

While the rote of the Governor on the kindergarten issue was important,
it wos overshadowed by that of the TEA and the Oemocratic legislator coali-
tion. The Democratic majority in the General Assembly had recognized the
need for co-opting the TEA because the powerful TEA lobby had been actively
supporting Dunn's one cent sales tax increase, an increase that would have
pravided the needed revenue for the teacher pay raise and the Governor's
kindergarten proposal.  Action was therefore taken to tie the Democratic
party and the TEA together onthis jssue, This was accomplished by Democra-
tic party leaders pronising teachers their pay raise in exchange for suppart
in defeating Dunn's one cent sales tax increase. It should be noted here
that the Dermocratic Party has nearly always controlled the General Assembly,
ond it vas cbviocusly not in the best interest of the TEA to alienate the
leaders of that party.

Meither the State Department of Education nor the Commissioner of Edu-
cation, E. C, Stimbert a Dunn~appointee, played significant roles in this
conflict. The SOE administrators ww interviewed indicated that the Depart-
ment and Cornissioner were suppurtive of the statewide kindergarten pro-
pysal,  But aside from providing cost estimates to the Governor's office,

they took nno sncecific action to prorote the Governor's proposal.
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in 1969, the State 8oard of Education had approved official “"Rules,
Reguiations and Minirum Standards for Kindergartens,” 8ut Board members,
when intervicwed about their role in the Governor's effort to bring about
a statewlde Windergarten program, generally replied that they did nothing
beyond being synpathetic toward the program. As one member Put it, "In
all reality that was the Governor's ballgame."

Though the State Department of Education played almost no part ian the
tegislative conflict, it nade some attempts to move Tennessee toward a
statewide kindergarten program, In 1971, the Department awarded 45 grants-in-
aid for employed teachers to work toward kindergarten certification,
Another 65 teachers were approved for grants-in-aid in 1972, In addition,
the SDE conducted kindergarten workshops across tha state. And SDE school
plant personnel anJd early childhood supervisors worked ciosely with local
schools in planning facilities for kindergarten classes.,

In summary, a new Republican Governor was unable to advance a kinder-
garten proposal through a legislature that was controlled by the Democratic
party. Along with TEA's concern for teacher salariecs, It was not in that
organization's interest to break traditional political loyaities in the
legislature t¢ gain favor with the party which had just secured control
of the governorship. Given the recent success of the Republicans in state
elections, TEA may sowun find itself having to reassess this posture. An
additional Ffactor worth noting was the minimal role of the State Commissioner
Stimbert. The previocus Comnmissioner, Howard Warf, who had served under two
Denocratic governars, had been a master at legislative influence in the
Gencral nssembly. In fact, one informant suggested that he presented

legistative "fait accorplis’” to Democratic governors when they were only
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Mukewars!” on certain proqgrams. The relative inactive role of Comissioner
Stimbert on Governor Dunn's kindergarten proposal was in marked contrast to
the relationship between the Commissioner and the Governor that prevailed
when Warf was Cownissioner of Education.

What appeared to be at the hecart of the controversy over the implemen-
tation of a statewide kindergarten program came down to the question, "Are
Tennesscans willing to increase the total amount of money to be spent on
cducation?” The kindergarten program proposal will continve to be stifled
if it is seen as a choice between kindergartens or teacher pay increases.
The powerful TEA will continue to support higher wages and lower ¢lass size
as top priorities, and this does not augur well for an expanded kindergarten

program if the school spending ceiling rematns rather fixed,

Tennecssee Descgregation

School desegregation in Tennessee has been relatively peaceful in
recent years, although resistance to busing has caused some controversy,
particular’y in the larger cities. But while there has been continued
advancenent toward desegregation, progress has been slow and has taken place
only in compliance with court orders, regquirements of the Civil Rights Act,
and regultations of the U.5, Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
The percentage of blacks in desegregated schools was only | per cent in 1960
(6 years after the Brown decision), 8y 196k this percentage had increased
to 2.7 per cent, With the2 coming of the 964 Civil Rights Act, the pace
accelerated substantially--primarily because the law contained a clause
which forbade the use of federal funds by any publtic ageicy which practiced
racial discrimination, The percentage of black students attending deseg-
regated schools had jumped te 35 per cent by 1968, %8  And the school year
1969-70 was established as the tentative deadline for the total abolition

of the dual school system in Tennessec.
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Minority groups have not pressed the integration issue at the state
levael. This is perhaps due to the fact that there have been few, if any,
signs of support at that level. The State Board of Education and the State
Department of Education have not developed any desegregation plans or programs
of their own. Since the 1964 Civit Rights Act, the focus of State Depart-
ment efforts hos been to help local districts comply with HEW guidelines.
For this purpose, the $tate Commissioner of Education established in 1965
the Qffice of Lqual Educational QOpportunity which is financed by ESEA
Title IV funds. In this connection, it might be noted that there has been
some action directed at the State Department by minority groups concerning
the small nurber of black professional employees in that agency.

The busing issue {(referred to as ''the yeliow peril") has been the
source of controversy throughout the state of Tennessee. The major cittes
of Nashviile, Memphis, and Chattancoga have all been under court order in
recent years to implement desegregation plans that meet both the letter
and the spirit of the law. The establishment of the metro=-school system in
Nashville helped bring about desegregation in the schools of that city.

The citizens of HMemphis have expressed opposition to busing all along, yet
a Jescgregation plan requiring busing was initiated in January of 1973 as
¢ consequence of court action,

The controversy across the state stirred by busing plans has provided
the major impetus for laws and resolutions passed by the Gereral Assembly
and the State Board of £ducation. The commion thread through all of these
laws and resolutions has been a strong anti-busing sentiment, and to a
lesser degree an anti~federal govcrnment sentiment aimed primarily at the
Departrent of HMealth, Education and Welfare. 1in addition, there has been
continuing controversy over the role the courts are playing in school
desegregation,
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Action by the General Assembly has been directed toward preventing

busing for the purpose of school desegregation. For example:

1. In 197} the state legislature passed a law repealing compulsory
scheol attendance if a child is refused attendance in a school
nearer his residence having equivalent grade jevels. This was
an attempt to uphold the neighborhood school concept and to

resist busing.

2. The legislature imposed a restriction in the 1972 Education
Appropriations Bitl by adding the following-

That the appropriations or any part thereof made under Section
b, Title 111, Sub-section 8, entitled "Department of Education,"
shatl not be used by any school or school district, for the
purpose of transporting any children within the school district
to any other than the school ciosest to their home, except as
pertains to children enrolled in a special education course or
when an overcrowding condition exists in such school or when
curricutur of such school does not meet the needs of the child,
or if the parents of the child give written permission.

3. In Section 49-2202 of the Tennessee Code, which deals with the
transportation of students, the legislature added the following
section in 1971-72:

Ho board of ¢ducation shail use or authorize the use of any
schc ! transportation facilities for the use of achieving a
racial balance or raciai imbalance in any school by requiring
the transportation of any student or pupil from one school to
another or Irom one school district established for his
neighborhood to another. |If the local board of education
adopts a traunsportation plan or directive for the purpose of
achieving radial balance the governor may order that any or
all parts of the state transportation funds shall be withheld
from the local school board. If the governor so orders, the
commissinner of education and the state board of education
shall withhold, or cause to be withheld, state transportation
funds to local boards of education to the extent ordered by
the gowvcrnor,

These legislative vnactments were clearly in opposition to the position taken

by the courts and by the federal agovernment. When the PMesohis School System

inplerented its court-ordered integration Plan, the state legislature reacted
Q
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by requesting the Cormissioner of Education to conduct 2 full investigation
2f the busing situation in that arca. This request carried with it the
threat of enforcing Section 49-2202 of the Tennessee Cede {(teferred to
abeve), and undoubtediy reinforced the anti-busing sentiment of the general
public,

The Statle Beard of bducation has also cxpressed its opposition to
busing ""to achicve racial balance in the classroom.' In May of 1971 the
State Board adopted the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the Tennessce State Board of Education is dedicated

to providing quality educaticonal training to all Tennesseeans

regardless of race, coler, or creed, and subscribes completely

to the doctrine of integraticon of our total educational society

with equal spportunity for all; and

WHEREAS, the Tennessee State 8oard of Education is supportive

of complete compliance with the law, executive order, and

ji ticial degree pecessary in a requlated society; and

WHEREAS, forces in government and society now tend to press

upon us a policy of busing students outside their residential

ne ighborhoods to achieve a reasure of racial balance in our

schools; now, therefore

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Tennessce State Board of Education,

while recognizing its cbligation to obey the law docs hereby

express jts beiief that quatity cducation can best be achieved

in the pattern of neighborhood schools and that it deplores the

efforts te bus Tennessee public school students outside their

residential neighborhoods to achieve racial balance in the
classroom,

Members of the General Assembly and State Board of Education, when
asked why these Jifferenl laws and resolutions were passed, typically
responded in this vein=="'We recalize that these laws will not hold up in
court, but we rust dJdo something to show the people of the State that we
are at least trying to avoid this busing." The Governor has not atterpted
to turn the busing issu¢ into a ''tause celebre” but he has made it clear in
sone of his speeches that he is oppased to busing for desegrcgation purposes.

The posture of officials in Tennessee on the gquestion of school

O _deseqgregation appeared to be very similar to that found in other parts ot
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the South. These officials have not taken strong steps to hinder desegrega-
tion, Most of the actions of the General Assembly and State Board have been
symbotic in that little effort has been made to carry out the intent of the
taws or resolutions. Such official actions, however, do tend to reinforce
the attitudes of the general public and make change more difficult, By and
large, the legislature has been more visible on the desegregation issue than
has the State Board of Education, This is probably because legislators
receive the bulk of citizen complaints, and because the State Board is not
perceived as being very powerful by most citizens,

In surmary, the deseqregation issue in Tennessce is expressed at the
state level in a series of laws and regulations that reflect adherence to
the neighborhaod school concept, extreme dislike for busing as a means of
attaining desegregation, and minimal compliance with the spirit of the Brown
Decision of 1954, On the positive side, the city officials of Nashville
vigorously opposed the sporadic violence that sprang up when they instituted
their desegregation plans. 1t should be noted that former Commissioner Warf
(1963-71) toak a strong position against any interference by the State

Department with court arders or federal desegregation requircments,

Certification lssue

The Tennessee State Board of Education adopted @ revised Administra-
t.ve Certification Pnlicy at its August, 1972 Board meeting. This policy
changed the certification requirements of superintendents, principals, and
supervisnrs in Tennessec's public elementary and secondary schools. A
revicew of this issue offers insight inte the role of different actors in
the process of changing certification requirements: (1) when the demand
for change originates outside the group entrusted with the responsibility
for recomvending certification changes; and (2) when the issue involves

O
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substantial conflict arong policy participants and very !imited participa=-
tion by those people rost affected by the change (i.c., local school adminis-
trators),

The State Board of Education tuok final action on adninistrative certi-
fication only after ncarly two years of clarification and exchange of views,
The process appeared to follow a Tormat of demand =-=->  conflict ==
COMprartise —-? adoption. To understand this process, from demand to
adoption, a chronclogical review is helpful, Prior to this review, however,
it is iuportant to define the structure for making certification policy

changes.

The State Board of Education has been vested with the final responsi-
bility for determining certification standards and reculations, To fulfill
this responsibility, the State Board of Education receives recommendations
fron the Advisory Council on Teacher Education and Certification which is
established by leqislative statute +49-12L3). This Advisory Council has
been charged with responsibility for assisting the State Board of EFduca-
tion and its Chairman by submitting recormmcndations on {a) proposed changes
to the State Board of fducation for certificatian standards and regulations,
(8) piznosed new areas of certification or endorserment: (¢) ancndments to
requirericnts and procedures of teachar preparation, and (d) such other
matters as the Board may refer to tha Council.52

The fdvisory Council is cumprised of at least nineteen voting rembers,
The rembership of the (ouncil s determined as fol bones:

s

A, Thne following agencies of the ccaching profession shall be
represented by one rerher selected by the agency concerned

to serve no less than three years: the Superintendents' Study
Council, the Principals' Study Council, the Tennessee Associa-
tion of Classroom Teachers, and the Tennessee Association of
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Supervising Teachers. In addition there shall be three
classroom teacher representatives who serve on the Adminis-
trative Council of the Tennessee Education Association.

8. The following agencies shall be represented by one represen-
tative who may be nominated to the Chairman, State Board of
Education by the chief executive thereof and shall serve at
the pleasure of the agency represented:

The Tennessee Higher Education Commission
The State University and Community College System
The University of Tennessee

C. There shal! be one representative for each of four teacher
preparation institutions, two of which shall be state
supported and two private, independent, or church-related.
The Chairman, State Board of Education shall designate the
institutions on a rotational basis for staggered three year
terms. He shall appoint a nominee from each institution,

but no institution shall have more than one representative
at any one time,

D. Three representatives of the State Department of Education
shall bc designated as members,

E. Those members who serve in an ex-officio capacity shall be
changed as their assignments change.

F. A regular member may be represented by a non-voting proxy.53

The Advisory Council meets at least four times each year, usually
approximatety four weeks prior to the regular quarterly meeting of the
State Board. Special sessions can be called, however, either by the Chair-
iman of the Council or the Chairman of the State Board of Education. Matters
to be considered by this Council may be submitted by the Chairman of the
State Board, by the State Department of Education, or by professional study
groups representing the teaching profession in Tennessee. Representatives
of agencies preparing recommendations to the Advisory Council are given an
opportunity to anpear before the Council during one of its regular meetings.

Any item introducecd before the Advisory Council is to be held over for
consideration at least one session before a decision is reached. Recom-

mendations are usually referced to the State Geportment of Education for
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study, prior to any final decision, Decisions by the Advisory Council are
in the form of reconmendations to the State Board of Education. Members of
the Advisory Council may meet with the Board to make presentations on such

recommendat ions.

New Administrative Certification Requirements

In the late fall of 1970, the Chairman of the Advisory Council on
Teacher Education and Certification, Dr. John Smith of the State Department
of Education, received a document drawn up by the Tennessee Professors of
Educational Administration and Supervision (TPEAS) rccommending possible
changes in the Tennessee certification regulations in the areas of adminis-
tration and supervision. Dr. Smith, apparentiy feeling that the domain of
the Advisory Council had been intruded upon, responded to this document by
informing the President of TPEAS, Dr, Walter St, John, that there was a
formal procedure to follow when presenting a set of recommendations. Dr,
Smith outlined the formal procedures in his letter as follows:

. A summary statement of the recommendation.

2. The need for the recommendations.

3. What 15 tc be accomplished including the impact on the public
schoots,

4, The implications for present certification requirements and
teacher education programs in fnstitutions of higher education.

5. The groups that have received the propesal and their recommenda-
tions.

€. A proposed implementation schedule.

Dr. St. John answered by saying ''there must be some mistake since we
have not submitted a proposal for consideration, rather, we are preparing
a formal proposal to submit in early January.”" This rather tart exchange

of letters created a ¢climate of anxiety that atfected future developments,
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TPEAS made their formal presentation to the Advisory Council in April

of 1972.

The rationale far their proposal contained the following points

3as revised slightly here:

1.

The current requirements are not sufficient for the adequate
preparation for the positions of superintendent, principal,
Qr suservisor,

The recommended standards are more compatible with national
trends toward more comprehensive preparation programs.

The proposed training levels and criteria are consistent with
those recommended by such organizations of AASA, NCATE, and UCEA.

The proposed requirements require the present practitioner to
keep current and discourage professional obsolescence.

Present administrators are either losing or are in danger of
losing their positions of educational leadership.

The recornended proposal should result in prospective adminis-

trators receiving a better organized and a better coordinated
progran.

Greater cooperation and coordination should result between
institutions of higher education and tha State Ceparthent of
Education.

The propesal creates increased fiexibility in the specific
requirenents thus permitting tailor-made training for a spe-
cific individual.

In essence, the Proposal should result {n significantly improved
managerent ﬁnd enlightened leadership of the public schonls of
Tennessee.

The following recommendations werce included in the TPEAS proposal.

] -

Program Approval. All preparation programs far administratars
and supervisors and the institutions providing these programs
rust be approved by the State Board of Education,

pecommendation by Institution. Certification shall be limited
to individuals recormmended by the institution where they com-
pleted their graduate work.

Reciprocity. Graduates of institutions outside of Tennessee,
which at the time of the applicant's graduation are fully
accredited by the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Fducatinn, are nligible fnr administrative or supervisory
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certification provided: (1) the applicant is recommended by
the appropriate official of the institution; and (2) the
aoplicant has completed that institution's NCATE~-approved
program; and (3) that the program must be at least a sixth-
year progron for candidates seeking the superintendent's
endorsements and at least a fifth-year nrogram for applicants
for all other administrative and supervisary endorsements,

4, Direct Applications, The state cartification agency shatl not
grant certificates based upon direct applications from indivi=
duals who do not have institutional recommendation, regardless
of the amount of training or experience possessed by the
applicant.

5. Separate Certificate. The present practice of adding endorsements
in administration and supervision to the Teachers Professional
Cartificate will be discontirued. A separate certificate in
Educational Administration and Supervision shall be issued,

6. Educationai Work Experiences. Before recommending an applicant
for certification, the institution shall verify that the
student has completed a minimum of three years of appropriate
educational work experience,

7. Superintendent's Endorsement. The applicant for a superin-
tendent's endorsement shall have completed an approved sixth=
year: program, with the major portion of his graduate pre-
paration in areas that are clearly reilevant for educational
administration,

8., frincipgal's Endorsement. The applicant for a principal's endorse-
ment shall have completed on approved fifth-years=" program,
with the mojor portion of his graduate preparation in areas
that are clearly relevant for educational administration and have
campieted 4t least three years of appropriated teaching experi-
cnce and hold a Professional Yeacher's Certificate.

9. Supervisor's Endorsement {General). The apPlicant for endorse-
ment as supervisor of instruction {(general) shall have completed
an approved fifth-year™:: program, with the major portion of
his graduate preparation in arcas that are clearly relevant
for educaticonal supervision and have complteted at least thre:
years of appropriate teaching experience and hold a Professional
Teacher's Certificate,

10, Supervisor's Endorsement {Special Fields). The appiicant for
endorscement as supervisar of instruction in a special field
shall have cormpleted an approved fifth-year % program, with
the major portion of his graduate preparation in areas clearly
relevant for supervision of the field specified and have cor -
picted at least three years of appropriate teaching experience
and hotd a Professional Teachers' Certificate.55

“w§ixth~year program--at least one year beyond the Master's Degree.
wwrf i fth-year program=-at least a Master’s Degree.
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In addition to these recommendations, the TPEAS proposal suggested
that the State Board of Educaticn establish a list of professors and prac-
titioner. of educational administration and supervision within the state of
Tennessee who would be eligible to serve on program evaluation committees.
Each institution would select its evaluators from among the npames on the
list. Approval of institutions and programs would then be based upon reports
by the evaluators and upon the institution's self study.

Various questions were raised at the April meeting of the Advisory
Council concerning the meaning of many paints within the set of TPEAS
recommrendations. For example- s the approved program concept the best
approach? Should the State Department of Education grant certification
without the reconmendation of an institution? How much flexibility should
be provided a program? How would the 5th and 6th year programs outlined
in the proposal be carried out?

Because of the numerous unanswiered questions, and the need for clari-
fication on different points within the proposal, the Chairman of the
Advisory Council appointed a six~member sub=-committee to study the pro-
posal and make recommendations to the full Advisory Council.

The establishrment of the sub=committee gGave the Advisory Council an
ocpportunity to work toward modifying some of the recommendations. 1t alsao
gave them a chance to get feedback from schoo! administrators, because, up
to this time, there had been very little involvement of anyone other than
university professors. The sub-committee was headed by Mildred Doyle, an
elected county superintendent. When the Doyle sub-czommittee reported back
in July of 1971, must of the recommendations of the St. John (TPEAS) pro-
posal were accepted. But two questions af great interest to the Advisory

Counci! rermyinoed- [V wWhat i« the eppropriate work cxperience for the areas
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for which certification change is proposed? 2) What is the meaning of
reciprocity? BDirectiaons were given to Dr. St. John's committee to "'spell
out" appropriate work experlience, further describe the core program, and
clarify the intent and provisions of 5th and 6th year program.

From August, 1971, to April of 1972, the St. John group worked on the
questions raised about their proposal. Gn April 10th, 1972, the Advisory
Council heard discussion of the revised proposals by the Tennessee Pro-
fessors of Educational Administration led by 9r, Benjamin Dowly, Peabody
College;, Dr. William Stradley, Tennessee Tech University, and Dr. Walter
S$t. John, University of Tennessee at Nashville. The Council also heard
reports from the sub=committee headed by the Superintendent Mildred Poyle,
of Knox County., The Advisory Council then formalized its revised recom=
mendations and submitted them to the State Boa~d of Education. The Tennessee
State Board of Education adopted this administrative certificaticn policy
at its August, 1972, Board meeting.

In summary, the administrative certification issue in Tennessee was
resolved only after certain protoco! jtems were observed and after there
was greater assurance of a broad spectrum of participants. The recom=
mendations were viewed by the Advisory Council as being far too ambitious
in their originat form, and compromise modifications were accomplished via
the establishment of a sub-committee to study and clarify the original
proposals. This sub-committee provided for input from the public elemen-
tary and secondary school administrators. The comprehensive nature of the
original certification proposal may also have contributed to the long pro-
cess of study, revision, clarification, and compronise that preceded
adoption by the State Board.

The TPEAS and the Advisory Counctl were the two chief actors in this
process, while the State Board acted in a legitimizing role. Local
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administrators came into play with the establishment of the sub=committee
headed by Mildred Doyle. It is important to note, however, that the local
schonl administrators Jdid not play a very salient role and that the Tennesséw
Education  Association was involved only to the extent that members from
that organization were represented on the Advisory Council, Given the
fact that the TEA supposedly represents both teachers and administrators,
the minimal role that it played in this process is somewhat surprising.
If the proposed changes had been in the area of classroom teacher certifi=-
cation, tt is hard to believe that the TEA would not have been more active.
The adoption af this policy change by th: 3tate Board of Education must
be largely credited to the perseverance of the Tennessee Professors of
Educationa) Administration and Supervision. Even though the new require-
ments Placed additional Jemands on practicing {or aspiring)! school adminis=-
trators, this group did iittie in the process, Active involvemaent on their
part may have limited the scope of certification requirement changes. In
view of comments by SOE personnel, requirements for school administrators
were in need of upgrading. The TPEAS evidently decided to take positive

action in an arco that the practicing tield administrators had ignored.

The Republican Governor and a New Commissioner

The biggest issue in the governance of education in Tennessee during
the period of this rescarch was the rale of the Commissioner of Education
E. €, Stimbert and his relationship with Governor Dunn, Prior to discussing
the specifics nof this iscue, some background information on former Commis-
stoner J, H, Warf is necessary.

ihe Nemncrats <ontrolled the Governorship in Tennessee from 1923 until
1971 . This qave them cantrol of the office of Commissioner of tducation

and the State Department of Education throughout this period. Jf. H, Warf,
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Commissioner Yrom 1963 to 197) under Democratic Governors Clement and
Ellington, was widely viewed as a powerful Commissioner. Warf came to
his position from o carcer as an c¢ducator and as a civic-political leader.
He had served as Superintendent of Schools in Lewis County, as Democratic
Party Chairman in Lewis County, and as a mewmber of the State Board of
Education priar to his appointment as State Commissioner of Education,
Many policy actors in Tennessee viewed Warf as the strongest political
figure to come to the post of Commissioner of Education since P, L, Harned
(1923-1933),56 He had opposition in both political and professional circles
stemning largely, it would seem, from his reputed '"directive' operating
style. One member of the SDE we interviewed characterized Commissioner
Warf's style in the following manner:

We had no doubt as to who was running the Department when

it was headed by Warf. You cleared all decisions with

him, he told you what to do ard you did it his way. His

style didn't allow for much participation in the decision-

making process, When legislators or outsiders wanted an

answer to a question, Warf expected the guestions to be

directed to his office. He didn't vant subordinates

giving out information without ciearing it with him,

Besides his control over SDE operations, Warl had considerabie ''¢lout!
in the state's Democratic party. According to a rmember of the legislature,
"Governor Eilington had a tough time controliing Commissioner Warf. He
did his own wheeling and dealing in the legisiature and not always with
the approval of the Governor.'' This legislator commented further that the
ability of the Governor to ¢ontrol Commissioner Warf was complicated by
Warf's political strenyth in the Democratic party.

The belief that the SDE had becore a repository of Demecratic party

patronage was held in varying degrees by many of our interviewees, though

members of the SOE professional staff rejected this as not being a fair
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charactericzation, For example, one such staffer stated: '"1 am sure Com-
missioner Warf qave some consideration to party affiliation but in general
! think Fe tricd to select the most able people.”

Jerome Murphy in his research on the use of Title ¥V funds in selected
state departments of education, described the professional staff of the
Tennessee State Department of Education (19711 in these words:

The most striking characteristic of the Tennessee Depart-
rent of £ducation was the appearance of homogeneity of its staff.
Everyone in a position of authority seemed to be old, tired and
a farmer administrator in the Tennessee public schools, Indeed,
b asked the personnel officer to direct me to a top manager who
w3s below forty years of age; he was unabie to do so.

....This pattern also reflected the staffing of the SEA through
political patronage. Under Tennessee law, not only the chief
state school officer but the eantire SEA staff served at the
governor'ts discretion. Governors in the past apparently exer-
cised this discretion by appainting political friends to SEA
jobs,

Another distinctive characteristic of the Tennessee SEA
was what night be called its pre-bureaucratic mode of operation.
Formal rules and regulations, fixed channels of communication,
and a presccupation with efficiency simaly seemed foreign to
the agency. Rather, there appeared to be a personal (as opposed
to policy) osientation which cut across formal organizational
channcls, Who one knew and how well one was liked seemed to be
important, or perhaps rore Important, than what one knew.

....The Tennessee SEA is the antithesis of what is generally
thaught of as a ''good government'' exccutive agency-=-for example,
the Mew York S€£4,  indeed, the contrast between the pre-bureau-
cratic, potitical ard personal orientation in Tennessee and the
professinnal, technocratic, policy-oriented approach in New York
could hardly be nore pronpunced, 8ut the contrast is also
revealing, narticularly if one inagines putting the Tennessee
SEA in Hew “ork and vice versa, The result would be somewhat
similar to switching the U.S, Marine Corps with the ftalian
srmys there would be culture shock in both countries, That

is to say, the Tennesser SEA in the Mew York political environ-
sent wWould be ineffective. But ltikewise the New York SEA in
Tennessee also would be unable to operate. This suggests that
the st-=iking characteristics of the Tennessee SEA discussed above
wore no rmore than reflections of general features of Tennessee
politieal vnvironwent, This suggests further thst these charac-
toristics were probably -ore necessary for effective SEA opera-
iy i Teoratoansee tnon at Tlhest mnight oppear vbvious. ¥
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Such was the situation as many gbservers saw it when Republican Governor
Wintfield Dunn took office in 1971, In campaigning for office, Dunn had
used vducational issues eflectively. Paramount ameng them was a conmltment
to the need for early childhood education programs in Tennesse¢e. Dunn had
stated throughout his compaiagn that he wanted to bring mare 'openness'’ and
"'nrofessionalisr?' to government, After his election, the appointment of a
new Commissioner of Education was very important; Dupn felt that this would
be the first step in bringing much needed change to the SDE. Though not
openly stated, the Governor apparently was convinced that a number of per=-
senne! changes had to be mode within the SDE in order for it to become
responsive to his program. Prior to selecting a Commissioner of Education,
the Governor emphasized that he wanted a man wha would not be as politically
oriented as Warf. What was needed, according to Ounn, was & strong “edu-
cational' leader as Commissioner,

Various individuals were considered for the Commissioner position.
Reportedly one candidate was reluctant to consider the job because of
salary considerations. Another was a staunch Republican in strongly Repub-
lican East Tennessee and the "political halo" that would have accompanied
such an appointrent would have cbvicusly been at odds with Dunn's call for
a professional educator, Given these circunstances, E, C. Stimbert became
the favored candidate,

A group of Menphis businessmen backed the appeintment of Stimbert.
Stimbert had served as Superintendent of the Memphis City Schools for 1h
vears and during that time had reccived numerous awards, such as;

1966 -=Namn~d "Educator of the Year' by Greater Memphis State, inc.

1967 =-=-HEA Thor Mcann Schaol Board Award {Presented to the Memphis

City 5chool System for being the best schoon! system of its

size In the nation)
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Governor Dunn chose to name a8 non-political "professionat educator "
E. C. Stimbert, to the role of Commissioner of Education. Commissioner
Stimbert took office in lanuary 197!, According to members of the
Governor's staff, the new Commissioner was instructed to: (1) clean out
the "dead wood'' in the $HE; (2} improve morale; {3) bring a sense of pro-
fessionalism to the Department; (4) reorganize and develop goals for the
Department; and (5) coordinate legisiative activity through the Governor's
office. (The last point was suggested by a SDE interviewee.) While the
above statements seem straightforward and easily understood, some of them
Jater bacsme the basis for much misunderstanding,

Commissioner Stimbert did bring a new operational style to the SDE,
a style which was in marked contrast to that of Lommissioner Warf.
Stimbert attempted to instill a collegial, non-directive approach as the
basis for SDE operations. This style was also employed in his role as
Chairman of the State Board. This dramatic change apparently made SDE pro-
fessionals and Board merbers uncomfortable. Over the years, they had become
accustoned to o Cormissioner who told them what to do and when to do it.

Excarpts from a stuly conducted in '971, The Tennesee State Management Review,

on the operations and organization of the SPE follow:

The Tennessee State Departrent of Education is a Department
which, during the past year, has been confronted by a new philosaphy
of government and a new philosophy of management. It is difficult
to adjust to either; to adjust to both sirultaneousty may bring on
anxiety. At the same time many staff merbers, having been in the
Department for many years, have no intention of seeking alternative
sources of enployment,

And <o the new government, in the form of a new Governor, a
new party, and as set forth in some datail in the report of the
Governor's Study on Cost Controf, suggests reorganization; and
the new ranagerent, in the form of a new Commissioner, suggests
reorganization. And the stafi awaits, anxiously.
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At this puint in time, it appears to us that almost any change
will be grected with relief., Change, for the sake of change,
however, will likely not be productive for very long. But the
potential for change in the Department is so great that much can
be accomplished, iF change is made with conviction and energy
and humanily.

The Department has two fundamental and interlocking pcoblems.
It is a toosely linked collection of nearly independent programs,
directions, enthusiasms, ambitions, and purposes., FEach is care=-
fully protected. There are no statcments of policies or goals
which unite the Department. Consequently there are no general
statements of procedures to describe the way to achieve large
missions nor to describe the types of people to perform the tasks.

The second problem refiects the fact that control exists where
the infaormation exists. f you control the intormation, you con=-
trol your destiny and that of your program. And it would appear
that the effectiveness of programs is limited by a failure to share
information, Information tends to get shared when seen to be to the
advantage of the sharers. But without written departmental policies
and goals, it s difficult to encourage cr stimulate sharing for
the real purpose of interchange=-the greater mission of the Depart-
ment=-=which is neither articulated nor clear.

Therefore, the fundamental reoraanizaiion needs to be in the
minds of the staff--and this may be the hardest task ever under-
taken by any leadership. But until the Department is changed from
a collection of programs and people into a goal-oriented organiza=
tion and until there is an attitude which apenly welcomes a
definition and free flow of information in all directions inter-
nally, there may be no change in the way the Departrment thinks
or acts or serves, no matter what form of organization or reor=
ganization it may have, or pass through.58

The picture of the SOE portrayed by the Management FPeview Team depicted
the need for a concerted effort to imorouve tne Department.  The Goverr ‘s

Study on Cost Control Repart (1971}, conwonly known as the Jarman Committee

Report, also suggested that the SDE be reorganized to improve management
control. Although this report recommended many changes, a primary problem
identified was that ''too many people report to the Commissioner.," The
Jarman &eport set forth a new organizational scheme designed to reduce the
nunber of perscns reparting directily to the Commissioner from 13 to 8,

{A nurber of SDE professionals indicated that far more than 13 subordinates

reported directly to Commissioner Warf on an infor—2i basis,)
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Commissioner Stimbert obviously felt that his non-directive partici-
pative style was the correct approach *o use to develop more individual
leadership in the SDE. But to some in the department, this style was a
manifestation of a tack of leadership and authority on the part of the
Commissioner. This view was also voiced by many legislators we interviewed.
for years these lawwakers had grown accustomed to a highly visihle Cormis=
siorer of Education ''wheeling and dealing'' in the legislature. Stimbert's
ieyislative style was much less visible and was generally coordinated
through the Governor's office, ''I began to wonder,'" one legislator said,
Hif we had a Commissioner of Education." The essential point is that while
the new Commissioner attempted to institute change through a new leadership
style, the end result was widespread questioning of his leadership abitity.

While the aforementioned difficultirs were important, the event that
eventually led to the disnissal of Commissioner Stimbert was rooted in the
issue of patronage. Commissioner Stimbert believed that patronage considera-
tions in the employrent of SDE personnci could not be continued if a new
level of professionalism were to be accomplished. And Stimbert's interpre=
tation of the charge "aet rid of the deadwood in the department’ evidently
did not include political considerations {(i.c., make room for some Republicans).
Commissioner Stiemhert must have viewed these instructions as simply meaning
that he should evaluate the personnel and make recommended changes where
he feit necessary. Unfortunately, evaluations and changes in $OE personnel
were not viewed in the same light by rmembers of the Governor's staff.

Wnile tlic Gavernor had made public pronouncements to the effect that
a new era of professionalism shnuld be brougnt to the SDE, the Governor and
his staff had not forsaken the use of jobs in the different departments of
state Jgovern-ent 3, a 1wan. to alvanze the cause of the Rcpublican party.
Their day had finaliy come (first Republican Governor in 50 years) and they

IERJ!:‘ intended to moke the nost of the situation.
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Interfercnce from the Governor's office in 5DE personnel appointments
came to 3 head in November of 1972. On November 6, 1972, Commissicner
Stimbert submitlted his resignation to the Governor, The first announcement
from the Governor's office merely stated that the Commissloner had resigned
for "'personal reasons.,'" But from his home in Memphis, Commissioner Stimbert
issued the following statement:

....Personal reasons are involved, but in all honesty the patronage

system is the real reason behind my stepping down. | know that

partisan politics have to ke invoived to a degree in working with

the legislature. But | don't think that partisanship should inter=

fere when it comes to hiring people to work in education across

the state. Rather, it has concerned people that have been rejected

for jobs, many times in the area vocational schools, .,,a lot of

pressure.., |t will be interesting to see how things are handled

by my successor., |f several people in the department are dismissed,

| think my point will have been proved.

Commissioner Stimbert aisc released details of efforts on the part of
the Governor's staff to interfere with personnel appointments. He cited
his attempt (September of 1972) to appoint Dr. Willis Nowell to the position
of Titlie | Coordinator in the State Department. According to Stimbert,
this appointment was held up by the Governor's office because of opposition
from a West Tennessee county school superintendent. The Commissioner
further arqued that this delay endangered the application for $30,000,000
in Titie | funds. Another case cited by the Commissicner was the insis~«
tence by one of the Governor's aides {Joe Hooper) that he fire Dr, William
H. Droye, state librarian {who later resigned), Another Stimbecrt charge
involved the refusal by the Governor's office (liovenber of 1972) to employ
a teacher -ewurmended for a position at the Tennessce School for the Blind.
Stimbert stated, '"'I just don't believe you can put a party label on a
teacher of blind children. 0

The Governor's criginal lTow key strategy for dealing with the resig-

nation of Commissioner Stimbert {''perscnal reasons'') was abandoned after
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Stimbert's charges came out in the newspapers. Immediately following
Stimbert's accusations, the Covernor's office released the following
explanation: ''He (Stimbert) left because | (Governor) asked him to resign.”
Governor Dunn listed a variety of reasons for the dismissal of Stimbert:

He would not respond to my authority as Governor.

In my oplnion (Stimbert) was generally non~directive and non-assertive
in his capacity as Commissioner,

He refused to evaluate the professional performances of his top-level
people and to make necessary changes on the basis of their performance.

Some of the Warf people are ineffective and incapable and they were
retained, even though | have urged him to bring in whatever new pro-
fessional talent of his own choosing he could find to give us a

new thrust in education.

In addition, the Department has no master plan for the future develop-
ment of the state's educational system.

When | asked for a delineation of the Department's goals and priorities,
the reply was a cursory "We'll try to get something up."

The Commissioner never hired a much-needed financial officer, in
spite of his repeated statements of assurance that this would be done.

He was absent an excessive number of days from the office not only
in-state but out-of-state for extended periods of time.

Just prior to my asking for his resignation, he was scheduled to

spend a full week away at the Chief State School Officers meeting to

be followed by four weeks on an around-the-world cruise.bl

The Governor concluded by saying that he had hoped for the sake of
education that Commissioner Stimbert had not attempted to make a public
display of his resignation, but that it was apparent that the Commissioner
was using patronage charges to rationalize his departure.

Immediately following this heated exchange in the newspapers, the
Governor became irritated by suspected news leaks from the SDE concerning
the dismissal of Conmissioner Stimbert. The Governor called the top seven

or eight assistants in the SDf to his office and warned them not to discuss

the case unti! the arrival of a new commissioner.
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James H. Cummings (now retired), long=time Democratic head of the
Education Cormittee in the General Assembly, commented on the Governor

Dunn=Commissioner Stimbert controversy

I think Dunn's administration..., as | should expect and for
which | do not condemn, is purely partisan, and he has been able
to conceal this ratker successfully, But it's coming to the top
of the pot. |f my party had the governorship, | wouid not expect
my governor to keep cominissioners or weedcutters=-that [ didn't
think were loyal to my administration.®3

The Governor selected Dr. Benjamin Carmichael (former Superintendent
of Chattanooga City Schools and who was serving as the Director of the
Appalachian Educational Laboratory) to become the new State Commissioner
of Education effective December 1, 1972, Commissioner Carmichael gave the

following statement when asked about his conference with the Governor when

being considered for the position:

Governor Dunn emphasized throughout my conferences with him that
his only interest was in a professional job being done in the
Department of Education.

He emphasized that he did not know persons, or have any strong
feelings about persons, and that he wanted only a leader who would
take hold of it {the Department) and heip him accomplish the things

in the field of education he had committed his administration to
accomplish.

Dunn talked with me about his interest in vocational education,
the morale of the school personnel across the state and, generally,

his interest in giving full commitment in advancing education
throughout the state.

The Governor (Carmichael said) wished only to convince himsel f
that | would approach it (the job} in a purely professional way.6H

Rather than take the side of Governor Dunn or Commissioner Stimbert,

we will close our description with some questions suggested by the Tennessee

case:
I. Can a SfA structural mechanism that has the Governor in the
central role be free of political considerations? Should it be?
2. Is it realistic to expect a political party which has not held

the governorship in 50 years to act in a non-partisan fashion?
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3. Can organizaticns adjust or adapt to extreme swings in opera-
tional style?

Should political experience or experience in government bureau-
cracies that are highly political be a necessary prerequisite
for the Commissionership of Education in Tennessee?
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SECTION (V

RELATIONSHIPS OF EDUCATION POLICY ACTORS IN TENNESSEE

The relationships among the actors in the Tenncssee education policy=
making system and their impact on the decisions that were made is @ neces=
sary part of our understanding of that system. We have attempted to deter-
mine this by using structured and open-ended interviews, questionnaire dJdata,
and by examining documentary sources. Questions pertaining to four specific
issue areas in the case Study and questions of a more general nature were
used to gain overall perceptions about the role, influence, and other
characteristics of each actor or group of actors.

in Tooking at the relationships among actors we should point out that
some relationships will be noted more than once. This occurs when different
actors report their perceptions of the same events. |In some instances these
perceptions are in agreement while in others they differ to some degree.

fach actor obviously interprets the event from his perspective.

The Relationship of the Commissioner of Education to Other Actors

The Commissioner of Education in Tennessee serves at the pleasure of
the Governor. The relationship between these two important actors is one
of paramount importance in the governance of education in Tennessce. The
difficulties that surrounded the relationship between Commissioner Stimbert
and Governor Dunn were reviewed above., Some additicnal data and commentary

are offered here and in the section on the Governor and other actors.
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Cotnrissioner Stimbest indicated that he communicated frequently with
the Governor's office; this was accomplished in most instances during the
Governor's cabinet meetings, The Commi<sioner indicated that most of this
communication concernad finance ond budgetary matters as well as legislative
proposats, The fommissionor felt he was the rost important source of advice
to the Governor un education matters during the first three months that he
served but after that the Governor became more parly oriented and dependent
on his persongl sraff,  Stimbert indicated that in the beginning he was
referred ta as the "pro' but tater the 'party 'ine advocales' (Governor's
staff} had ware wight in intluencing the Governor. When the Governor and
three of his stalf nombers were asked to evaluate the Cosmissioner as a

source of information to the Governor they responded as follows:

Most important single source .., e i, .. 4
Amony his rost irportant sources oo 0
A relatively minar source (L, o o cn e
Hot at 217 inportant as a source L., 0

These cevalualinne wore very positive, bul Lwo of the staff members qualtified
their rating by .toting: (1} this wis the case for the first three months;
andl (23 my cvaluation applics to the new Zomaissioner {Carmichael). In
general then both the Commissioner and Lhe Governor and his staff agree that
the relationship sas good in the beqginning hut deteriorated after the first
three monthsy,

The relationship of the Coraidssioner to the legislature in Tennessec
is Jdepundent onoa nusber of tactors,  Sore of the faoinrs are- {7} the
ooperationtl style outline ! ar permitted by the Cuverane; 2} the Comris-

stoncr's o sbyle and ability: amd © 30 the existing party control in the

e sielagtire. foeniisyigner SLichert! reigtinnship ot tne legistature
was ot e cte 1y e extont B,oallt o of the Shave Factars, The Covernor
wante D Lo 0 pasiebes T oo ditate o ot ot bis leaisbative aclivily
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theough the Goveraoe!

o otfive.  This reduee ! Stimboert's visthilitly in the
legislature whivh wois o depoyriure from the conditions surrounding the pre-
vious Lomirissioner.  deyond this Stirbert did net have a strong palitical
background and his style of legislative operation was more pratessional than
noliticai. Lastly, the Desocrats woere in control of the legislature and
Stimbert was the represeatative ol o Republican Governor,

Curdrissionur Stivwert indicated that he or a weaber of his staff were
in contact with legislators on g daily basis, This contact took place at
comitittee hearings, personal meetings, and by phone according to the Com-
missioner, Members of the legislature were not as positive about the amount
of contact with the Comiissioner or members of his staff. Six of the 11
fegislators interviewed indicated they were contacted, but five indicated
no contact, The six legislatars who indicated that they were contocted
isted the following SDE administrators, in addition to the Commissioner, as
sources of contact: R, £, 8rinkley, T. 3. Webb and Robert Sharp. Among those
who indicated no contact the most frequent remark made was that ''Stimbert
didn't understand the legistative or palitical process.' The Commissioner,
his legisiative expert, and legislators were in general agreement as to the
success of the Commissioner and his staff in gqetting proposals enacted by

the tegislature as is shoan in Table 8,

TABLE 8

RATINGS OF SUCCESS OF THE COMMESSIONER IH GETTING PROPOSALS
ADOPTED BY THE LEGISLATURE GIVEH 8Y THE COMMiISSIONER,
SDE LEGISLATIVE EXPERT AND LEGISLATORS (1)

Commissioner  SNDE Expert Legisliatlors

Atmost always successful
Successtul twrst of the (ire £ 9
Successful abrut half o1 the tirae C
Alrmmst always suecceful
Sulteasful tows than il

the tire

[R5
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The rating of the Comnissioner was somewhat less positive than were
the ratings of the legislators or the SDE legislative expert. Llegisiators,
when asked what contributed most to the Commissioner's {(Stimbert) success,
generally ascribed it to his status as an educational authority. They felt
that the Commissioner's propousals were not enhanced by his position in the
Republican party, standing with the Governor, lobbying effort, or political
"know=how."  In regard to the quality of information supplied by the SDE
the legislators responded as follows:

Almost always meetls our needs.... ...
Usually meets Our needs ,....cveomemectonnsenanns

4]
7
Sonetimes meets OUr NeedS .. uevseansssstonnannss W
Almost never meets our needs .. 0

This somewhat mixed appraisal included such comments as: (1) information
contains no alternatives (3 members); and (2) SDE information is not avail-
able on all issues (3 members),

Commissioner Stimbert felt ke had good channels of communication with
most of the legislative leaders as is shown in Table 9, His legislative
expert was not as positive agbout channels of communication with party
leaders. He stated that this was the case because it was not necessary to
communicate as frequently with the overall leadership of the House and
Senate.

The Commissioner felt that about 25 per cent of the education bills
in the last session of the leqgislature were initiated by the SDE. He
further remarked that the Governor's office was the real source for many
of these bills, The Commissioner's closing remark on this point was an
interesting ore, 'We essentially implemented programs, we did not initiate
them,'! Stimbert feit that the influence of the Statc Cepartment had de-
creasad in the tast few years, He associaced mugh of this decrease to the

contraversy between his office and that of the Governor.
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TABLE 9

RATINGS OF COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN COMMISSIONER OF EQUCATION
AND LEGISLATIVE LEADERS BY THE COMMISS IONER
AND 15 LEGISLATIVE EXPERT

COMMUNICAT 10N CHANNEL

Individual/Group Excellent  Good Fair Poor
Specaker of the House C E
Presiding Officer of the Senate E
Minority Part Leader in House E
Minority Party Leader in Senate £

Appropriations (ommittee in House
Appropriations Committee in Senate
Education Cormittee in House
Education Committee in Senate

oM T T
o on S aw B av B 2 T ou B o

C = Commissioner of Education; E = Lealslative Expert

Commissioner Stimbert felt that he had a good warking relationship with
the educational interest groups (essentially YEA and TSBA)Y. He felt that
his relationship was enhanced by his long time membership in the Tenncssee
Education Association and previous service as the president of the Tennessee
Association of School Administrators (part of TFA}. 1n addition, he had
served 8s a member of TEA's Advisory Louncil. As evidence of his good re-
lations with the TEA the Commiss oner pointed to the fact that he was invited
to attend atl of the TEA meetings as an educational advisor. This practice
would seem to support the monolith model suggested by fannaccone in which a
great deal of accommodation takes place within the educational establish=

65

ment ftself, Education interest group leaders were gencrally supportive
of the characterization that Stimbert was a dedicated professional but they
were critical of his political and legislative know-how. Anothor criticism
of fered was that he did not understand the oroblems of the smatl rural
school superintendents.

Co-missioner Stimbert had a relatively good working relationshio with

the SBE. This relationship is so-ewhat unusual in Tennessee in that the
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Commissioner is the chairman and a voting member of the SBE by statute.
The Cormissioner felt that he was not influential in recommending peaple to
the Governor tu serve on the SBE. In an effort to determine the way in
which the State Commissioner and the SBE mzmbers viewed the job of the State
Commissioner we asked them to respond te the questions shown in Tahle 10,
Three significant points emerge from an examination of the perceptions shown
in Table 10: {1) The SBE and Commissioner are in agreement as to the role
of the State Commissioner in Tennessec: (2} the level of agreement is
unusualtly high in that on all 10 questions the Commissiagner and a majority
of the Board members take the same pcsition: and (31 the extremely strong
rale or position that is indicated for the State fomuissioner {perhaps this
is reflective of traditional conditions),

tn terms of the Commissiconer's role regarding the four issue areas we
researched, our data suggest the following: (1) anly minimal involvement
in the finance-kindergarten issue;, (2) in the certification issue a legiti-
mizing raele chiefly associated with his responsibility as chalrman of the
SBE, (3) no significant invalvement in the descgregation issue; and (4) obvi-
ously at the center of the controversy between the Governor and the Com-

missioner, We now turn to the relationships of the State Board of Education,

The Relationship of Lhe State Board of Education to Other Actaors

The State Board of Education in Tennessec is hasically a consensual
body. This Board has traditionally been dominated by the State Commissioner
v serves as the Chairman and as o voting rember of the group., In addi-
tion, the powers of the Governor in Tennessev place hin in a central posi-
tion to influence the Brard, He appeints the members to the Board, serves
a8 an ex offic i remher nf the Raard, ond the Chairan Casmigsioner’ of

the 30ard i appointed by and is directly responsibie ta the Gavernor.
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TABLE 10Q

PERCEPTIONS OF THE STATE COMMISSIONER AND THE STATE BOARD
OF EDUCATION MCMBERS {8) REGARDING THE ROLE OF THE COMMISS[ONER

Agree Disagree
Commis- Comniis-
. sioner SBE sioner SBE
1, A State Superintendent (Commissioner) C 8

should assume leadership in shaping
the policies enacted by the State
Board of Education.
2. A State Superintendent {Commissioner) 1 C 7
shouid maintain a neutral stand on
education policy issu€s that are very
controversial amony the citizens of
his state,
3, A State Superintendent (Comnissioner} ¢ 8
should actively seek to influence
legistative leaders with regard to
education policies,
h, A State Superintendent {Commissioner) ¢ 5 3
should work to have people he respects
become members of the 3tate Board of
Education.
6. A State Superintendent (Commissioner) 2 C 6
should administer the State Department
of Education and leave policy matters
to other state officials,
6, A State Superintendent {Commissioner) C 3
should actively work with party leaders
in order to attain education policy
goals,
7. A State Superintendent {Commissioner) C 8
shouid take a policy position in which
he believes even when most professional
educators may be hostiie,
8. A State Superintendent {Comm}ssioner) C 8
should be the principal advocate of
major changes in state education npolicy.
9. A State Superintendent {Commissioner) ¢ 8
should actively seek to influence
federal legislation that affects
public education in his state.
10. A State Superintendent {Commissioner) c 7 !
should allow iocal district officials
as much leeway as possible in dealing
with educational issues.

¢ = Stands for Commissioner
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The State Board was viewed by most of those we interviewed as a minor
actor in the policy process and was often referred to as a '"rubber stamp"
for the Commissioner. Reasons given for these vicws were generally some
combination of the following four factors: (1) tradition. (2} centralized
government structure Tn Tennessee, 3} lack of time and rescurces available
to the Board, and (&) the directive approach of the former Cowmissioner.
One member of the SDE staff stated, "Commissioner Warf allowed the Board
to discuss and debate an issue then he told them how to vote on it."

We interviewed eight of the twelve members on the Tennessee SBE. Most
of them (5} indicated that people did not actively seek positions an the
$SBE. When asked what groups or individuals were influential in recommending
potential Board members to the Governor those interviewed responded as is

shown in Table 11,

TABLE |

RESPONSES 0OF STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION MEMBERS REGARDING THE INFLUENCE
OF CERTAIN ACTORS IN RECOMMENDING SBE CANDIDATES TO THE GOVERHOR

Very Samewhat Not
individuals/Groups influential tnfluential (nfluential
Current State Board Members 2 6
State Commissioner of Education 2 5 1
State Teachers Association 5 3
State Administrator Association 2 6
Members of the Governor's Staff b 2
Members of the Ledislature I 3 b
Party Leaters (ather than leqisiatars) 5 3

Lacal School doard Members 2 &
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The responses of the Board members indicate Lhat members of the Governor's
staff and party l¢ar~rs are the most influential in recommending candi-
dates to the Governor. in other words, recommendations from the political
arena are more influential than recommendations from education circles,

Most Board members (6) indicated that they spent two or three days per
manth carrying out their Board duties, The agenda for State Board meet-
inas and related information was received by Board members one week prior
to each meeting of the Board in most instances. Board members were unani=-
m2us in indicating that the agenda was prepared by the Commissioner and
the Executive Secretary of the 8oard. A few members indicated that occasionally
a Board member would submit an item for the agenda. When Board members were
asked to indicate their sources of information for items appearing on the

agenda they responded as follows:

State CoOmMisSs iONEr L ..ttt it nes 8
State Department of Education .................. 5
Tennessee Education Association ................ 2
Local Administrators (Superintendent

and Principal) ., ...t e 2

Tenncssee School Boards Association ............ 1
These responses indicete that the Board members are heavily dependent
cn the Commissioner and the S0E for information concerning items on the
agenda. While this is true in rost states, the almost total lack of other
sources of information to this body is the most salient finding. Board
members evaluated the information which they received from the SDE in the

following manner:

Almost always meets our needs ...........cvvuvn. W
Usually meets our needs . .........oeeeernernennn. b
Sometimas meets Our NCCdS .. ... in e iuerenennn 3
Almost never meels our needs . ......c.cvuneeen.nnn 0

While most Board members (4) indicated that the information usually met

their reeds, three members indicated that it ~et their needs only some of

ERIC
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the time. The most frequent criticisms of the information was: (3) too
much matcrial (3 menbers): /2) some material not pertinent (2 memhers):
and (3} too much dependence on Commissioner and SDE (3 members).

Board members were nearly unanimous ‘7 of 8 in rejecting the view
that they should be spokesmen for particular geographic or ethnic groups,
Board members indicated that they were usually in agrecment when they were
attempting te decide a major policy issue. The aareement on the Board was

characterized as follows N=3):

Board is harcwonious, tittle serious disaqrecment .., ... ... .. .... 0
Board is usually in agreermant. but there are Board

members who sametimes dissent ... ..., PP .7
Board tends to divide into rival factions of nearly

equal strength oL e F e 0
Board tends to divide inta rival factions, but

there is o clear working majority on the Board (..., ... vev.. O

Baard aften is divided but the lines of division depend
04 the issue that is confronting the Board ...,

The responses showun above wore rather censistent with our averall impres-
sinns, that is, there is g relatively high tevel of agrecrent and harmony

on the Tennessee SRE,  #Board nesbers cited the following reasons for agree-
ment an the Board: (1) The large nuber of cducators on the SBE encourages
the other members to agree with their vicws, 2} The items on the agenda
are generally of a non-controversial nature. (3) The Board does not sufe
fer from a strong liberal versus conservative split, HMost Board members

{6 indicated that there ware no particular doard o oers who consistently

apposed the State Cormissioner, though twe merbers it indicate that there
wiere A couple of rembers who consistently oppased the formissiconer.  The
reasans ¢ite ! for this were politicall oppoasitron to e Governor, and party

difresences,
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Comnnissioner-goard relationships, particularly approaches used in the
preparation of a major policy proposal, were examined. Responses from the
Commissioner and Board -wibers ¢1¢ summarized tn Table 12, 0n statements 3,
f, and 7 the Board and the Commissioner were gencrally in agreement as to
the Commissioner's working style. O0n the other itenms the perceptions were
somewhat different. While the Commissioner indicated that he never discussed
idcas informally with indivlidual Board members (Statement 1), five Board

members indicated that this occurred either gften or sometimas.

TABLE 12

PERCEPTIONS OF THE COMMISSIONER AND BOARD MEMBERS (8) REGARDING
APPROACHES "SED IN YHE PREPARATION OF MAJOR POLICY PRDPOSALS

FREQUENCY
__Approach Dften Somet imes Rarely Never

Meets informally with individual Board
members to discuss ideas i L 3 C

Presents an outline of his ideas to a
3oard comnittee for its rcactions 2C 2 3 1

Presents an outline of his ideas to the
entire 8Board for its reactions 3 3C i 1

Develops a fully detailed proposal for
@ Board comnittee to censider 3C 3 2

Develops a fully detailed proposal for
the entire Board to consider I 3C 3 i

Develops a detailed proposal and in-
formally solicits the reactions of
individual Board members before
presenting it to the Board »r one
of its committees 2 3 iC

Take idecas or suggestions from Board
members and develop these inta a
policy proposal | 7C

C - Commisstioner's Responses
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The Commissioner indicated that he often presented an outline of his ideas
to a Board Committee for its reaction {Staterent 2) but four members indi-
cated that this occurred rarely or never and only two rnembers agreed with
the Commissioner's specific assessment. In general, then, one could state
that the perceptions of the Commissioner as to his working style with the
Board were different, on some items, than the perceptions of the Board.

On three of the specific issues researched (excluding the Commissioner-
Governor issue), Board menbers described the interaction between the Com-
missioner and Board in the following general terms: {1} Finance-Kindergarten,
"We discussed kindergarten programs at Jdifferent times, but were not involved
in the proposed sales tax increase." "This jssue was essentially pushed by
the Governor.' {2} Certification, '"The Commissioner "did el woirk wilh ihd
State Board on this issue.'" "Commissiongr was between the Advisory Counci)
and the Board on the issue.” '"'We had no major disagreement on the issue,
it was essentially worked out by SOF and the Advisory Council." {3) Deseg-
regation, ''The Cormissioner played no role in the anti~busing resolution
that was passed.'' ''He neither spoke for or against the resolution.”

Most Board members 6} indicated that the 3c0ard did not work with the
fovernor's staff when a 'egislative proposal affecting the public schools
was being developed. They indicated that this was done by the Comissioner.
30ard members indicated that the Board as a group was not one of the
Governor's close advisors on education matters. & nunber pf Board members
did indicate that K. Lynn Greer, one of their members, was a close advisor
to the Governor. The reasons given for this was Mr. “.reer's standing in
the Republican party. B3oard =embers were divided on their resoonses as té
whether the Governor or Legislature had encroached nn their authority.

Some Board rmerbers Feit that the legislature had passed fogislation on
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issucs that could have been handlced mereiy by Board approval. The most fre-
guently cited arca of legislator and Governor interference was that of the
selection of vooational =ch b wites.

The Governor an! threo of his staff members rated the State Board as
a souyrce of Information, The Governor and once staff member felt the Board
Was an important source while two staff members felt the Board was a minor
spurce. One staff rmember, who rated the SBE as a minor source, merely
stated that the Governor has respect for the Board. Another staff member
stated "They are not professionals and have very little information.’ Two
of the staff members confirned the close relationship between H. Lynn Greer
i3pard member' and the Governor, previously mentioned.

Six of the eight Board members indicated that the Board did make legis-
lative recommendations. They further indicated that these were aimost
always cormunicated to the leqgislature through the Commissioner., Most Board
menbers (6) indicated that the Board had no means of influencing actions by
the legistature. Reasons given For this lack of influence were: tradition,
very little contact, quarterly mectings, style of previous Commissioner, and
Board has made very littie cffort to be assertive,

Members of the Legistature generally did not view the SBE as an impor-
tant participant in the formulation of education leyislation. The responses

to Lthis guestion from 10 legislatars are shown below:

The single most important participant ... .......... o
One of the most impurtant participants .......... .. 3
A participant of minor iMpPortance ... i nnnn.. 6

kot important at all as a participant
Specifi- reasons given for their evaluation by gsome legislators were:
‘1) prograns come frow Governor and the Cormmissioner, (2} Board members are
not well informed, (3 Jow visibility of Board members, and {({)-little

political 'know-how, '
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The State Board is influenced by education interest grouns (E/G), but
30ard members indicated that they did not actively seek the support of these
gqroups., The SOE State Board expert, the EIG leaders, and State Board ¢+ -
bers agreed that the Tennessee Education Association 'TEA) was the must
influential education interest group in the state. four of six education
interest qroup leuders interviewed indicated that their organization worked
directly with the Board wihen it was considering a policy that affected their
arganization., The TEA usually provided the State Board members with written
information on the issue and made porsonal contacts with various Board com-
rmittecs.  Qther interest group leaders rentioned advisory committees, joint
sessions, and personal mretings as methods employed to influence the Board,

Five of the six education interest ¢roup lcaders did nat believe the
SBE had taken the lead in promating education legisiation. They were also
in aqreement that the SBE was deminated by the Governor through the Com-
missioncr,

When SBE membors wore askerd to indicate the importance of persons ar
graups that helped thes SLe cducatianal pelicy issuvs as they did they
responded as ks shown in JTable 13, The responses qgiven in Table 13 sup-
port the cantention rade by rnst of thase we interviewed 'n Tennessee,
that s, the SRE is dependent {or s douninated) to @ great extent on the
views of the Caraissiorer and Governor in the arca af policy determination,
A oward of caution is in order, any interpretation of the findings an the
SBE should be ziewed as incluling the state of affairs Juring the last ten
years and even to a laige estent the period under Cosmissioner Warf. We
have sugqgested and there is ruch evildence to <koew that Lhe SBE has for the
last decade sorved the primary function of legitinizing policies and pro-

pasals presented to thep by the Cosmmissioner, One official described the
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TABLE 13

RESPONSES OF STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION MEMBERS (8)
REGARDIHIGC iMPORTANCE OF VIEWS QF CERTAIN ACTORS
I CONTRIBUTING TO BOARD PCLICY POSITIONS

e
PERSONS /GRQUPS e lm;;Liant Imoartant Unimportant

Yiews of Other Board Members b 3 i
Views of the State Cormissioner 6 2
Views of Schocl People Who Specak

for Local Districts 2 4 2
Yiews of Political Party 'eaders 5 3
Views of State Legislators g 3
Yiews of the Governor 5 2 ]
Views of State Teachers Ascociation 2 3 : 3
Yiews of State Administrator

Assaciation pi 3 3

rote of the Board in g way that catches the tone of what many informants per-
ceive as reality: ''"Former Commissioner Warf's total domination of the SBE
from 1963 untit 1971 led to its overall demise. He turned the Board into a
rubber stamp.' An interest qgroup leader exclaimed, “'The State Board is
not the pocser behind the throne. Organizations (i.e., education interest
groups) arc nat falling over themselves to influence the Board!'' Beyond
vhat ray be attributed to the personal style of the Commissicner, » funda-
mental oroblem may reside in the structure of the Tennessee governance
system, One leqislator covrented: "'Qur system is a strong executive type
organization dcninated fro~ the top and this relegates the Board to a
relatively mivar role.”

In surmary, the Board is not viewed os a rijor policy participant by

members of th: legisiature or by the Governor or his staff, They are
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heavily dependent on the Commissioner and SDE for information on which to
base their decisions. We did observe a few signs of change in their role

which will be elucidated later.

The legislature in Tennessee has been rather passive and reactive with
regard to education legistation, Initiation has been with the TEA, the
Commissioner, and the Governor's office, The old pattern of accommodation
had been the operational style with the TEA and c¢x-Commissioner Warf
interacting with "friends of education" in the legislature. Stimbert intro-
duced a professional administrator style that was different from that of Warf.
Stimbert had less personal contact with legislative leaders, and chose not
to lobby with individuals. Because of this he was viewed by leqislators as
not having much "political know-how." tnstead of ‘'wheeling and dealing'!
in the legisiature, Stimbert reltied on his educational expertise and acted
as a provider of infarrmation. He appeared nefore hearings and sent a number
of people ta the iegislature for purposes of testifying and providing in-
formation as requested,  Although Commissioner Stitbert and his SDE staff
got many of their programs through the iecgislature, these programs ware
recoygnized by tegislators as those of the Gouvernor. This put Stimbert and
his staff in the roie of functionaries.

The legistature in Tennossee has difficutty in assuming an independent
policy role w=sentially for two reasons: (1) lack of time--short sessions
and the limited time legislators are §financialiy able to devote to the job,
and (2} lack of staff for the Jdevelogmaent of independent information?
therefure, legislators mast rely te a great extent on the inforration
provided by the TEA anl the exvcutive agency {SDEV.  Leaislaters identified

their sources uf useful inforastion on vducation as is shown in Table 1b,
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TASLE i

TENNESSEE LEGISLATORS PERCEPTIONS OF SOURCES OF USEFUL
[HFORMAT ION I FDUCATION POLICY MAKING (N=11)

__E[gggéﬂgi of HMention

By fégiqlator as By Legislator as the One
a "Useful Source' Source ""Most Personally Useful!!="
Tennessee Education
Association TEA) ] 9
State Department of
Educaticn 5 5
Local School District
OfFficials b !
Parent=-Teacher
Assgciation 3 0
Local Teachers
fssociation 2 0
tducation Comnission
of the States 2 0

Respondents could indicate as many scurces as they desired in response
to an open-ended questian,

““Several respondents indicated more than one source, though only one was
requested in an open-gnrded question.

Table 14 reveals that legisliatars listed enly six sources as providers of
useful information and all of them are external to the legislature. More
importantly, two sources are predoninant in these responses, the TEA and
the SOE. This preodominance was even more pronounced when legislators were
asked to identify the one source most personally useful, only one legis-
lator indicated a source other than the TEA or the SDE. Conspicuously absent
from this 'ist was the identification of legislative staff as a source of

inforcation, Likewise non-education groups were not ideatified as sources

of useful iafarr ation.
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in terms of potential conflict that could scrround majar school finance

issues the legislators gave the ratings shown in Table 15.

TABLE 15

LEGISLATORS' RATINGS OF POTENTfAL CONFLICT THAT COULD SURROUND A
MAJOR SCHOOL FINANCE ISSUE N THE TENNESSEE LEGISLATURE (N=11)

I MPORTANCE

Type of Conflict Great Moderate  Slight  None
Between the Political Parties 2 & 5 0
Between the Governor's Supporters and

the Governor's Opponents 1 9 1 0
Between spokesmen for the Cities and

Those for Suburbs or Rural Areas 3 2 5 1
Between Liberals and Conservatives 1 b 6 0
Between éusiness'SpOKesnen and

Labor Spokesmen 0 I 7 3
Between Spokesmen for Wealthy School

Districts and Those Spokesmen for

Poor School Districts 0 0 11 0
Other Conflicts ‘SPECIFY)--6 Responses~-

Higher Education versus K-12 3 3

The surprising finding was that in no instance did @ majority of the legis-
lators rate one of the types of conflict as being of great importance. This
could be interpeted as being supportive of the notion that school finance

has not been an area of strong ideological differences in the legislature.
Ten of the 1] legislators rated conflict between the Governor's supporters
and his opponents as being of maderate importance which is supportive of

our overall findings on the saliency of the Governor's office in Tennessee,
Very tittle caonfiict was indicated between business and labor ar spokesmen
for wealthy as opposed to spokesmen for poar schon!t districts. Three members

did rate the conflict between rural and urban spokesman as being of great
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importance. Duvsing som> of our interviews the competition or conflict sur-
rounding the pursuit of lirited resources by spokesman for the University

of Tennessee system amd the K=12 spobes=man was mentioned. This is supported
to some extent by the thr . legislators who indicated this was an area of
great conflict, as shoxn in Table 15, This conflict may have heen moru
heavily supported if we ha! listed Tt os one of the fixed choices in Table
5. A conment that was occasionally made while we were in Tennessee was,
“The big orange lobby'" {University of Tennessee' i5 the most successful in
the state. Some of those interviewzd fe!t that the legislature had favored
the University of Tennessee system financially to the detriment of the K-12

system, given the limited state finances that were available throughout the

1960<.

~— e ——— e s

All of the ltegislators (1)) agreed that education had been given lop
priority by Governor Dunn in his legislative program. The kindergarten issue
and its financing was the pritary examazle cited by legisiators. In addi=-
tion some legislators mentioned -pecial education, increcases in the teachers'
salary schedule, and efforts to restructure the governance of higher educa~
tion {new State Board of Regents) as examples of the Governor's education
program. A majority of the legislators interviewed feit the Governor's
chief means of advancing his prograns were: (1)} lobbying by his personal
staff, (2) Republican party support, and (3) Republican {omittee leaders.
These party mechanisms were referred to more frequently than were such means
as personal pleas to the legistature or dependence on the SDE, Legislators
identified the Governor's media approach as being the chief technique
employed in advancing his finance-kindergarten proposal. Seven of the 1!
legistators feit that the Governor generally played a strong role in deter=

mining school finance issues in Tennessee.
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The two committees mast frequently identified by legislators as being
the decisive ones in respect to education legislation were the Finance,
Ways and Means Commitiee and the fducation Committee. Most commnittee leaders
felt that their committee played a significant role in developing educa-
tion legislation. However, this was not consistent with their response
to the question of how the committee played its role. Some of these responses
were: (1) "'"Committee doesn't originate legistation,' (2) 'We are an amend~
ing agency," (3) 'We merely review proposals,” and {4) "Most proposals
originate from the TEA and SDE.'" As is obvious from ttesc responses the
comaittec leaders were somewhat confused over the ~caning of developing and
deciding. Our data would seem to support the contention that the Tennessee
legislamira derided many issues but contributud 13tt!ls to the SO Ctosment
of background data on these issues,

in surmmary, the ieqislature in Tennessee i< Rinderct by o 1ot ~F
staff, time, and resources when it cores to developing Tn'enendent policy
positians on education. These conditions, as well as tradition, have led
to a situation whereby the 'egislature acts as an ar-itraror between the
competing demands from the TEA, Governo: and Cotmis<iorer, and the higher

education systems in the state.

We shall now turn from the relationship of the leqgisiature to other
actors and describe the interaction of the Governor with those actors,
Clearly, the most impoartant rclationship between essential policy actors
in Tennessece during the timz of this study was that of the Governor and
the Cormissioner of Education, This relationship began on a positive nate
but Aquickly detcriorated into a situation of conflict and culminated with

the resignation of the Commissioncr. We have previous'y e abnrated this
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issue L3 oo L1 ddevat - iabmal space to it in this section. while both

the Governar sng Cor i .~ianer viewed their relationship as beiny one of

high iraoirosce they were not in agreement on the speciiic operational pro-
%

cedures of the SUE and its rule in educational governance. It would appear

that the Governor's vicw was that political considerations should remain as
a factor in the operativuus ¢ the SDE. This had been the traditiona! state
of affafrs and furthermore would appear to be consistent with the existing
governance rodel For education in Tennessee. 0On tne other hand the Come-
missioner viewed the operation of the SDE largely from a professional per-
spective, that included a minimum of political considerations. This differ-
ence in philesophy cventuaily led to Stimbert's dismissal (resignation).
Though Commissioner Stiwbert took his case to the press and to the people,
the outcome remained the sane hecause in Tennessee, the Commissioner of E£du-
cation serves '"at the pleasure of the Governor,'

The Governor's influence with the legislature was somewhat restricted
because of party differcnces. The Democrats were in the majority in both
houses of the General Assembly, therefore they contrelled the key leadership
positions. |Ff a particular governor is forturate enough to have strong
influence in the legislature either as a result of a party majority or his
own personal popularity he can expect little in the way of opposition from
the other formal actors in the system, The S8f members are appointed by
the Governor and traditionally they have played a minimal role in policy
formulation. The Commissioner is appointed by the Governor and the appoint-
ment of most professional emplayees in the S0F have to meet with the
approval of the Governor. This i5 not to say that on occasion a Governor

will not be confronted with o Commissioner with the power of a J. H. Warf.
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The legislature in Tennessee has traditionally followed the leader-
ship of Democratic governors. Republican Governor Dunn upset this opera=-
tional style, and the poorly staffed committees of the legislature found
it extremely difficult to carry cut an independent policy role of their own.
The Republican members voted strongly as a bloc in support of Qunn's pro-
posals, but they were usually outnumbered. Some Republican jegislators
interviewed indicated that this party line support could be weakening,

The chief reason given for this was the Governor's over-dependence on his
own staff and lack of consultation with Republican legislators. Qne Repub-
lican legistator stated: '"He (Governor) depends on the advice of two men

on his staff that are often uninformed nr give him poor advice.! These
neaative comments plus the Democratic majority in the General Assembly have
reduced the Governor's influence in the legisiature, All of the legislators
(11) interviewed were in agreement that the Governor had given top priority
to the statewide kindergarten program. The Governar and his staff were also
in agreement with this assessment.

Since the Governor has the opportunity to appoint at least four persens
to the SBE during his four-year term of office and serves as an ex-officio
member of the SBE, one would expect him to work clasely with the Board in the
formulation of educational policy. However, this does not appear to be the
case, Six of the eiqght Board members interviewed indicated that the SBE
does not work directiy with the Governor and his staff when they are devel-
oping legislative proposals affecting the nublic schoonls. The SOE State
Board expert aqreed with this assessment., The Governor, however, rated
the SBE as a good source of ideas and advice, and he felt that *he Board
was of assistance in the developrment of elewnentary and secondary school

finance legistation. The Governnr attributed his rating to his feeling that
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the Board mumbers represented a broad spectrun of deographical opinion, and
has a deep interest in education. The Governor added, thouyn, that he
felt the SBE had greater ootential for !eadership and influence than it
was presently exerting, nNo mevwber of the Governoar's personal staff rated
the SBE as being the single most useful source TYor providing infarmation
about the pPublic schools to the Governor. Two members of the Governor's
staff roted the SBE a5 a minor source of advice and 7deas to the Governor's
of fice. One member of the Governor's staff{ commented '"the submission of a
resolution is about the only source of influence at the command of the SBE."
The Governor indicated that his most useful source of information about
the public schools was the $DE., However, he fell that the TEA would be a
supcerior sorrce if there was not 50 much friction between himself and that
group. The Governor's relationship with the TEA had been exacerbated
by TEA's necessity to maintain its viability with the Democratically con=
troiled fegislature., This was clearly the case in the finance~kindergarten
propasal pushed by Dunn. The TEA's statement opposing political inter-
ference in the staffing of the SDE, which was issued shortly after Stimbert's
dismissal, was viewed by some in the Governor's office as indirect criticism
of them. We found a noticeable coolness toward the TEA among the Gavernor's
staff members. The Governor identified the TEA and the PTA as the two edu-
cation orgatizations that were of most assistance to his office in the
developrent of education prograss  The Governor did not identify any non=-
education interest groups that were useful in the developrent of education
or school finance proposals. However, his personal staff did identify the
Tennessee Municipal League and the Tennessee County Services Association
as having worked closely with the Governor's 0ffice on education and school

finance proposals,
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In sunmary, the Governor displayed a great deal of respect for the
office of the Commissioner of Education, in spite of his confrontation with
Commissioner Stimbert. The SDE was rated by the Governor as his single
most useful information source concerning the public schools. His success
in working with the tegisiature has been affected by the Democratic party
dominance and a feeling among some Republican legislators that they are
being ianored (tos much reliance on personal stafft. The Governor's rela-
tionship with the TEA was not close but he and his staff recognized this
group as being the rnost influential educational interest group. Almost
all of the actors are in agreement that the fovernor has given top priority

to education issues in his legislative program.

Tennessee €ducation Interest Groups, Structure, and Relativasiips

The major educattion interest droups in Teanessee represent the teachers,
the scheool boards, and the school administrator~. Qur data reveal that
the Tennessee Education Association which repre«oconts the teachers is by
far the most influential anong these aroups. The cducation interest groups

. . 46 .
in Tennessec illustrate what lannaccone’ referred to as a statewide mono-

lithic system. Jannaccone's typology included Four basic descriptors of

state educational policy systems: (!} a locally~ba-ed disparate category

which includes those states which are characterized by ltocalism in the
structure which tink cducational leaders and, for example, the legisiature;

{2} a statewide monalithic strycture where the chief point of tangency

between the legislators and education falls at the statc level in the form
of interest groups and acencies. Further these interest 9roups come to the
which emphasizes the linkages that fall to state ‘evel organizations and

agencies, but these come to the legislature fraguented, disunited, and often
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in conflict rathur than with consensus; and {#} the strtewide syndical

category for those states that governmientally sanction a coalition, such 3s
a special commission {fannaccone used the tilinois School Problems Con-
mission as an exampiel. MNumerous states and particularly southern states

have traditionally operated within the statewide monolithic framewoark in

respect to state level eduration decision making. This style of cperation
has largely disappeared in those states where stress and conflict have
caused splits between education interest groups {such as NEA and AFT}.
in addition conflict between administrators and teachers has contributed
to the disappearance of the monolithic approach in some states.

Tennessee, in our judgment, continues to operate within the framework

of the statewide monolithic structure. The TEA is the predominant educa-

tional interest group. TEA presently agccommiodates teachers, principals,
and superintendents under its wumbreila with little in the way of internal
stress. The Tennessee School Boards Association {TSBA)} is the most visible
education interest group at the state level that is not included in the TEA.
We observed little in the way of stress or confliet between the TEA and
other organizations. At the present time the strength and resources of the
TSBA are so few relative to those of the TEA that it could not serve as a
genuine competitor to the TEA even if it desired to do so. Table 16 dise
plays some selected facts, for comparative purposes, ahout the major edu-
cation interest groups in Tennessee,

¢n all the indicators represented in Table |6 the resources of the TEA
far exceed those of the TSBA. The Tensessee Associction of School Adminis=
trators {TASA) is a part ol the TEA so comparisons between those organiza-
tions are not useful. The TASA does not have a full-time professional
employed to represent its interest; these functions are carried out by the

foll-time staff of the TEA. The Secretary-Treasurer of the TASA is a fuli-time

IC
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employee of the State Qepartment of Yducation.

TABLE 16

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS ABOUT TENNESSEE EQUCATION INTEREST GROUPS=~-
TENNESSEE EDUCAT {ON ASSOCIATION (TEA), TENNESSEE ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL
ADMINISTRATORS (TASA), AND TENNESSEE SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION (TSBA)

] Organization
Characreristics TEA TASA TSBA

141 Boards
Membership 39,149 1,217 705 Members
{estimated)
Income from Dues (estimated) $979,000 $3,65] §33,000
Professional Staff 27 0 2
Lobbyist 2 full-time
4 part-time 0 2 part-~time
Research Departrent Yoo No No

SOURCE: JAlan AGfderheide, "'The Place of Educational Interest GrouPs in
State Educational Policy=Making Systems,'' unpnublished Ph.D. disser-
tation Columbus, Ohio, The Ohio State University, 1973).

The point we are making is that evern if the porential for disagreement between

the TEA and other education interest groups exists, the other organizations

generaily have few comparative resocurces with which to advance their case,
The TEA is recognized as the most powerful education intcrest group

by legislators as well as State 8oard m bers. The TEA wos ranked as the

top lobby in the state by the 1 legislators we interviewed., Table 17 dis~

plays the legisiators' rankings of the most influential lobbies with regard
to all types of legislation.
When asked to identify the most influential education interest group,

9 of the |1 legislators identified the TEA, The University of Tennessce

was identified by two legistators. When legislators were asked for specific

reasons for TEA's influence, the following factors were identified:
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TABLE 17

LEGISLATOR ASSECSSMENTS OF INTEREST GROUPS THAT ARE THE
MOST INFLUENTYAL WITH REGARD TO LEGISLATION

Democratic -_ﬁépublican
Growp o Legislators (N=6) _tLegistators {d=5) _Total
Tennessee Education Assn, 6 5 11
Farm fiureaa Fedavation g 5 10
Tennessee Municipal League 3 8] 3
Liquor Lobby 2 1 3
Tennessee Taxpayers Assn, 0 2 2
lankers ! 4 )
Truckers 1 0 |
Manufacturers 0 ] ]
University of Tennesseeo I 0 1

(1} status of teachers in the tocal communities, {2} information capability
and guod research reports, (3) effective lobbying ability, (4) persistent
and effective leadership (Executive~Secretary Don Sahli was frequently men=
tioned). Most legistators indicated that the other education interest
groups at the state lavel were weak and only played a minimal role. Most
legislators {10 of 1)) felt that major education interest groups presented
a unified front on most legislative issues. Two legislators indicated

that TEA's mild efforts in tne arca of professional recogniti:on {collective
bargaining} hod caused some minor onposition to crop up but in general
iegisiators indicated that the TEA is not openiy opposed by other educa-
tion interest groups. TEA officials felt that the size of their member-~
ship was their most important resource. In addition they stressed their
research and information capability. We might add that the broad consti-
tuency within the TEA contributes to its strength at the state level. HMost
professional employees of the SQE either are or have been member; of the
TEA; in additions; a number of State Board members (educators! are or have

been members of the TEA. One legislator characterized this situation:
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"1t is hard to tull where the interest of the TEA stops and those of the
SNE begin .*!

The Tennessve School Boards Association leaders indicated that they
were trying to improve their organization's communications and effective-
ness, The education policies In which they have been mest active, according
to then, were certification, teacher salaries, and policies concerning
leaves of absence, The lcadership of the TSBA was aware of its relatively
minor role in comparison to the role of the TEA. The T$BA leadership felt
most of this disparity in influence could be associated with the vast dif-
ference tn the amount of (inanzial resources available to each group.

The TASA had litt!le ind2pendent visibility at the state level. Many
legislators simply viewed it as part of the TEA, In some instances legis-
laturs asked us to explain "TASA'" to them as they were no¢ aware of the
group.

In summary, the monolithic pattarn exists among educatfon interest
groups in Tennessee and they are linked closely to the SDE. The TEA is
the domipant force in the monulith and few signs of change in this opera-

ticnal state of affairs were ubserved.
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SECTION V

SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATION

'n concluding the case study, this section will offer further inter-
pretation about Tennessee's statewide zaducation governance picture as of
1972-73, To facilitate the cxplanation, some themes afrcady mentioned in
the previous pages will be emphasized., The first and central theme cr
thread that appears to run through this case study is the apparent recog~
nition, by many actors, that the structure for the governance of education
in Tennessee has been inadequate. But recognition of structural shortcomings
has not led te much agreement as to what basic changes should be made,

Many actors recognized and were critical of the past political domina~
tion of the state education agency. fn the beginning the posture of Governor
Dunn appeared to indicate that he was in favor of changing this method of
operation. When it became apparent tnat the removal of political patronage
from the operation of the SDF would clash with other political considerations
this position was abandoned. (A member of the Governor’s staff contends that
patronage considerations have diminished since 1973,)

Commissioner Stimbert's efforts to introduce o new style (participatory-
professional) of operation to the position of Commissioner caused considerable
""grousing' in the SDE and among SBE members. The general complaint was that
no one was acting as ''captain of the ship.” This new style was perceived by
tegislators and education interest group ieaders as a lack of know-how on the
part of Stimbert. In other words, the traditional role expectations for the

Commissioner’s position in Tennessee had become $6 well established that
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deviations from these expectations were interpreted as a lack of ability,
We do not view politics and education as being necessarily incompatible,
Possibly some intermediate approach that would not have emphasized the
extremes of either position could have led to a successful change in opera-
tional style in the Tenncssee SDE. One can describe the actions of the
Governor and Cormissioner in their controversy positively in terms of the
motivations of both men, The Commissioner apparently felt that the best
way to develop leadership among the staff of the SDE and among SBE members
was Yo assume a nondirective approach. At the same time he apparently felt
that he had to defend the staff against wholesale "head hunting' (Firings)
in order to gain their confidence. The Commissioner's position against
political considerations in personnel appointments presented problems to
the Governor, 1t ig possible that the Governor was sincere in his desire
for some changes in the method of operating the SCE, though he may not have
viewed these changes as going so far as to exclude his opporfunity to meet
other responsibilities, that is, the advancement of the Republican party.
Events that have occurred under the new Commissioner (8enjamin Carmichael)
suggest that efforts toward upgrading and improving the Department are con-
tinuing, Commissioner farmichael has rearranged the organizational structure
of the Department and has brought in new personnel to key positions. A member
of the Governor's staff describes the reorganizations as follows:

Br. Carmichacl has brought about an extensive reorganization

of that department which already is resulting in improved

internal management and extension of supervisory services to

the locai schooi systems of Tennessce. In carrying out this

reorganization, Dr, Carmichael restaffed almosl all of the

management and supervisory level positions of any great sig-

nificance in the department, He filled these positions with

persons of his own choosing and with a completely free hand

in so far as the Governor was concerned. HManagement positions,

for the most part, now are staffed with younger individuals who

have & broad array of cxperience in cducation In Tennessee and
elsewhere.67
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A second theme was the relatively weak role played by the Tennessee
legislature., Due to inadequate staffing, low pay, and short sessions the
legistature does littte in the way of initiating ¢ducation fegislation.

Now that the majority Democratic party in the legistature finds the execu-
tive branch controlied by the opposition it is in an adversary position
without the abiiity to offer much in the way of alternative proposals.,

Third, the role and impact of the SBE have tiaditionally been ovel -
shadowed and dominated by the Commissioner and the Governor, The Tennessee
SBE appeared to us tobe in a state of flux. Some members were cognizant of
the Board's negative image and were in favor of change; others, howaver,
appearcd to be generally satisfied with existing conditions., |In spite of
the overall nagative image of the SBE found in our data we found some signs
of change thal couid lead to an improvement of the Board's image. Some of
these are: (1) The emergence of ihe two-party system in Tennessee which is
negating some of the constraints placed on a Board of Education by a one-
party system in which all decisions are left to the governor and his cabinet
with the Board serving as a legitimizing agent. {2} The formation of the
Board of Regents on July t, 1972 which removed the coancern for hlgher edu-
cation from the domain of the Board of Education, thus giving the Board much
more time to foccus on K-12 issues and concerns (it was estimated that before
the Board of Regents was established up to 85 per cent of the Board of £du-
cation's time was spent op higher education concerns). (3} The efforts made
by Commisstoner Stimbert to change the operating style of the Cormissioner
{much of this was aborted by the Board's difficulty in assuming more respon=-
sibility and the Commissioner's short term).

The Tennessece Education Association and the Tennessee School Boards

Association are encouraging the State Board to get more actively involved
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in the legislative process. This action is possibly hased on the premise
that the Board could have substantial power il it chose to excrcise it.

Recently, the Nashville Tennessean {(newspaper] reported that the Board

unanimously endorsed the idea of having schoo! superintendents appointed
by the focal boards of education. This is not a new issue, but it does
indicate that the Board has decided to reactivate the issue, which, if
acted upon, would call for a statewide refercnduri. This measure was intro-
duced by a new board member, which scems to substantiate somewhat the position
that rew appointees to the Board are taking more aggressive action to get
things done.

In spite of this sign, ont must remain cognizant of the fact that
there are opposing forces that are working against the emerging power of
the State Board in Tennessee, Onty two will be mentioned. First, the
executive type system of government does not lend Ttself to giving away
its base of power to any group other than the Governor and his cabinet.
The Governor of Tenncssee has more appointive power than any other governor
in the Fifty states and the system is structured for him to maintain that
powetr. The Governor pot only appeints the Commissioner of Education who
acts as chairman of the Board, in addition, he appoints Board members which
allows him to pick and cnoose and build a personal base of power on the Board.
Seconn, Board members, by and large, do not have the necessary time nor, in
many céses, the access to information that allows them to make decisions with
confidence. It would appear that this Board will have to have strong leader-
ship from some of its own mewbers in setting up the mechanism needed to both
inform and involve all Board members. At present, the Board of Education
receiﬁés almost all of its information From the SDE and according to most

Board members, this information is not afways useful. One member commented:
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""dhat we get from the SDE is data ,,, what we need is beckground and under=
standing.!" Thus merbers have added thal the Board is never given alternatives
to consider. It is farced into the role of voting yea or nay on a singie
proposal.

The fourth theme has 1o de with the role of the TEA as one of major
importance in educational decision making in the state. TEA {s recognized
by legislators, members of the Governor's office, and State Board members
as the strongest education interest group in the state. Their Tobbying
ability and the quality of the information they provide are both rated high
by other actors. [In ocur opinion the educational interest group structure in
Tennessee is a prime example af what (annasccone referred t0 as 4 statewide
moenolith, The education interest group slructure in Tennzssee displays few
signs of internal stress. In contrast to some other states, teachers and
administrators are not in conf'ict over such jssucs as due process, Con-
tinuing contracts, and professiona! negotiatians. How soon these issues
will become more divisive in Tennessee we have no way of knowing. If the
pattern that has occurred in other states holds true, the stress surrounding
these issues will eventually occur in Tennessee, But for the present we
abserved a minimum of stress on these issues during our research in the
state.

In sunmary, based on our observations we judge the influence of the key
actors on educational decision making in Tennessee in the following manner:

The Governar~-has a great deal of infiuence and much of this occurs because

of the nature of the governante structure in Tennessee. The Commissioner=-

has the potential for gre.t influence. He is independent of the S$8E but

tacks independence from the Governor. The State Board of Education--must

be one'of the weakest in the nation; part of this occurs because of the
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structural mode’ in Tennessee. The SBE does not selcct the commissioner nor
can they remove him. Furthermore members of the SBE do not select the chair-
man of their own group, the commissioner serves in this capacity by statute.
Lastly the SBE meets only on a quarterly basis which contributes to its
minimal role. The %BE is largely dependent on the Governor, SDE and TEA for
the inittiation of education policy. B8y way of contrast, the TEA plays a
strong rolec in education policy development. This organization has a great

deal of unity and has a favorable image with most actors in the system.
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