\\

Mo

)

<~ \ .
DOSUMENT RESDHE e
~

ED 123 712 ) EA 008 261
‘A
AUTHOR j Lutz, Prank W. .
TITLE *, €ducation, Public Policy, and Politics.
PUB DATE . 10 Apr 76 '
NOTE 13p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of thq-

Na+tional Schdol boards Association (36th, San
Francisco, CTalifornia April 10-13, 1976)

EDRé PRICE ®P-$0.82 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage. ) -

DESCRIPTO?ZS *Boards- of Education; Citizen Participation; .
*ducational Policy;sFPlementary Secondary Education;
*Governance; *Models; *Policy FPormation; Political
Attitudes; Pqlitical Influences *

IDENTIPIERS ®lite Arena Model; *Sacred Secular Model
ABSTEACT ¢

This paper examines the political behavior of local.
school boards in terms of two models of political governance. The .
first model discussed is the "sacred vs. secular"™ model that R

distinguishes between "sacred" governing bodies that reach consensgys
in private and generally support_the sociccultural status quo and ’
"secular™ bodies that make policy decisions in public and generally
support sociocultural change.* Also discussed is the "elite vs. arena”
podel that distinguishes between "elite® politicians who consider
themselves guardians of the public and typically make policy
decisidons ir' private, based on their personal views, and “arena® .
politicians, .who consider themselves representatives of the public
and typically sake policy decisions in public, based on public
debate. The author argues that most American-boards are sacred and
elite and that they express normlessness and anxlety vhen forced to°
behave in secular-arena fashion. He also corcludes that the pnbllc
correctly perceives its lack of influence on school pollcy and
d951r°s to participate mere #n educdtional policy-making. (JG)

[ ‘ )

L o

i \

*ERRRERXREERR KR RKKKKKREER X B KRR R R R R R KR KRR KR XX RK AR KK KRR KA R R R R E SRR KK KRR R R’

* Documents acquired by ERIC include many 1nformal unpublished *
* materials not awailable from other sources. ERIC ‘makes every effort
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
= reproducibility, are often encountered and thkis affects the quality .
% of the microfiche amnd hardcopy reproductions ESJC makes available

* yia the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRSY. EDRS is not

* responsible for the™yuality of the original ddcument. Reproductions
*
*

supplied by EDRS are the bést that can be made from the original.
ERRRRRRRRRR KR ANE KRR AR AR R R RRR KRR K ERERERRRNRR KRR KR RR KR KRR KR ERRRRRE KRR KK
L N ’ . ) *

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

~e




] v, LA . § A s
3 - . ' . :
s .~ . . . P

NS3A € 3NUZHTICN/SAN FRALS3CO, APRJL 103, 1978 T R o

[t
-
Pup
‘ »
¥y
L]

R vz
Ly . L /“*’x/ o V-5 4 '
»% So¥ .:l’* /4?‘.;;5:..‘. e BUINLG ’37 ..,9.,;.".. RGCP WL S )

. -

U.S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,

- o e - . EBUCATION & WELFARS y
B - » - NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
i ! e , . . - . - EBUCATION .
A . . 1S DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO v g
. . . . . DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM ¢
- -t m s -- THE PERSON OR ORGANIZANOR ORIGIN N
. . . . i ATING 1T POINTS OF VIEW O OPIMIONS
- . . . . N STATED DO NOT WECESSARALY REMRE
. . R g . . . P SENT OFFICIAL MATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
- . ROV [ - .. . s Sl L E] EDUCATJON POSITION DR POLICY
v Renmarks By o
. Frank W. Lutz . X R
1 5 t . . L. !
) ) The Pennsylvania State University j
‘ ; |
° " : <Lt . ° : N ' |
3 . P . |
M . ’ * 4 « ) Pl : ?
.- ’ ' : 4
. . ' .T, °T / ” |
- L -~ . * '
‘ "Ii ‘a_School Board Member a Poli:zician Or Above Politics?" i
. : Y e e - ]
- (Clirric D~35) . . ;
L - - - - el . R . e e - B T . B - S .,J;
e . |
- . . . - . 3
b - A - L |
. [ - - e ;
: -Annual Convention C11::1\. Sessmn o, ' S p
. - B EEN P ‘k . . -
. ) . + National School Boards Association ) ! .
N b
. . ! - e o
N ) ) San Francisco, California ) ’ . . |
. - ° . ‘ * ' . . ‘
. 1
, . , Aprll 10, 1976 . y i |
) . [ 1
: ' 11:00 A.M. at Poly #all | .~ . _ ’
’ ) oo - - \ |
“ - e Givic Auditoriun \ } - ?
. 4 ! . . ) . i
. ., . . * - *‘
. - , ;
. . . . : . ¢ . T i. : - ;‘
. ‘ ' . X : \ |
. . - -t . S £ O |
. ‘ . . - . . ‘. - :
‘ . . ’ ) ™ v ! . . {
oYy e e e e o 2" T T """“;‘_‘f T N RENS
. ~ - . I3 V . ‘ .
rﬁ . R . - . . ‘ N 1
. v~ < N . SRS oL ?”..“ -
- e [ - - b N - © s . - e .. i - oo



hd Py . . i ¢ - -
. - : ¢ R - T« ' 7, - N
. , R - ) ’
; ) . - " . Tes £
. . * pe . . ’
. . N . . . . ) PR
' . Svatt ~7 a rreseatation for The National -
» L q .- .
) ] ’ .9 $:7 303 Soard As son,.uox, San Fraﬁclsco, w
) . ) SoTil 1970 Te o, . T
-t . 4 .o, , ¢ : . .
. - . -~ - . N ..\'
v 4 .o - e -4
b - N - r 3 - ‘ . ‘\2' P )
: « .. 4 - > . .
- Educatlbq, Public Policw, and Politics .‘ < , : )
. i v . . . . H M
‘ . .ﬁ,{ . i ve .
-» & . ’ o “ ’ - = l
s - - L
. , : .- . i By v ,
, .
q , - . ) » N . ¢
hd - . - 2 "
. ' . . Frank W, Lutz | ~ \ )
L. The gnnSylvaﬁia State University- : . R
o ‘e S ' A
B . . M S ? . . -
. ' ) R | .
! ‘ & i \ f -

' e A . . .
.l . Ld
L e , .. . .o '
" - v - ' .
. - <
e -
- » ’ . ~ -

'The title of this session is, "Is a School Board Membet e-Politiciah or Ty

" \ A
. Above Politics?, It is interesting to ask, ''Is ‘the question a matter of . ‘.

. : . B . 4 1\

secatics?" I hope to raise she discussion "abowe sematics”! The very title |

‘ L) ] - . 1@"'- t “:

of +his presentation is an gttempt to do just that. ’ . }

. - i

S “e can all agtee that §etting publ;_ oolicy for local educatlon is vhat . ',
. . LT T T T T

|

one is about as a persOn, elected or appolﬁced perfotms the rele of schoel : .

-~ . N Y

That position is stated as-a gzven in the follOW1ng presentatlon.

B . -

board member.

I Now the prior question cansbe restated. Can public policy be formulated aBove o

politlcs?"- The obvious answer 1sa‘no. roraulatlng publlc pollcy is the heart \\

-~
-

v
<

+  of the political process and’ those .‘who engage in it are polltlclans. 'l‘he only-. ,

|

i

:

1

1

1

N - : . 1
' questlon that remains 1s what is €he style of the polltlcs of educatlonJand . {
2 ' .. e,
2 how effectlve are the pebple (or polIticlans) who engage 1n 1:7 * - / o
L . ' Lotm

' This,presentation vill not attempc to evaluate how effective are [the _;’ &Er ;

’ |

] \ .

1IN
polltic1ans who engage in the formulaélon of publxc pollcy in” educat106: A

t

-

few data evaluat1ve of that role pérforﬂaﬂce will be recalled however. " The
. SN - .

Lt NationalNCommittee fbr.Citizens in Educac a which works for mqre citizen

$~ ) .
- . b A J
participatien in educat)Bﬁ“lelcy nak;ng ;a}s, "Now more, than ever, there dkists 4
- . L. . ‘/

(] ’

. no‘mecﬁéﬁisms for publlc concerns to be expressed-ln any svstenatlc, meanlngfdl 1
.. t. i . .
) . ) e . . ‘. ,---{'_‘v 1
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and proluctive way on the issue of Mucational changes..... Despl!/'[e_ the .

statistizal doninance of education .[in increzsed allocations of tax dollars]; in
) ) .

recent years citizens have become frustrated over their inabiliu@ to influence

- . - B
.

decisions coacerning it." (N,C.C.E.,\l975f~§pﬁ 1-2). . i . "

4=~ But perhaps this is merely one diW runtled group or a nagional~gathering

) - » . i
place for many sucht groups and individuals. (It is in this- manner%educatloj

. o T
polx;Ic1a1s usudlly put off protests about policy, statlng ﬁhe group represents
or]"a drsgfhntlcd mlnotlty and not che publlu as a whole") However, the

4

1975 Gallop poll on schoél boards reported that most Americans do not hnder—

. PR - iy

stand what, thelz,L‘;al school boards aré dbou§ and only 50 percent of parents

of pthlic- sehool ch;ldren felt their school ooards were/dolng a good JOb of -

. ~

representlng,the publlc. (N S.B.A., 1975. ) These daté do not appear to be a

(S 4

7

“very: good report card’ for the p611t1c1ans settlng ed¢eatlon publlc pollcy.

PR . - R E— .- - - .- e -1 =~ ﬁ»\ ~\7 ._..w—/ - :-.:,‘I

. ) , o * .

lfodels ©vi Eo&gplcal Behavior in Eduqa:;on Pubfic Polrky Maklng .

te -

. & ]
. .‘.t‘ {
Fs .

' . 5 R — -
The remainder of this prgsentation will didéuss various‘politicfi models '

“

s

icating the polltlcal process

of education,governance at the local Ievel,,i

AT Y

! -
defined by the model and p01nt tq sope cr1te ia thar m1ght~a§low one ?0 assess

whether one or anbcq;r polltical process is llkely to provide the polltlcian

(the school board member) an opportunlty/t §ugg£iozh1n a manmer that prometes

~ 2 v — e s
H ’ ‘. ‘o

or corrects the- public percepthns 1nd;cated above. ;

1
X ' [

" The following will" dlscuss two oﬁ the many poss1b1e models of governance ;:

*

- z
in local education and;attempt to.dfaw sﬂmﬁ.&QﬂElEE&EifkébOUt their apprOpriatenessl
’ / - D

’

for woverniqé/local educatlon under specified cond1t7ons within the respect1ve .

Fd
I3 - B P

éconstltuéncy, I . - Co - . -

- liRJKjx\u
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. ~ _and {ear and ‘at best may be seen as an a--en expert.

Pl - . -
. - v .
. ‘ - »
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.- - - “ - - - e
Sacred-vy., Secular .
K . .
E The sacred—gecular continuun was devz=_op=2z as a local school bodrd .

governauce mod;l by Iannagcone a/é Lut i-,/0,1 In d01ng so they drew upon

the commuaity type continuum of Becker (1950)./ A sacred cocénunity is a less --
t ° ) . )
- cotiplex form of society where kinship lin:zgek are important. One thinks of

—

a small rural town as- an example of a sacrz=3/coOzmunity. Communication often is
by informal gossip and not public means. Insicers know it outsiders do not.

Valués'gre shared by the'community-as nor=s arz shared by the small group. ;w~:
K . N

P ‘ . ) § ‘ .

' -~ The -status ,quo is valued and any change :;s;'be couched in the nqt on that

L)

it represents a very slight modificatipn ¢Z tried and true practlce.

- ) ( 3 .
e Stdtus aand rank is prov1ded in this systez by -nformal trial and error evaluation 1

#  of known insiders. The out51dar is at a ¢Z sac antage, looked qp~w1th suspicion

‘
¢

A sacular community.is more complex znd ciffereniated. Rules are public and 1

*
.

judged by publlcally stated and applied criteria, _Access to the decision making

o _system_is open ang public rather than alonz informal "kinshiﬁ" lines. Change f””’,%

, j
! \‘\“univensalistically applied. Rank and office are given to the most qualified as 1

f ) . is sought almost for the- sake of change be*ause change is valued The outsxde;

, ' e
"expert is Oalued and gought after. . ’ df; /)

“+ ’ .

1+ Applying these deécriptignsito local school governance a sacred school

N . “ N i ;(

-~ _board would.exhibit the following charactaristics. . -,

v

[ SRR —

1. Concensus-would be sought in private seSSionsﬁird decisions enacﬁhq

. into public policy in a ritgalistic .iashion by a unanimous’ public ‘ ‘
vote extitbiting tﬁe.éoncensus obzzined in private. . \ ( o
s -
4 4 T i ] .
"~ 2. Values demonstrated by pollcy decisions would enhanue the stat quo -
k s '. ) . ’ LI - L. B ./,
T within the’, soc1a1f7u1tura1 struci.re. ' . . of .
T L . s . . . . . . , .
O ) -L / - I N '- A . Tt . \.
SRS |
.miéﬁﬁﬂ,
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- "3. Tjhe most effective lines of communication and influence would be

¥

informal and depend largely and "knowing someone" rather than or in -

.

_: .addition co'”knowingAsomething." v

-

i . 4 égatus, rank and promotion would depeénd upon various sets of criteria

| - ~

- : . some of which are known only to insiders and accomplishable larggly

« - . within that society as opposed to outside of it. Most promotions-

A - . N - ‘ t L
would go to insiders and.the outsider would be seen as the alien

-, 1
N -

expert required by an unusual situation. . h ' T

a

-A secular school board would exhibit the opposite characteristics: T

y /

1.  Decisions would be made publicly and the avenues for influenijyg

thqsendecisions would be pubiic ‘ather than privatei'

v Lo

e 2. Values denonstrated by policy decisions would .enhance Ehange'within

~ __thag §ociety,_J L o

§ 3. Lines of communiégtion and influence would to public and available

' 1
¢ 0y

to any person. : -

' ) 4., Status, rank and promo;égn would be based on personil worth evaluated

universalistically, according to pubL{cly known criteria. Thus <o

the outsider would often be sought. and employed because of‘knowledge

and ability gained elsewhere. S

Elite vs. Arena = - ., .- o ‘

» - . ’ -
\ . , - : , .s® . / N

- )
. .

The- elate-arena model allows a complimentary while, sbmewhat drfferent

:

analy31s of local governance. Developed by ‘Bailey (1965)\to descylbe an&

R ‘e s

analyze the pollcy maklng behav1or Qf gJ;ernlng couqclls it has" been ugéd

~

+

- ' and English‘counci}s. _An Elite cou9c1l: oo

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



i - - _—— - [ . - Pa— P - - - . . NS

) '(l”?‘ e ) . . P : Py 'S
1,/ .t Reaches concensus in private sessions where the minority exceeds to

l' . .’ - .
+ the majority will making public enactrent of the private coneensus

., - ' L - R & \ - ’ ‘// ¢ ¢
. ! . . . . e > . .
g L K a unaaimous matter in public. L
N v "é : N y \ . s -
) . Council members think of\themselvgs as geparate from and guardjans ‘

\

V
\

P ~ - .

T v

i g

*  of the people.

The executive function is'parx of the cotncil and nothing can be done

unless there is concensus for aanyoné can impeed thé decision as it
\

wran
w
.

T

L e .
e Tt e

«

- x - v
E , o) is operatlonailzed -by the councxi\lf they do ngt agree with it. o °,
. . ‘-, . L pd
? ¥ \\ - IR .,
. Ary arena council on the other hand: 7 = \ - 4 . . .
y_ . ! . . o .
& .

. Ef, 1, Makes policy decisions by the process\of public dgggté and counter =
5 N ;E . " ) . \\ . .Q S
- debate coming to final policy decisions\Py majority vote.
o . . A\ S
2. Couacil members think of themselves\ég_gsgfesentatives of specific

- - \
. " & ; a‘l,d1ffefent factlons or groups. a1d the unc1l 1s fashloned as-
Sl ‘“myﬁ.w. o GE‘” T T b oo T T e e
- P - the "eommupity in counmcil." ' S -
\ l v » v M ‘ ' "

3. The executive function is separate from but re bﬁsible;to the council

. and the majdrity decision is carried,Out by the adﬁinistrator as an
r 1y - ” , e
' . ¢ executive ag¢t operatlonalrztng thg poL;gz\gec131on of thg_gpunC1l. - -
| - . . ! . T \‘\
. " A Sacred-Elite Schogl Board— - - | ' N e,
° . o .. Eha— g
- . - N . \_\

' Councils that are elite also tend toiop8rate in a sacred Iashion.- Mest

’by’schooi boards. It is thére where disagreements are worked GLF and ‘4 {on~

s . censhs is reached. The boérd'Eomes t;.the pubiég megtiﬁg,jqﬁtch'is conggi uted -
W . ;; make dec4310ns aboyt public policy, with EHEII\NindS Eggﬁ up. Here the
tz “f-ﬁ ) public is allowed to‘express their dxfferent views :fser’a d26131on has been

\
. Yo - .

made. Then the school board 1nﬁxuenced earlier perh;}s by priv1Leged groqps

. 4 N

througﬁ 1nformal channels,-enact$ By uﬁa11 ‘ous vote the &¢c1sxon\agreed upon "N

. f R -
v .

gaylier.

ERI




% EMember%iof sacred-elite school boards think of themselves as %uardians of
- and sepérate from the people. -They do not represenf nor do 'they thlna they
" i .

snould reptesent public groups) 'Blanchard (1974) reported that 87 'percent of

board nembers surveyed in Kentucky felt they should vote their own Judgement

regardless of what the public wantéd. Whittmer'(1976)"found a sim#lar‘trend' -

N ; e .
in Pennsylvania, indicating an extremely low identificatioﬁhof‘schbol board
- : ’

' members with their constituent public. Edgren (1976) found that c;tlzens in

, 2o \

Pennsylvaﬁla thought the school administrators llstened,to them but neither

- (N P '), ; — -
administrators nor board members actually made an effort to use su%h public in- .

~

. [ ] . . : i .
put when formulatlng\egicatlon policy. ! -

‘ |

These data tend to ‘confirm other findings indicating that school boards

are generally perceived by the puBlic as: making decisions in pri#ate;

"
'

viewing themsélves as separate from thg public rather than as the ﬁody repre-
sentingltheipublic; making decisions as guardians og the people; b%sihg de-

cisions on their own judgementzyather than on the will of the people; and o=

i

e - ;

en only to informal influenquas opposed to public influence at ﬁublic

¥
4

meetings. Whether school boards agree or not there is overwhelmin evidence

. N * .2
. PR .

. . N : ? .
" that the public views them as sacred-elite bodies and not as secular=arena councils-

i

-

representing the people. There is separate and additiona videnc¢ based on.

empirlcal observation and "third party" data gathering that

mm_ﬁ*“EI*E—ts—eeffecteln ‘their perception of school board pollcy

counc1Q§type. These 1ncludE’descr1ptlons of large city school boands (Rogers,

.
‘ «

s that the

., and '

ller” boards (V1d1ch and Bensgon;_l960, and Iannbccome and
7 Lutz, 19'799&\) . ‘ o & S

j

¢

1968) as well as s‘

|

.

|

|
|
|
1

1
\

I




It is well documented,that citizens in the United States believe they
. . ' L ]

. : =

should have an opportunity to participate.in the governance function of public

- - - -

policy develqpment. There-are sev

., e e e

mieans ,through whlch they may part1c1pate,

—— . . whether they do-or not. —.These ankude but\;;einotwllmlted tos: (1) castlng

a voté fer the repfesentative of their chgice, (2) providing-money or ahtiye

’ -

support campaigning for the election of a candidate, (3) writing, calling or

‘persgnally meeting with:the elected official in order to express one's views“-tk
- -&L -
N - s N%

.on a public policy, (4) assessing the enaqteq policies and thé-repfésenﬁeti;e's

vote and based on a determination of whether or not the representative has

3 % e ~
¢ a

tg'vote_for‘the ropresentatives re-election. If it is correct that the public

] S .

does not view the school board\as representing it and that;boa}d members do
~ o i . . o

- - - . - . 1 i - ey PP, S

not even thlnk they shoyld vote as the pub11c ‘desires but as they, the board

—— "

r; . hd . A .
behaved in a fashioa supportive of the'constituent’'s values,. voting or failing *!

S .

. ) mexbers, belleve correct - then it is not likely that the assessment suggested
7

in item féur will result\znfarfauorahie;reaftion. The result of prolqnged .
- ’ L ‘e T N

/ . . . i
frustpation, as predicted in jitem four, is incumbert defeat. - y
. - Bl \ ;o

. ' ,c . -/ .

; ) /
feat of shgool board membgls, glven ‘the feeilng expressed in the researchrc1ted.vgfﬁv

[} :‘4 / + e '\ . .
/ There are other data that nd to mediaté that predlcted résult, howeVer. "l

3«\‘

—\-» r—

i

|

|

‘ |

'ﬁ Thp'fact of the matter is. that one would ekpect much more incumbent de- /{'; 1

- . The blatlonaMSChool Board~AssoC1atlon (1975) also dlscovered that most of the

.. public interviewed could;not name a sinfle member of their board, and could

, . not recall one issue deqideﬁ’b§;ghat school board, One night°sbecu1ate that
§ . - . , . 3 ,

the pubiio is at a loss €0 know‘ hat to do-abo%t,it. ' S
" —_ e o - . . .
ed that‘under ﬁertjin circumstances sacred-elite ' 1
. \ C

» .
. qchool board COUnCll behav;or is des1red and valued by the constituent public.

L e — SRV S g - e

1 ~ .




. - - - e . - e

975) p{édicted that more homogenzcus communities would value elite

behav1or,\wh11e more hetroge 2ous communities would value nmore arena

council Wittmer (1976) found ev‘dence to support this coptention. o .

. . RS .
h ofe 1mportant to this group, However, is the notion of- the\\

’ =7 * / - : Y
an ._c'schpbl board. First prqposed in a participant observer study of two

. «
LN . R

local- school boards (Gresson 1976) and demonstrated statistically'by'Wittmer

. »

* - - A ! - ’ ' -
, (1976) an anomigc board. is one whose behavior is'normléss or in conflict’with
* / , ..

the norms it'proport to hold. The notion was developed based on the idea

Y N ] . - [}

, that school boards .ardg socio-cultural systems nd have values and norms, _ .
' ' P ]

~ ' -

shared by the  large m/Jerlty of local boards, and used to reeplate thelr be-
(Ve . v 1 .

. "haviors (Lutz l975a). These norms. and values are commensurate with the be- .
. : N A

ed-elite councils. ' AT S

~haviors of s

- - =

- ' . . / .. - -
* Following §ee9 3 ‘when one firids himself in a normless condition,

S T .
v . * .

“! “where behaviors do not goincide with. norms, the situation is anomic and

g %Eidal.béhavior.becomes more common. Given the "Culture of School Boards"
# A N - - ¢ . ' .

local school board membérs believe they should béhave in sacred-elite fashions; -~

they come Xi‘concénsus, vote updmiously and avoid influence by specific.

-

|
commuﬂity g oups.* Occassionally -situations arise in a school dlstrlct that ,'
- - . . s .
,eforse.schoollboards into public debate end.non-unanlmous behavior. When thlS‘
- 1
|

1 . s 0T
occurs the board members express even morsz strongly thelr belief. in the sacred-
N ¥, T . : ! ’

elite norms and thelr unhapplness and unpredlctablllty w1th thelr owm behavior,"

’
. »

It appears that the usual result of th1$ anomic situatlon is 1ncugbent‘defeat

- . .7 . »

and/or- 1nvoluntary superintendent. t\ nover. 'Tme va1ous recommeﬂdatlon 1s ‘to
5 .
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prov1de notms that A1low board members to represent constltmenqes aﬂd vote 4§££-
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‘accordingly, atd in non-unanimous fashion under given conditions;
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Conclusions
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Bgsed’on the above the-following_cothg;ieng/éppear warrantked.

1. School board members @iewpoliticiaﬁs who. inact public'bgLigy_in, ) .

-
-

education. . .

»
A -

2. School boards, aré generally sacréd-elite councils whose mémbers think
. 4 :, , ,. » .ot - / T e . .
‘of themselves as separate from and guardians of the people, . .

. ' o . . o . Ce e ’
a) Boards arrive at a concensus about policy in private sessions. _ |

.
: )
N

b) Them enact these.prior decisions in public By unam':mous vote.

' . )

R . L - .. %

3. The'public perceives’ correctly that they do not have mtch influence’
' . g N . 3

v »

in that decision-making process and express a desire -for more 7 .- K
]
1
|
1
i

L) g

participation, » e . .
a) Board members bn the othet’ haad think they should not be

J . \ ) . . - l - ‘

/ ’ * influenced by community groups and should vote their own “

: : . ~ » 3 « ° ’ 3 . .
. conscignces when that.is in conflict with public wishes. . . .

. - ‘ .
—~ L3

4. When, under certain circumstances, & school board finds it nccessary

L N . .

. . . s Ty .
to behave in secul'ar—arer’fash-lon'(cast{n on-unanimous vote

- 0

turpover.: . - | . ~

5. To correct

- .

N
only reason:
S . S

_correctly perform id their elected "offices.. Unde
B Sem <" , [ R h A
' not only i$ non-unanim

~ - -+ v et
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|

|
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\educated to undérstand that noh-unanimous voting behay is ni ; v
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|

|

]

i

1

i

|

i

|

t represented by d u .dﬁimouls' c.ounc’i'l‘.\' o \- .
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|
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pefceive themselves as
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Pre ntly school boards are percelved ~by the public as unrepresentatl _,/

.o = ' » -
o y.
/of the people, alocf unlnterésted in pubhc opinion,-even haughty in
= v e T o / "
s thelr pohcy dec1s:.on ma:ung behavior,, Such way be thou fbas a
. rather serlons mdictment of a’pchtmian 1n,our #6n"s bi- -
ks "#f‘w - - —— e - R P .
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_(London: TaVesloek Publications Ldt., 2:33).
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