DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 280 182 EA 019 304
TITLE School Boards: Strengthening Grass Roots
I Leadership. o o . ) o o
INSTITUTION Institute for Educational Leadership; Washington,
777777 [ DDCD _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

SPONS AGENCY American Can Con. Foundation,; Greenwich, CT.
REPORT NO ISBN-0~937846-89~-9

PUB DATE Nov 86

NOTE 87p.

AVAILABLE FROM Publication Sales, Institute for Educational
Leadership, Inc.;, 1001 Connecticut Avenue; N:.W.;
Suite 310, Washington, DC 20036 ($6.00 prepaid;
quantity discounts; shipping and handling charges
will be added on billed orders).

PUB TYPE Reports - Research/Technical (1%3)
EDRS PRICE MFO0l Plus Postage. PC Not Available from EDRS.
DESCRIPTORS Board of Education Policy; Board of Education Role;

*Boards of Education; *Citizen Participation;
Educational Policy; Educational Trends; Elemeniary
Secondary Education; *Governance; Interdistrict
Policies; Interprofessional Relationship; Policy.

Formation; *Politics of Education; *School District

Autonomy; School District Size; School District

Spending; *State School District Relationship
ABSTRACT e N o ] )

This report presents findings of a 1935 national
study of the local school board. Information was gathered from case
studies in nine major metropolitan areas, questionnaires administered
to over 200 school board chairpersons, and literature on board
governance: Chapter 1 offers an overview and questionnaire results.
Chapter 2 summarizes major findings. The historical role of school
boards is discussed in chapter 3. Chapter 4, on the working board,
interprets challenges faced in developing operating structures. The
board-superintendent relationship is explored in chapter 5. The
report probes; in chapter 6; issues confronting boards. Board

members' and citizens' satisfactions and dissatisfactions with board

increased attention to board development for individuals and for

boards is stressed in chapter 8; along with recommendations: The
final chapter presentes 15 indicators of an effective board. Major
findings are that citizens support the ideal of local governance of
education through school boards; but not necessarily the board of

their own community, Despite this approval; the public knows little

about boards' functioning: States' increased visibility in education
creates further confusion about responsibilities. Difficulties are

forecast as student populations diversify and management bzcomes more

complex. Local governance needs informed support from communities:
Thirty-nine references are included. (CJH)

**********75************?**********************i*i********************;*
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* from the original document. *

*
%
%
*
*
*
*
*
%
*
%
%
*»
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
»
*
*
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
*
»
»
»
b
&
*
*
*
¥
*»
*
*
%
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*»
*
¥
%
%
*
%
%
*
*I
*!
*
*!
*
%




U.S. DEI’ARTMENTQF EDUCATION -

Othice of Educational Research and Improvement

EDUCATIONAL AESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

mna document_has_been reproduced.as
(received lrom the person or orgamzation
nginating it,
E! Minor changes have bern made 10 Improve
reproduction quatily

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

MATERIAL [N _MICROFICHE ONLY

HAS BEEN 7$\NTED BY

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES :
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)." .

o Points of view or opinions stated in this docu |
ment donot necessarily represent official
QERI position or pohcy

“EH The lnstltute for o
[L_JUC] Educational Leadership




The Institute for =
Educational Leadership

_  The Institute for Educational Leadership (IEL), established in
1971; is a private; non-profit organization located in The District of
Columbia with programs and projects in more than 40 states and
localities, as well as at the national level. The Institute carries out
activities to meet three majok goals: improving the effectiveness of
individuals and the capacities of institutions and azr.ncies for which
they work; encouraging the development of collaborative and part-

nership strategies among public, private and non-profit sectors for the
improvement of education; and enhancing the information resources
available to individuals and organizations. IEL is dedicated to the

cation and related public policy areas:

ISBN 0-937846-89-9 -
©November, 1986 v
The Institute for Educational Leadership; inc;
1001 Connecticut Avenue; N.W.,; Suite 310
Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 822-8405

Additional copies are available through the IEL
Publications Department
Id
Cover Design: Nicholas DiGiuseppe
Note: This publication was made possible by a grant from the
American Can Company Foundation.

3



Acknowledgements

_ This project benefited from the contributions of many individ-

uals. It is impossible to list all of them but we do want to recognize
those without whose involvement there could not have been a study

or thisreport. o
‘We are particularly grateful to Peter Goldberg, vice president

of the American Can Company Foundation, for his substantive as well
as financial assistance. Anne Lewis deserves a special thank you for

her patience in editing the work of six authors. We want to thank
Thomas Shannon, executive director of the National Schoo! Boards
Association_(NSBA), and Nellie Weil, president of NSBA, for their

thoughtful Foreword, and Neal Peirce, contributing editor to The
National Journal for his thought-provoking Preface. =~

) We wish to thank also the several hundred board of education
chairpersons and members who responded to the study questionnaire
and the school boards which so readily agreed to be sites for the field-
based case studies. We are grateful to Michael Thomas, Kristen Kask,

Sister Anne Diederick and Emily Harbold at the Ohio State University
who assisted in interviews and research during the study, to John

Forrer who helped us with data analysis, and to Stina Santiestevan
who provided a final, dispassionate edit: S
_____ Finally, we want to thank John Rankin who produced the many
drafts; Robert Danzberger and Mary-Diike Smith who entered and

brought forth all the questionnaire data, Louise Clarke who managed

the production of all the drafts and shepherded the report to publica-
tion, and others on the IEL staff who supported our >fforts.

Lila N: Carol Luvern L. Cuniningham
Jacqueline P Danzberger Michael W, Kirst
Barbara A. McCloud Michael D. Usdan



Table of Contents =

About This Report i

Foreword ii

Preface v

Chapter 1: Introduction 1

Chapter 2: Major Findings 10

Chéﬁtéi 3: A Tradition in Society 14

Chapter 4: The Working Board 20

Chapter 5: Getting Along With the Superintendent 27

Chapter 6: Issues Confronting Boards 33

Chapter 7: The Good and Bad 21

Chapter 8: Board Development: Learning on the Run 45

Chapter 9: Becoing An Effective Board 51

Notes viii

Bibliography ix




About This Report
Publlc elementary and secondary educatlon isa prlorlty issue
for ‘the nation’s public policy debates. Education reform {or as we

prefer, lmprovement) has stimulated extensive discussion about our
schools—their structure and their quality; as delivered through a very
decentralized education system.

So far, improvement has been stimulated by state policyma-

kers: Governors and legislators; often buttressed by or responding to

civic and business leaders, have initiated unprecedented efforts to
improve the quality of public education. @~

For the most part; these state-level initiatives have bypassed
local school boards. School boards feel they have, at best, been only
peripherally involved, that they have been cast in a passive role and
are perceived as reactors rather than partners in shaping changes.

Yet; the national agenda is now being recast as states try imple-
menting recent policy initiatives and face the complexities of restruc-
turing ediication at the school district and classrooin levels. The stic-

cess or failure of these efforts rests squarely with local school boards,
teachers, administrators and communities. Because school boards are
charged by states and localmes to make pollcy and govern local publlc

determme the long-range success or failure of school lmprovement
efforts.__

. The iiétlbii moves liit6 thl§ §éi:6iid wave 6f édtii:étibii liiijiibVé:
ment efforts with some resentment at the local level. School boards

along with classroom teachers and administrators feel they have not
been consulted adequately or involved in the state education initia-
tives in the past few years.

~ Some critics of local educational leadership contend states
were forced to take the initiative because school boards and local
educators_had abdicated their leadership responSIblhtles and were
resisting change. Whether this criticism is valid or not is !ess important

than the need for both local and state leaders to recognize we cannot
afford to_have winners and losers in a political tug-of-war over educa-
tion. Society’s stake in improving schools calls for the nation to be the
viinner and for there to be no losers.

_The Institute for Educational Leadership (IEL) recognizes that
the role of the local school board is pivotal to the success of school
improvement efforts. Constructive changes will be implemented only
if they are acceptable to locally perceived values and education needs.

School boards; despite their local responsibility for governance; have

received little systematic analysis or attention in recent years. and
rarely has their crucial role been stressed in recent actions, discussions

and debates at the state level, or in *he many national reports on
lmprovmg educatxon Wlth the mtenLof redressmg thns omlasmn lEL

sprmgof 1985 to conduct a national study of the local school board.

This report is the product of that study.
Readers will find in_the report an executive summary and a
summary of the findings (Chapter 2). Chapter 1 presents an overview

6
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ii School Board

of the stiidy and results of the questionnaire. Chapter 3 discusses the
role of school boards in American society, including a brief history of

their evolution: In Chapter 4, on the working board, we discuss the
challeages boards face in developing their operating striictiires. Chap-
ter 5 explores the board-superintendent relationship, which influences
community perceptions of the effectiveness of local leadership: The
report probes, in Chapter 6, existing and emerging issues school

boards face; including those affecting state-local relationships. We also
explore both board members’ and citizens’ satisfactions and dissatis-
factions with board practices and leadership roles (Chapter 7). The
need for increased attention to school board development for individ-
uals, even more importantly, for the board as a whole is stressed in

Chapter 8, along with recommendations to remedy existing weak-
nesses. , L
_ In the final chapter, we present fifteen indicators of an effective

board. This framework is offered as a starting point for boards and

their communities to assess current policies and practices and to
strengthen board leadership. .
We found strong support among commuaity leaders, parernts,

local citizens and eduicators for the institution of local school buards.
As we moved out from this city by the Potomac, we found citizens do
not believe school boards are “dinosaurs left over from our agrarian
past,” as has been suggested by some national observers. We did,
however, find consensus, even among many school board leaders; that
school boards need to be strengthened and must carefully look at their
weaknesses if they are to exercise effective; positive leadership during

this unique time of opportunity for improving American education:
Michael D. Usdan lacqueline P Danzberger
Fresident = Director, Local Improvement Programs
Institute for Educational Project Director = =
Leadership Study of Local Boards of Education

Washirigton; D.C.
October, 1986
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. _This report from the Institute for Educational Leadership (IEL)

is significant for three reasons: ) )

O Inaperiod of close inspection of elementary and secondary educa-
tion across our nation and sometimes strident rhetoric calling for
the “restructuring” of the public schools; the local school board
emerges from the IEL study as the clearly preferred agency to

govern the schools in local communities. The overriding conclu-
sion of the IEL report is that the uniquely American institution of

representative and participatory government—epitomized by the
local school board—is the best vehicle for the people to keep
~ control of their public schools. )

O While the local schoo} board enjoys the confidence of the people it
represents, it is still a human institition an:", thus, there is room for
improvement. - o

O Local school boards—arid their state and national associations—

have the capacity within themselves to cause improvement of the
local school board as a visionary, responsive, and sensitive educa-

tional governing authority in those specific areas identified in the
IEL report. All they need is the will.
B This report should be read by everyone concerned about how
things actually get done in school districts. S
, For citizens, it emphasizes the importarice of participating in
the democratic processes leading to the selection of school board
members—supporting candidates and holding them fully accountable
for their trusteeship.

For governors, state legislators, and state education officials; it
suggests the political fact that improvement in the instructional pro-

gram, to be truly effective; r.eeds the support of the people in the local
communities. Those people look to their local school board for leader-

ship in this task. Therefore, state efforts to improve education must

involve school boards as an integral part of the process.
_______For school board members, it recommends critical areas of self-
improvement and self-evaluation of school boards. -

—_ And for state school boards associations and NSBA, it provides
a solid base on which sound in-service education programs for school
board members cai be designed and conducted.

__IEL—and its funding source, the American Can Company
Foundation—have done_education; and therefore the future of the

United States, a real service through the publication of this report.
Nellie C. Weil; President -
Thomas A. Shannon; Executive Director
The National Schiool Boards Assoclation
Washington, D.C.
October, 1986
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School Buard

Made pOSSlble through some well-placed dollars. from the
American Can Foundation, this réport throws sudden and welcome

fight on that dark island of American governznce, the institution that

everyone knows of but few understand: the school board:
. For those anxious to_fine-tune this _time-henorsd, pervasive
American institution, the Institute for Educational Leadership provides

immensely helpful guidelines. Based on _new, in-depth surveys of

school board practices and leadership across the country, there are
careful reviews of school board training, of board functions; staffing;

ard how boards secure evaluation of their own effectiveness. The

reader learns how the boards do deat and might deal with superintend-

ents. Reading this report, school board members will know how their
board's methods of operation compare with counterparts all across the

United States. They will know what satisfies, what dissatisfies board

members elsewhere. They will be able to read a set of weli-
researched, well-thought out guidelines for how school boards can

operate more effectively.

This is also a very timely document: It looks into the tough ilew
issues surrounding the board’s appropriate role—*"trustee” for good
managerment, or representatlve of the community (or some segment

of the community): 1t is an issue made all the more relevant, indeed

compelling; by the sharp rise in mmorlty students as a share of the

schools’ enrollment, even while; as this report shows, the vast majori-
ties of school board members are white, middle class and generally

male: Yet the boards are changing in ‘composition as the recognition

grows especially in minority circles; of school board election as step-
ping stone to a political career. How can the older trusteeship concept
and the constituency-based, advocacy politics of these times coexist

on school boards? The report offers few answers, but it does illuifiinate

the quandry.
I found it compellmg to read how much the pubhc belleves in

the need for school boards, how much it remains ‘attached to the

concept of grassroots educational self-governance: But it was equally
disturbing to note, from this report, that the same public evidences

essential illiteracy about the actual role and activities of school boards.

Moreaver, the public turns out in appallmgly thin numbers to vote for

the school boards it otherwise believes to be so essential. We are left
with the dlsturbmg quiestion: If the school boards’ popular constitu-

ency misperceives their role and doesn't care enough to exercise its

franchise in their selection; how fully or forcefully wiil the boards ever
be ablé to function?
Againist that background, we learni ot surprlsmgly, that school

board members feel excluded and ignored in the vast wave of 1980s

school reform initiated and pushed forward by state governments: In
one sense this is a classic “central versus the provinces” problem. It _

would be amazing if we did not hear that school | board members detest

hard-to-accommodate state policy shifts and mushrooming state man-

dates. The authors note; most appropriately, that the states’ own initia-
tives can easily be stymied and come to naught in the absence of

effective support at the local school board level.

9



_____What darkens tie outlook for harmonious cooperation is that
the states moved 5o aggressively ii1 education precisely because they

believed, correctly or not, that local school establishments were not

providing high-quality education. Clearly, the political, business and
civic leadership groups of states across the country, the groups which

congealed in extraordinary fashion to push through the reforms of the
'80s; concluded that the school boards were failing to move effectively

on stich issues as rigorous student achievement tests; teacher as:ess-
ment, and remaking curriculums to create a skilled futvre U.S.
workforce: : e
) _ A final; troublesome issue is raised by this report: That “local
boards and their members have only sporadic interaction with general

government and tend to be isolated from mainstredini community

political cultures.” That might have meant little in a time of federal
dominance in domestic policymaking; or when there was little public
interest in educational priorities and policy. But, in the 1980s; when
education tops. the strategic planning concerns of many cities and
counties; it could be a fatal flaw. _ = _ __ ]

_____However timely and beneficial this report’s practical proposals
may be for the training, coordination and effectiveness of school
boards; there remain these thorny practical and political questions.
One would look for adventuresome; pro-active responses by the
school boards: proposing for example that they participate collectively

in extensive, frank exchanges on policy and budget problems with the
general purpose government leaders; the mayors and councils and
city managers of their communities. Such meetings should take place
at least once a year, preferably more often. Retreats away from every-
day pressure might be considered. Unless there is extensive dialogue

and understanding; how can this vital function; the education of its
youth and next generation, ever be integrated into a community’s
comprehensive planning? S o

- Another potential step for school boards wouid be to delegate
members to work cooperatively and intensively with the state govern-
ments in the next round of reforims, promised by the National Gover-

nors Association in August 1986, just before publication of this report.

The governors proposed placing seriously underperforming school
districts in a form of state receivership. They suggested permitting
families to chose which schiools their children shotild attend, and to

allow high school students to attend public colleges during their junior

and senior years, in effect introducing cornpetition into a public educa-
tion system which has rarely offeréd mitich consumer choice.

It is understandable that the education establishment perceives
such proposals with deep misgivings. But the public may endorse the

new ideas with enthusiasm. The question of the coming years may be:
Where do the school boards stand? As much as their own principals;

teachers and students; the boards themselves may face uncomfortably

severe tests.

NealR. Peirce
Contributing Editor
The National Journal
Septemniber 26, 1986
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vi School Board

Executive Summary
) After a long history of fulhlllng the natlon s t1 admonal commit-

ment to local;, democratic decision-making, public school boards need

help. _ .
_ Evidence of problems has been accumulatlng—low voter turn-
out for school board electioiis, public percepiion ifl many communities

that controversy dominates school board decision-making and reliic-

tance of civically qualified leaders to serve cn school boards: A more
recent, and startling piece of evidence is the almost total exclusion of
school boards from state pollcymaklng to reform education and indif-

ference to their crucial role in the various national reports on educa-

tion.
What has happened"

With a grant from the American Can Company Foundation, the
Institute for Educational Leadership assembled a team of investigators
with extensive experience in school board leadership and / or training
issues to conduct case studies in nine major metroj;olltan areas, inter-

viewing a cross-section of the leadership in each commumty The
study also analyzed responses to questionnaires from more than 260
school board chairpersons in these metropolitan areas and three domi-
nantly rural states and reviewed the limited recent literature available

on school board governance e
_From these sources, the study team concludes that the Ameri-
can public strongly supports the concept of local governance of educa-

tion through the school board, but this support does not necessarily

extend to the school board in their own community. Despite the

public’s approval of local governance,; it knows very little about the

roles and functions of schiool boards. The dramatic increase in states’

visibility in educational leadership creates further confusion about the
responsibilities of school boards. . _

This adherence to an ideal—but apathy toward it in practice—
bodes even greater trouble for school boards in the fituire. As student

populations become more diverse and management more complex,
local governance needs more informed support from communities;
not less.

B Other major fmdings include:

School boards must take the initiative in improving their policy-
making capabilities

School board leadership should focus on improving education for
all students and reconhgure board members’ agendas

School boards arz nint linked to general government agericies and

are isolated often from community power structures

School board members are seriously concerned about statelevel

a

D]‘[]EH

intrusiveness but have not yet developed a strong response that
would make them partners in education lmprovement

8 The public holds school boards to a greater evidence of ablllty and
commitment than other officeholders

8 Board members must accept andﬁ deal w1th tenSIons lnherent in

their service—relationships with the superintendent, balancing of

diverse interests .within a community and conducting sensitive
busiriess if the open’



CJ School boards recognize the need for their own development; but
the resotuirces and systems to fiiﬁ\?idé this are iriédéi’jiiité

0 Too few school boards conduct evﬂuanons of their performance;

and very few involve the “outside” in such evaluations

While school boards are quite aware of and attempting to

respond to the demand for accountability from the public; boards tend

to interpret these increasing demands as accountablllty for school
district and student performarce. Very rarely do boards see this as

applylng to their own performance in policymaking; and their behav-

for as a corporate body.
There are indicators of an effectwe board gleaned from thls

study and from other investigations. This study and other investiga-

tions foiind that an effective board:

O Addresses most of its time and energy to ediication and educa-
tional outcomes

Believes that advocacy for all students is its prlmary responslblllty
Concentrates on goals and uses strategic planning to accomplish
them

Y@rlgs tﬁofensure an adequate flow of resotirces and equnty in their

distribution

Uses the strengths of dlverslty represented on the school board
and in the comimunity to obtain the entiticiated goals for the 5ys-

Dﬁ Elﬁ []]ﬁ Df

tem and fosters both assertiveness and cooperation
Deals with controversy openly

Leads the community in setting goals for education and encour-
ages many forms of community participation

Exercises continuing oversight of education programs. acquiring

the background and knowledge to ask the rlght questions
Works out the division of responslbllltles with the superlntendent

Determines the mission and agenda of board_committees; if they
are used, and miakes sure they coordinate with policy and over-
sight functions

EHD []]] [Zl D]

responslbllltles
Invests in its own development
Establlshes procedures for selectlng and evaluatmg the superln-

tendent and for evaluating itself

Collaborates with other school board leadershlp to influence state
policymaking and funding

Understands the role of the media and develops procedures for
media contacts that do not manipulate média attention for per-
sonal gain

) This framework for school board effectweness is an agenda tor
actioni—action boards can take to iifiprove their leadership rolé, and

subsequently to create a more informed and supportive citizenry.

DI DD EH
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NTRODUCTION

“The board is made up of
basically good intentioned
people; but they don 't have the
experierce or backgrounds to
deal with complex issues.”
Community leader,

Indiana
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Local school boards provxde Amencans w1th grass roots leader-
thlp for - puiblic elementary and secondary education. States and locali-

ties charge school boards with this governance role: Yet boards largely
have been ignored by both policymakers and the authors of indepen-
dent studies in the unprecedented public discussion, debate and action
around public education in the past five years. School boards must

play their crucial role: To do so; however, they must be strengthened.
The Institute for Educational Leadership (IEL), with a grant
ﬁbiii the American Can Company Foundation, recently undertook a

stucy of local school boards to assess their strengths and weaknesses.
The project is consistent with IELs 22-year history of efforts to improve
educational policymaking and the capacmes of leaders in education.
An independent, non-profit organization in Washmgtqn D.C,, IEL now

has programs and projects devoted to this purpose in more than 40

states and localities.
The more recent natlonal reports, such as the Commlttee for

Economic Development's Investing in Our Children, the Carnegie

Forum on Education and the Economy’s report; A Nation Prepared:
Teachers for the 21st Century, and the National Governors Associa-
tion’s Timie for Results: The Governors’ 1991 Report on [Education,

have stressed grass roots improvement of education: Thus, the time is

appropriate to study school boards and to analyze their current capac-

ity for leadership and policymaking in an era of increasing state educa-
tion initiatives.

The project staff consisted of three members of IELs core sen-
ior staff—Michael D. Jsdan; Jacqueline P. Danzberger, and Barbara A.
McCloud—all of whoimn are formier members and presidents of school
boards. pggrzhe[gﬁeir is also a former president of a state association of

fi'r’o't‘essor in the Department of Bducatlonal Pollcy and Leadershlp in
the College of Education, Ohio State University; Lila N: Carol, a senior

research associate at the Mershon Center, Ohio State University; and
Michael W. Kirst, Chairperson of Administration and Policy Analysis in
the School of Ediication at Stariford University. Carol is @ former schiool

board member and president; and she and Cunningham have worked
extenswely with school board members throughout the country. Kirst
is a former president of the California State Board of Education and an
influential participant in and analyst of the reform movement in that
state and nationatly:

. . IEL looks forward to sharing these findings with school boards
and the associations that represent them, edtucators, and others in the
policy community concerned with the important issue of educational

governance and citizens:
Background and Methodology

On the basis of the many national and state reports on public
education in the past few years; many initiatives are being taken with
little or no _attention paid to the local school board. Despite all the
interest in “partierships” betweern the business sector and education,

raising student achievement, improving staffs; elevating standards,
'S
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and changing structures, serious institutional bottlenecks are possible
in_many communities if school boards are uninformed znd unin-
volved. o o . L .

_Many school boards,.of couise, work positively for educational

quality and improvement and have structured their operations to

accomplish this. In other communities, board members do not share
comimon visions for their school districts, and similar dissonance
appears between superintendents and boards. Infighting, public airing
of disagreements and an inability of boards and superintendents to
work together and respond to diverse constituencies permeate many
school systein environments, particularly in urban areas. Unsatisfac-

tory relationships, either between a board and its superintendent or

among board members themselves; destroy a sense of mission for
schools. Dissension causes confusion, affects the morale and profes-
sionalism of those who staff the schools and causes lack of confidence
in educational leadership within a community. Eventually, it limits the
education of children. . . :

At a time when growing state influence and, indeed, prescrip-

tiveness is affecting areas such as curriculum, teacher certification,
teacher and student competency testing, and data collection, it is
important to analyze and strengthen the_capacity of local boards for
local leadership and for a partnership role in the state policymaking

process. Perhaps the role of local boards needs to be redefined or the

spectrum of responsibilities reconsidered: Certainly a greater public
understanding of local / state relationships and roles in the shaping of
school policy is required, particularly now when the opportunity for

change is so possible: Efforts to strengtiien local governance can capi-

talize on the unprecedented interest in education improvement on the

part of political, civic and biisiness leaders at all levels.

The school board in American culture is truly unique. Its his
tory of accomplishment spans more than two centuries: It is a singular

institution in terms of both national and world experience: Problems of
some magnitude, however, are eitierging with regard o the role and

operations of boards. Recent, in-depth research is-lacking. Some

descriptive accounts of the work of boards and superintendents can be
found in the literature, but there is no recent solid data base upon
which to generate recommendatioiis for charige in either this relation-

ship or the role, functions and operating structures of boards themsel-

ves. This project was commissioned to help fili thevoid.
____ Information was gathered and analyzed on the structure; role
and functions of school boards through several different methods,

which provided a diversified data base: These included case studies in

nine geographically and demographically diverse communities and a
survey questionnaire mailed to 450 board chairpersons in these nine

Standard Metropolitan Areas. Fifty board chairpersons in small rural

districts in three additional states (Idaho, lowa and Wyoming) also
received questionnaires. Larger school systems with enroliments of at
least 10,000 were selected for case stiidies. While systems of this size

represent only 4 percent or 620 of the nation’s school districts, they

enroll 43 percent of the students. The project team also reviewed
literature pertinent to school district governance.

16



Although this samplmg does niot cover the universe of 15,350

school systems and 95,000 board members, we are convinced that
important commonalities exist; particularly in metropolitan areas. The

study reveals issuies pertaining to the structure and role of boards in
general, but also cuts across urban, rural/small town and suburban

districts: Slmllarltles are more common than dlfference..

sthbol boards is both true and false  depending tipon where one looks
But recent national reports and the issues which they illuminate—

student and teacher testing; desegregation; finance; the intolerable
high school dropout rate; coliege admissions; collective bargaining,
and relationships with constitiilencies and the media—create common

national concerns that em(elop school boards, despite the legal decen-
tralization of our education “system” and ostensible local autonomy to

determine policy and priorities.
The governance and management of local school districts are

varied and complex: Further, the politically subtle forces that i impinge
upon governance and management do not yield easily to survey
methods, partictilarly in volatile metropolitan environments. Under-
standmg of these forces can be acqulred better through m-depth inter-
views md observatnons

the nine case study districts) used qualltatlve. partlmpjltorjy methods

The interviews were structured to allow cross-site comparisons while
capturing the uniqueness and dynamics of individual districts. The

teams interviewed several groups of local leadership—present and
past school board meimnbers, superintendents and their top staffs, espe-

cnally those who interact frequently with school board members: Inter-
viewees also included business and civic leaders, the heads of major
unions, media representatives, leaders of iiiuiili:ljjél government, par-
ents, students and other citizens influential in the district and commu-

nity. The interviews; in other words; were at the “grass roots.”
‘The nine metropolitan areas on which the study focused were

(with the case study location in parenthesis): Atlanta, Ga. (Atlanta);

Columbus; Ohio (€Columbus); Dallas-Ft. Worth; Texas (Lewisville); Den-
yer, Colo (Jetterson County) Harttord Conn. (Hartford), lndlanapohs

Caht (Oakland), and Washmgton, D C. (Alexandna, Va) Although as

indicated eartier, the case studies were done in districts with at least
10,000 students, most of the data derived from the questionnaires
came from much ~smaller districts located in the nine metropolitan

areas and rural states. The data base thus includes smaller, more
typical districts; as well as the larger ones in the case studies.
Characteristics 7 Demographics

For the past eight years, Virginia Institute of Technology and
the American School Board Journal have surveyed a representative
national sample of school board members. The profile from that stur-
vey' reflected the responses of 1,468 board members—from a random
sample of 4; 095 who were mailed a two-part questionnaire in Febru-
ary 1985. Survey results represent approximately 10 percent of the
school boards.
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4 School Board

Table 1; derived from responses to this survey, reflects the

m@iﬁj’[ concerns of board members_and presents a personal profile,
including information on sex, racial background; age and economic

status”. As the data show, financial support issues are by far the most
pressing concern of board members, with declining enroliment, collec-

tive bargaining, lack of parental interest and management / leadership
issues clustered considerably behind. Concerns about issues of collec-

tive bargaining and management/ leadership seem to be growing. In
1984, only 9 percent of the board members responding to a similar
survey cited the collective bargaining issue, while in 1985 the percent-

age soared to 29:3 percent. Concerns about management /leadership
issues_were reported by only 4.7 percent of the board members in

1984; this dramatically increased to 25.7 percent in 1985:*
Board Members’ Concerns Table 1 (A)

Concerns Percent*

Lack of financial support ) - 54.6

Declining enrollment 33.7
Collective bargaining 29.3

Parents’ lack of interest - 27.5

Managemient / leadership 25.7
Finding good teachers 20:3

Use of drugs 15.9

Teachers' lack of interest 131

Disrespect for students/ teact- . 8.9

Overcrowding , 8.9
Lack of discipline . 84

Poor cirriculiim / standards 81

Pupils’ lack of interest /truaricy 72

Integration/busing - 2.9

Critie/ vandalism 22

Other

Teacher relations 5.4

State mandates 50

Curriculumn development 35

Facilities 35
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Board Member Characteristics  Table 1 (B) Sctiool Board 5

Sex - - o
e N\ Mae
61.7% _/ 63.9%_/
Female Female
g 38:3%, < 26:1%
I [IT]
- '84 '85
Ethnic** 84 85
Black. . ..ot e 24 3.0
Wiﬁté......................;;;;;;;;;;;;.;;96;4 93:5
Hispanic :.:.:.iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiio. 15 1.2
AmericanIndian ................. ... . ..., .8 .8
Oriental ...............cc0iiriiiiiniinnann. .5 3
Other ... e 43 i2
Age B3 4
L2/

: B
88 ., é é :gﬁi

'84 '85 Under25 26-35 36-40 41-50 51.6% Over

Income ’84 ’85
Under$20,000.......................u.::2:: 36 8.6
$ 20,000-29,999. ... .o.iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiioc186 13:5
$ 30,000-39,999: ::::iiiiiiiiiiiliiiiiie.... 21.5 20.5
$ 40,000:49,999. . ... uner e 17.0 18.7
$ 50,000-59,999. .......... i 129 14.0
$ 60,000-69,999. ........:::: 0000000000000 86 7:6
$ 70,000-79,999: ;. ::::iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiil 57 4.7
$ 80,000-89,999. . ... ... ittt 3.3 3.7
$ 90,000-99,999. ......... it 1.5 1.7
$100,0000rmore. .......coovievenrinnnnnnnnnn 7.0 6.9

*Percentages total more than 100 Becéu;ggiffnlﬁ]ﬁijtﬁigiggspﬁﬁéési
**Some percentages do not total 100 because of rounding.
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6 Sclivol Board

The national socio-econiomiic data reflect the fact that board

members are solidly middle class. There are reasons for concern

about the continuing underrepresentation of women and minorities
on boards, particularly as the minority school population continues to
burgeon*. National data can be misleading because the minority popu-

lation is concentrated so heavily in a limited number of states and in

larger urban districts. Despite these caveats about the demographic
data, there is reason for legitimate concern that the socio-economic
composition of school boards, when aggregated nationally, inordi-

nately reflects a majority middle and upper middle class orientation
for local governance of education. This challenges the assumption that
special needs are being met or that role models are visible for ever-

increasing cohorts of minority youngsters within the studcnit popula-
tion. . ,

Responses to IELs survey questionnaire and the infermation
from case study interviews proved reinarkably coiisistent with the

Journal demographic findings: Data about school districts from our

survey correlate closely with the national proportion of urban, subur-

ban, and small town/ rural school districts. S
-The IEL questionnaire to 500 board chairpersons had a return

rate of 43 percent (216 boards). The sample represents 1,350 board
members. Table 2 displays some of the information about school dis-

tricts and school boards taken from our sample.
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School District Characteristics

Table 2

Self-Description

Ybam

11.0

Suburban

54.0

Small Town/Rural

35.0

Student Enrollment

_Percent of Sample

5,000 and under

740

5,000-35,000

20

36,000 plus

240

Hoiisebolds with Children
in the Public Schools

Percent of Sample

4

11-30%

49.0

31-50%

360

Over 50%

14.6

Economically Dizadvantaged Students

(determined by AFDC, state welfare,
subsidized school lunches)

Percent of Sample

63.0

Less than 15%

G/ _900,

17.0

21%-and above

15.0

Enrollment Increase/ Decrease

Percentof Sample

Elementary

209

364

Increasing

48.7

Junior High/Middle Schools*

21.4

Stable I
Declining

51.7

Increasing

243

18:5

Declining

Increasing

*Percent does not totai 100 because not all respondents answered this

question.
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IEL Study - ] S
School District Characteristics {cont.) Table 2
Racial/ Ethnic Student .

Population Changes B Percent of Sample
Change in excess of 10% in pust five years
Yes 9
No 683

Change of 10% or more projected in next five years
Yes 9 _ _
No _ 901

School Board Characteristics Table 2
_ Percent of Sample

36.0

35.0

336 _ _
6.0

Number of members on the board

Percent of Sample

5 member boards (74 in sample)
Male 62.2
Female ~ 378
7 member boards (46 in sample)
Male 65.0
Female o 35.0
9 member boards (68 in sample)
Male . B30
37.0

Percent of Sample
7 95.0
Appointed 5.0

Of the elected boards, 81% are elected district-wide

Percent of Sample
4.0
235
o 0

4.0




IEL Study

School Board Characteristics (cont) Table 2

Average Tenure of Members

Percent of Sample

Percent of Sample

College degree

— 713

Some college

- 143 -

High schiool

707 - 75,

Less than 12 years
Unknown

2.7

Compensation for Board Members  Percent of Sample

Yes _

30.2

No

69.8

Race/ Ethnicity of Members

Percent of Sample

~ 945

- 36

Hispanic

12

Other

N

Age of Members*

Percent of Sample

Student

- 13

20-30 L

27

31-40

25.0

41-50

370

51-60
Over 66

18.8
7.2

Policy to Allow Employment of

Board Members’ Families

_ _Percent of Sample

Yes o

- 67.3

No

32.7

Are Family Members Currently

Employed by School District?

Percent of Sample

Yes

- 623 -

No

*Totals more than 100% of sample

D
(JoR
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FINDING

. Americans fove boards of
education—but rarely their own.”

A study team member
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1. There is strong support for maintaining the basic insti-
tutional role and structure of the schcolboard.

~_ School boards are in trouble. As a grass roots institution, they
confront a basic paradox. While the study found strong support among
community leaders, parents, local citizens and educators for preserv-

ing school boards to keep schools close to the people, there concur-
rently was widespread public ignorance of their established roles and
functions. There appears to be deep public apathy and indifference; as
reflected in the difficulty of attrecting quality candidates to serve as

board members in many communities and in the abysmally low voter
turnout for board elections. This civic ignorance bodes even greater

trouble for school boards in the future, as student populations become
more diverse and creative leadership more necessary. Systematic

efforts to promote greater understanding of the important role of
school boards must be initiated in communities throughout the coun-
try.

2. Despite basic support for maintaining the institutional

structure of school boards, they can and must strengthen their
effectiveness. L

_ More time should be spent on educational issues and less time
on administrative responsibilities and what the public perceives as
“trivial” matters.

3. Boards must hecome more active and miist exercise
leadership for education rather than operate solely on the
basis either of administrative or individual agendas:

Boards must build stronger links to other sectors of society and

to the body politic. As elected (or politically appointed) lay officials,
board members fail to capitalize as fully as they might on their elec-
toral base and potential political influence. Too often boards are per-

ceived as reactive rather than deliberative.
4. Board members increasingly are perceived as repre-

senting special interests; and the trusteeship notion of service

in which board members represent the entire community has

been less prominent in recentyears. == =@==0
Board members; educators and the public said that divisive-

ness and the problem of building a cohesive board from disparate
members, many with single constituencies or issues; are major factors
affecting board effectiveness and community perceptions.

5. Boards, particularly in urban areas, have become more
represeiitative of the diversity in their communities and often
include Indigenous leaders from disparate constituencies
within the larger community. e
) _ Thisis positive in terms of diverse populations gaining access to
board service. However, Whén board members are not from tradi-

tional community leadership and power structures, they lack easy and

influential access to civic; political and economic decision-makers.

8] 26
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6. Local boards and their membe:s have only sporadic

interaction with general government and tend to be isolated
from mainstream community political structures.
There is very little Systematic communication between school

system governance and general government, despite the fact that

increasing numbers of students have learning problems associated

with non-school factors. These include poor housing; lack of family
support and resources ard limited emnployment opportunities. In addi-

tion, when interaction between the school system and general govern-

ment does exist; it often is only through the superintendent: Fiscally
dependent boards which must interact with town 7 municipal govern-
ment bodies frequently are miired ifi adversarial relationships. Some

urban community leaders believe it may be time to rethink the non-

partisan nature_ of school board elections. Ferhaps election to the
board through the mainstream political party structures is an issue
worthy of debate in some commiunities. The majority of boards in the
Umted States are non-partlsan

growing intrusiveness of the states as the reform movement

evolves. e

If they are to maintain public support; schools must remain
responsive at the local level. When the authority of local education
officials is transcended by state bureaticracies, schools lose their grass

roots political support base. Local school boards are essential mecha-

nisms of representative democracy. They deal with the most volatile
and sensitive issues that effect the citizenry—namely, their children
and their tax dollars. They woiild like to becoinie recogiized and

effectl\ig partners in state dialogues:

8. _The public appears to have a different set of expecta-
tions for the political behavior; degree of sophistication and
level of general learning of school board members in contrast

to other political officeholders.
_This phenomenon may stem from the fact that at some level in
the public mind there is a mystique about education. Whatever the

reasons, the public (citizens and leaders) expresses high expectations

about the performance ©of board members but often does not see them

twice as likely to have a college education as the general pb"puiatibii
9. Board members continue to grapple with tensions over

necessarily gray areas between a board’s policymaking and
the superintendent’s administrative responsibilities.

In the districts in which board-superintendent relatlonshlps are

good; little attention is paid to this dichotomy. However; some school
boards, particularly in larger heterogeneous districts, have or wish
they could have staff servmg board members directly. There appears

to be less willingness in these districts to rely on the superintendent
and administrators to “staff” the board:
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10. The need for school board education and development

is recognized generaily, but too often it is merely informa-

tional and ei)loodlc.
There is minimal access to or lnvolvement in developmental

skills-building: Too little attention is given to development of working

relationships among board members and to development of boards as
corporate bodles Boards Wthh recogmze the need for board develop-

ance and provide for oversight of the lmplemen;atlun of their pohcles

Such boards appear to have a greater sense of effectiveness.

_ ll Urban. suburban rural and small town boards alike
find more commonalities than differences among the chal-

lenges to their effectiveness. These include:
Pubiiic apathy

Eack of public understanding of the role of boards
Poor relationships with state pohcymakers

Need for board strategies to evaluate board effectiveness

Lack of time and operating striictiires to focus on education
Problems in becoming a board rather than a collection of
individuals

irﬁﬁéifiﬁé Eéaéﬁiﬁé iﬁ Eﬁé EéﬁiéWbrk bf coiie'ciive Bargaining

D][]]] D D]D] D]D] D

priorities
12. Board members in many dlstrlcts are worrled about

long-range demugruphic trends which will cause changes in

the composition of the scavol popilation and the voting public:
The decreasmg number_of families with school-age_children
may lead to an erosion of political support for the schools as the

population ages and becomss more concerned _with issues such as
social securlty and_ medicare. Simultaneously, urban areas see an
increase in the number of children with special needs. A concomitant

concern is that more and more middle class parents, both minority and

majority, will pull their children out of the public schools. This ‘would
further shrink the influence of the political constituency which has
historically supported quality public education, underscoring the need

to encourage the business community to sustain its recent interest in
and commitment to the schools:

28
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own performance.
Demands for more accountability are increasing for all societal

msiiiutlons-—and school boards are no exception. Bemg accountable

through voter decisions every few years no longer is a viable argu-

ment against regular annual board assessment of its performarnce

against stated objectives formulated in response to student needs and
community expectanons

However, in the IEL study only one-third of the boards had any

structured self-evaluation. Among those boards that do evaluate them-
selves, there is no evidence of incorporating input from parents; the
school system or the broader community.




TRrRADITIO
SOCIET

“...public school is a most vital
civic institution for the
preservation of a democratic
system of government” and the
primary instrument for
transmitting “the values on
which our society rests.”
~ United States Supreriie Court
Abingdon School District v. Scheitiip
Airibach v. Norwick
~ as cited in Statecraft as
Soulcraft by George F. Will
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) School board membershlp is the hlghest form of pubhc service.
It shoiild be s5ught, not shiinned; revered, not reviled.

~ Anyone who examines the American education system must
be. impressed by its size and complexity, yet local governance provides
citizens a unique opportunity for involvement.

The local school board is the only means through whxch the

community expresses itself in respect to education. Boards are the
mterpreters and translators of need and demand They medxate

values and they initiate and enact pohcnes to govern locally. Boards

must do so within existing state and federal statutory boundaries that
specify certain responsibilities and determine the limits of the boards’
discretion.

~ In most of the nine case study districts, community leaders,
especially those from business_and other units of local government,
emphasized the importance of education to the larger community.

They were specific about the link between good schools and the local

economy, the significance of a well-prepared work force in attracting
industry, the contribution of full employment to quality of life, the role
that schiools can and must play in citizenship development and in

meetmg civic responsnbllmes These attitudes are further substantiated

in the August 1986 national survey by the Carnegie Forum on Educa-

tion and the Economy.®
The role of tlie board as observed in this study i 15 not just an

artifact of the 1980s: It is the product of over two centuries of evolu-
tion, changing very little in terms of legal responsibilities in the past 75

years. School boards filter, interpret and translate the education goals

of the people into a mission for the school district: Ideally, the composi-

tion of a school board would eacompass the spectrum of individual
and collective interests within school districts. Obviously, thy hetero-
geneity of most comimitifities makes the achievement of that ideal

difficult, if not impossible: Nevertheless, board members are expected

to be sensitive to the spectrum of community educational perspectives
and expectations. They also are expected to somehow divine commu-
fiity coriseiisiis and provide leadership for that consensus.

Lay responsibility for public education is a cherished American
tradition. Early on, American leaders distinguished educational gov-
ernance from general local government. They saw it as special, and

they lodged responsibilities with small groups of citizens: Although

they are variously titled (school committees; school boards, boards of
school directors, trustees, or commissioners) these lay persons are
responsible essentially for the samie edtication governarice respon51bil-

ities, district by district, state by state:

The origins of lay control lie in New England; specnflcally in
Massachusetts. The town meeting and representative government
throtigh selectiien took shape in Massachusetts and spread through-

out the colon.es As populatxons grew, the tasks of governing educa-

though subcommittees of selectmen were asmgned to oversee schools

the need for special attention to schooling was apparent. This led to

local school districts and school committees as the structures for edu-
cational governance in New England.

School Board 14



The separation of educational governance from general local govern-
ment was not achieved without struggle. The Illinois General Assern-

bly in 1872, after a protracted period_of controversy, separated the
governance and management of the Chicago schonls from the Com-

mon Council of the city of Chicago. Similar separation did not occur in
San Francisco until 1917. Even now, there are varying degrees of

dependency and interdependency existing between loca! school dis-
tricts and other units of local governiment.

When Control Was Complete

In the beginning schiool boards were in complete control. They

administered the schools on a day-to-day basis. They levied and col-
lected taxes; hired and supervised teachers, provided school buildings,

saw to heating and cleaning after a fashion; gave examinations to
pupils (and occasionally to teachers) and certified children’s progress

so they could move from grade to grade. Board members reaped
whatever political benefits came from patronage and controlling the

tax rate, and although unpaid, they found enough satisfaction in this
.form of public service to seek and retain stich responsibilities year

after year, , T
___ Schiool boards ran the schools until the 1830s when the first
superintendents of schools were appointed. Decisions to employ full-
time superintendents were made reluctantly, even tentatively. Occa-
sionally, the decisions to hire superintendents were reversed after a

2w months or years, returning management to the boards: Growth in
size and complexity eventually made it impossible for part-time

boards to run the schools: Thus the practice of hirinig superintendents
became widespread, first among cities and eventually at the county
level where superintendents administered many smaller, often rural
districts of the county, each with its own board. o

- _The encroachment of board members (currently often cited as

a problem) on the day-to-day management of school systems is based
on a long standing tension between governance and management. It is

not new. The evolution of the board/superintendent relationship
described in detail later on in this report is important. It is worth noting

here that the quality of this relationship affects the overall effective-
ness of a district’s schools.

- The work of a school board, as it plays itself out daily in a given
school district; is a melange. The role is defined in large measure by

state constitutional and statutory provisions which frame both the
mandatory and discretionary aspects of a board's responsibilities.

Court decisions; attorney generals’ opinions, and rules and regulations

of state boards of education circumscribe their work further. The
expectations of individual board members; relationships with teachers

and other employee groups, traditions of the district, the strength of
the superintendent; education and other issues engaging the district at
any given time affect the role. Voter behavior influences it; too. So do

the educational expectations of interested citizens, especially parents.
The media plays a part, at national, state and local levels. Conse-

quently, the role is neither simple nor one-dimensional.
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Findings on the Board Role and Function
Much of the IEL data reinforce conventional perspectives in

respect to boards; and their roles and functions; but some do not: Data
gathered through the survey of board chairpersons tend to support
traditional views of boards and boardsinanship. Interview data, more

detailed in many respects; provide new insights about the everyday

life of being board members, the travail as well as the satisfactions.
One of the findings from case study interviews is the almost
universal belief that scliool boards are iriiportait. They hiave serious

public service to render, and a free democratic society cannot do

without them. There is far less agreement and understandmg. how-
ever, about how their function is to be fulfilled, or even what that

function is.
School Board Role is Not Well Known

- School boards are not very wsnble. in a general sense; nor in
many communities is their basic function well understood. Boards

seem to be taken for granted. No one wants to do away with them; but

at the same hme F w people eveh commumly leaders, know much

§chbols are paid handsome salaries for domg so; and if something is
wrong, a board member can fix it. This is far from the trith. These

opinions show little sense of the board as a collective nor an under-

standing of a board’s policy responsibility. Consequently; citizens con-
tact individual board members, even cultivate them, make their inter-
ests known, and then expect board members to respond to their

concerns as individuals. Such persons do not understand that a board
member has no authority as an individual and can only bring problems
to the attention of school personnel for resolution; or ultimately; per-

haps; to the full board ,,,,,,,,,,,,,

A i'épresentahveonented board member often takes the constituent" s
demands either directly into the system personally or to the board as a
whole: This conflicts with trustee-oriented board members or many
school administrators who expect board members to respect the cor-
porate tradition of boardsmanship. Such behavior also can result in
divisiveness among board mieribers if several are ptishing for dispar-

ate interests or demands. The situation is often exacerbated in districts

where board members are either elected or appointed by geographic

areas within the community.,
Most districts harbor a diverse “flow of lmages" abcut school

boards. These are built over time through media coverage especially,
but also through other forms of contact or association with the work of
the schools. A good image is hard to earn and takes a long time to
build. Over several decades, a district's board can experience several

changes in its public image as a consequence of many factors. Declines
can be tied to_citizen beliefs that the schools are bad, or that there is
too miich conflict within the board or that the board fails to face up to

33
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difficult decis:ons: Unfortunately, subsequent boards may have to live

with these perceptions. Few lay people have a grasp of what serving
on a school board is all about.
School board members, past andpresent sald repeatedly they

had no |dea of how big a job it was to serve on a board Many s sald that

had and how dlfflcult |t was to get anything dcne. Clearly, the general
citizenry is not informed about the role and function of schgol boards

and, ironically, detailed knowledge of what boards do is missing as well
among professional educators; especially teachers.
To be fair, districts vary in how well mformed citizens are about

their school boards: In at least one of the nine case study districts, the

teachers; principals; business people; local government officials; civil
rights leaders and other community leaders were well informed about
their school board, knew the members by name and were able to

cdmpare and contrast the present board with prevnous ones. More-
over, they gave the current board high marks for its effectiveness:

Ideological Tensions
__ 'Two ideological eorientations appear within school Baa;as;fag
indicated by interview data—representativeness and trusteeship.
Some board members see theimselves as representing either a specific

geographical area; or the interests of a narrowly defined group, or

both. Others see themselves as general trustees of the public interest;
they rely on superintendents and other administrators to run the
district:

} Those who hold the representative point of view are much like
those who ran school districts before professional administrators were
hired. 7They are not reluctant to interfere in manageitient, fior to pass

judgment on individual or system performance. They brandish the

word “accountability” with abandon; usually in the name of this or that
constituency. They do not view the systemn as a whole. Rather, they see

a shabby school, an upset parent, a poor teacherfan unfair principal,

an incident, a leaky roof, each of which is an occasion for intervention;
However, board members who hold the special constituency repre-
sentative point of view have frequently led the charge and caused

redress of inequities and inadequacies in school systems.

Those who favor trusteeship see themselves as monitors or
overseers, relying on the superintendent and other managers to oper-
ate the system. Such board members value managerial efficiency,

allowing supermtendents to develop the board agenda, report on the

district’s progress and recommend pohcy for board consideration and
adoption. They place importance on hiring a top executive and hold-
ing that person accountable. Their decisionis view the school district as

one unit: The model is adopted from business and hlgher education. Its

presence in school boards is the direct result of a powerful reform
movement of the 1890s and early 1900s led by a coalition of university

presidents and business leaders.
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Imipact of Diversity

Incredible diversity (and complexity) confronts school boards
in the 1980s, At times it seems overwhelming, beyond the capacities of
board members to manage, even to comprehend. There are compet-
ing issues, competing philosophies, resource problems, turnover in

board membership and/or administrators, state mandates, special
interests, litigiousness; escalating expectations; enroliment growtn
and decline, personnel problems, demographic changes; lack of public
confidence, competition from private education and uncertairity
engendered by high technology. Such wide-ranging problems and
issues make planning extremely difficult. There is neither time nor

energy for commitment to planning, at least very far into the future.

Surviving day-to-day consumes most of many districts’ managerial and
policy resources, ~ = , o :
Business leaders interviewed recalled earlier limes when they

had served on school boards, along with what they called other “real”

communityleaders: Now; you can’t get higher echelon business peo-
ple to serve on boards; or if they do; they don’t stay long because they
don’t want to put up with the hassle. By hassle, business people mean

the constant harassment from parents, taxpayers, teachers’ organiza-

tions, civil rights groups, and other special interests of many stripes,
and the negative media representation of board actions. They become
discouraged over the inability of the board to “get its act together.”

They become impatient, too; with the difficulties of managing schools

and measuring productivity, After a while; these persons throw up
their hands and leave, or become passive toward obstacles which they
have been unable to overcome, =~

- Racial and ethnic minority board members often feel the same
way but for different reasons. Their frustrations turn; too; on the
inability to get anything done. They chafe at bureaucracy, seeing
volumes of rules and regulations as roadblocks to .heir own effective-
ness as board members as well as inhibitors of quality education for
minority students. They often feel strong ties to minority or ethnic
constituencies and they believe those loyalties to be very important;

more compelling than an abstract concept of “'es to the district at
Other board members identify with specific program

ir*2rests—reading, special education, vocational/ echnical educa-
tion; athletics or a program for the gifted and talented. Occasionally,

these are the only interests board members have; and they pursue
themn relentlessly without concern for other programs or district
needs. Such persons often make judgments about programs and per-

sonnel on the basis of personal data gathering in visits to schools,

Consequently, there. may be sitting at the same board table
persons disenchanted over ineffective and insufficient procedures for
getting things done, those unhappy because they feel minority chil-
dren are the objects of discrimination and those who have special
programmatic interests to push. These perspectives, of course, are not
always consistent with what others in the community, including the

professionals; think are important. In the abserice of any mechanism

-
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to manage such diversity, s school system% flounder and the educationial
welfare of children and youth are placed at risk:

What is needed is a way to manage diversity, rise above the
ldlosyncratxc preferences of individual board meinbers and chart a

course for the district that transcends individual interests of board
members but also respects them.

Leadership Can’t be Dodged

_ Although many school board members chafe under federal
and state mandates that encroach on local control, there is still an
awesome leadership task for school boards, Technically, school board

members are agents of the state, or extensions  of state goveriiimient to

meet local needs. Responsibility for education rests with the state; not
with local school districts. Ultimate accountabdlty resides far from the
schools themselves. Yet communities in this study strongly cherished

the concept of local control through the school board.
Federal and state laws are quite specific about what_local

boards are to do. School desegregation is a good example. Many
boards have devoted thousands of hours, often reluctantly, to shaping

compliance with the U.S. Constitution in race and other equity

matters. Courts at all levels; the Congress, state leglslatures. state
departments of education and other local goveriiment units impose

their will on local boards, limiting local discretion. These sources spell

out matters such as setting school district boundaries; transportation,
finance, personnel, pupil attendance, pupil safety and health, school

calendars, property acquisition and management, , employing and fir-

ing of a superintendent, labor relations, minimum standards and,
increasingly, many aspects of the curriculum. The one area where
school boards in this stidy believe they speénd too miich time is in

responding to state mandates.

) Many board members; early in their tenure; are surprised at
the scope of their legal duties as well as their specificity. Yet despite the
size of the mandated work load, considerable room and responsibility

for leadership remain. Local boards have leeway in determining the

means through which to respond to mandates. There is freedom to

adapt curriculum to local needs, especially in response to changes in

pupil population and community goals: Boards can assess the imipact
of_high technology and other external events upon the schools and
school districts. Developing oversight policy rests with school boards;
very little of which has been done to date, Arid boards could systemati-

cally produce policy to help them be better boaxjgﬁrggﬁgbgrs but few
do. Much remains to be done if grass roots leadership is to use effec-
tively the latitiide it has in local governance. The working board must

know itself better.
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causes us to change our minds.”
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) Timme i lS of the essence. For school boards structuring time—its
quantlty, quality and focus—is the major challenge to effective and

satlsfactory operations: Through the questionnaire and site visit inter-

views; the IEL study probed how board members view their use of
time and how representative commumty leaders perceive this issue.
There is a clear convergence of opinion on the importance of this

issue. But, opinions about the problems, as one might expect; differ.
Board members aud chai: ersons; with few exceptions; are
concerned about the small proportion of time spent on “real” educa-

tion issues: Yet board members, on the whole, fee! they must do it all.

One expenenced board member said; “We can't glve up any area, but
the board is overwhelmed; we go from crisis to crisis; we can’t find
time for planning, and we don’t spend nearly enough time on curricu-

lum; teaching and student Iearnmg ” However, one school board in a

large district views itself; and is viewed by its public; as “a well-ciled
machine.” This is the exceptlon
One question in the IEL survey (Table 3) asked board chalrper-

sons what they considered the three most important areas among 12
major school board pollcy roles. Thirty-nine percent indicated that
appraising curriculum is one of the most important board functions.

Yet 42 percent said the board spends too little time on this role.

Porcy Roles* Table 3
I 1 ®get |- — T

TooLittle | Amount | TooMuch | Importance|
B Time of Time | Time | toBoard |
Defining and advocating for I - L
students’ education and 133 0 84
related needs L o
Setting standards and adopt-
ing policies for personnel .
selection, evaluation and 49
professional development

(3]
(%]

N
o
htg

134

Appraising curriculum in — — ) —
terms of district’s needs, goals 84 160 2 77
and objectives . -

Continuous goal setting; . : L
policy development and 80 105 3 60
appraisal for the system —

Raising community aspira- - _ o
tions for educational excel- 84 96 6 23
lence

Working for school system o ) .
and community focus on 29 150 5 13

access and equity for stu-

dents o

Provxdmg v|s|ble leadershlp o ) .
for public education in the 44 143 i 34
community

*Numbers in each column represent the number of responises to each.
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Time on and Importance of -
Policy Roles* (cont:) 7 Table 3

TooLittle | Amount | TooMuch |Emporiance
Time Time - to Board |

Maintaining system and R

community focus on student 51 133 3 45
achievement and improving
stadent achievement —
Expanding the number and ] B B
types of constituencies tiat 86 94 6 9
support and participate

actively the public education |

f’rdvidi,r;g,ie@gigtsiifip for

tinancial supportofthe ___ D - -
school system and allocation 32 146 10 | 8
of resources to support tiv:
district’s gouls and objectives - =
Capitalizing on the national
education reform momentum a e i P
and initiating reforms appro- 44 134 10 0
priate to local needs and

goals ——

Translating state legislation . ,,
and regulations for local 32 129 25 17
needs and goals .

Other (please specify) 1 3 9 i

*Nitriibers ifi each colurnn represent the number of responses to each.

Thirty-one percent checked continuous goal setting, policy
development and appraisal for the system. Forty-one percent
believe their board spends too little time on this policy role:

Boards view themselves, and are viewed by even critical pub-

lics; as “well meaning” (this was heard over and over) and composed
of persons trying to do a good job. But the scope of a board's responsi-

bilities, except in its legal terms, seems to defy definition and struc-
ture and is planted with unexpected landmines. Board members are

politicians (93 percent of our sample are elected). Constitiients (per-

sonal; system, other political bodies) are major forces in defining the

iob and the priorities—and frequently contribute to the crises. Despite
all the tinie spent responding to local crises; constituent (and staff)
issues; and media criticisms, what does the external world say? “The
board doesn’t spend time planning, thinking, setting priorities for its

policy work, and assessing the system’s education.” Or, “This board is
really into crisis management.” indeed, board chairpersons (50 per-
cent of the sample) said the key step their boards could take to
strengthen policymaking and leadership would be to engage in more
study sessions and policy review. Sixty-eight percent of the sample
said their boards have regular goal setting / planning meetings—but

almost one-third of the sample do not:
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The aniswer is not that boards should spend more time. Actu-

ally, some boards may need to decrease the hours spent. Board work

should concentrate on the policymaking funiction—setting priorities,

defining goals and objectives and assessing achievements against
objectives. Boards must discipline themselves and educate the public
to a board's effective use of its timme. A board which striictures its work
within:

O Goal setting, )

O Determining priorities to focus the board’s work,

O Planning to achieve objectives, 7 B 7
O Utilizing structures for review and oversight of policies and board
actions; ) ) o ] ]

B Creating systems for effective internal and external communica-

tion (to and from the board), and
O Evaluatingitself o ,
increases both its own sense of effectiveness and positive perceptions
among its constituencies. While the time a board spends may not be
reduced, it will be better spent.

~__Developing and, more importantly, operating within such a
structure requires_management and [interpersonal communications

and leadership skills. Board members, former board members and
community persons interviewed stated that; by and large, their boards

of education; as corporate bodies, need development in these skills.

The study looked at how boards currently organize their inter-

nal board work, their working relationships with the school system
and their relationships with various leadership groups in the commu-
_The samiple was everly divided between boards that have

formal committees of the board and those that meet as a committee of
the whole for all board work. Of those boards with committees, only
one-half said the committees are formal and written into board operat-

ingpolicies. o
_ Committees seem to work better for homogeneous boards in

smaller communities than for urban boards with racially, ethnically
and politically diverse constituencies. This is consistent with the repre-

sentative philosophy of board membership that has begun to domi-

nate urban boards. Interviews with board members highlight trust (or

lack of trust) among board members; constituents’ lack of understand-

ing of the role and authority of individual board members and a board
member’s definition of his/her individual role as issues affecting the

willingness of board members to give up individual responsibility
through a comimiittee stricture.

Oversight

__ Structures for oversight and monitoring board policies are glar-
ingly absent. The exceptions occurred mainly for court-ordered
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actions, such as desegreganon Only 21 percent of the sample sald that

lmplementmg and monitoring board policies absorb most of the

board’s time. In interviews with present and past board members; all
stated that the oversight function is sorely neglected—again; the lack

of time was cited: )
The absence of visible board activity in oversight and pohcy
momtormg affects a commumty s perception of the board. This ranges

from appalling reactions in the business comimunity to, “They pass a

policy, but I never know what happens;,” among parents.

~ To meet their oversight responsibilities; boards could incorpo-
rate implementation plans with new policies. Such plans might include
perlodlc reports back to the board from the suiperifitendent. Another

strategy would be to assign oversight of policies to board committees,

which would report back to the full board on their defined areas of

responsibility, Neither of these suggestions requires more board

time. Board members cited over and over their frustrations in terms of

accomplishments for the time spent. But, without a structure for
assessing results of board action; it is difficult to have a sense of
accomplishment.

Power of Information

Board access to mformatlon is crmcal to mformed decision-

making: The study revealed that where once boards may have felt this

was a problem with supenntendents or staff, information now is more
abundantly and freely given. Indeed, superintendents spend a great
deal of time “servicing” boards’ information needs—in some instances

almost to the point of overwhelming the board with information.

Some observers, indeed, have expressed the suspicion that this is a
deliberate administration strategy.
Where relatlonships are good between the supermtendent and

the board, there is an easy attitude about board members going to

other staff for information. However, in these same districts; board
members have the courtesy to inform the superintendent. Conversely,
where there is lack of trust, individual board members frequently

develop their own sources of information among staff and have been

known to use such information to “blind side” the adminstration:
Information is power in any policymaking situation. How one

gets it and uses it tests the integrity of individual board members and

the operating practices ofboards.
. _Board members need to weigh their perceived. individua!
needs for information against the corporate board’s need for and use

of information: The person hours requiired of system staff to resporid to

requests of individual board members should be weighed against the
board's corporate requests for information. If the board has priorities
for its work, available staff time shotild be devoted to these priorities.

The superintendent and board chairperson must educate and disci-

pline board members and staff to the organizational policies. A corpo-

rate board policy for information requests from the system requires
the self-dnsctplme of individual board meiibers, fiot only with respect

to staff but also in relationships with constituents. Don't, in other

words, promise information that must be delivered through proce-
dures contrary to board policy.
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__ Results of interviews with citizens suggest that board members,
despite their adequate and organized information systems; are per-
ceived to be making many decisions ori the basis of anecdotal inforiia-

tion: It is difficult for officeholders to avoid the known anecdote as a
rationale for decisions or political positions. However, the pubhc
expects that decisionmaking in education will be based on solid; neu-

trat information and will display a substantive knowledge of the issues.

Only 33 Eercent of the sample boards have pohcnes for formal

self-evaluation: Ina polmcal climate where demands for accountability

are increasing; boards are beginning, however, to see the need for
such a policy. There was no evidence of board seMevaluations that
formally include the staff or community.

. Board self-evatuations which mciuded such constituencies

could narrow the gap between a board’s sense of its effectiveness and
the public’s perceptions. For example, a board self-evaluation at the

close of the school year with input from the “otitside” wotild allow the

board to review its priorities and plans for the year, assess achieve-

ments; and deduce problems. This process could encourage the board,

school system and compriunity to develop a set of common expecta-

tions for the work and performance of the board.

Staffing the Board

o lncreasmgly, boards i large systems wnthm polmcally complex
communities are establishing staff positions assigned to the board.
These “board offices” range from one person for all to a staff person
for each board member in the “mega-ities.” Board members appear
to be sharply divided on this issue. Generally, boards which are more

homogeneous in communities which are less diverse ‘oppose the con-

cept of separate board staff. Yet many cities have board staff; and in

cities where this is not the case, some board members are pushing to

establish such positions.
As with so many issues; this one probably has no nght or
wrong answer. The sheer volume of work for boards in large districts

would seem to support the concept of board staff. However, having

their own staff allows board members to become miich riore involved

in day-to-day activities in a school system. A we/ they spht between
system staff and board staff can develop; as well as tensions with the
superintenident. Like so marny situations, it can work well if the people

trust each other and if the motives of board members do not include

creating a power base parallel to the superintendent or the system:

Role of the Board Chairperson / President

Board members and citizens ahke beheve the boardfchalrper-

son is critical in determlmng whether a board is effective or ineffec-
tive. A good chairperson is fair, allows all pomts of view to be heard;

and prevents any individual on the board or in the audience from
“hogging the show."
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__ Board chairpersons are viewed by their fellow board members
as “first among equals.” The study produced little evidence of dominat-
ing, autocratic styles among chairpersons. The board leadership role

has evolved into facilitating the work of the board and building con-
sensus. . . B ) B o B
Board miemnbers as well as comiinunity members look to the

chairperson to manage board “mavericks” and to prevent the “three-

ring circus” perception on the part of staff and community.
_____There was general acquiesence, if not full agreement; among
board members that the chairperson plays a critical role as a sounding

board or lightning rod for the superintendent in anticipating board

members’ attitudes; reactions and probable actions in regard to super-
intendent and staff initiatives. =~ o S
Board chairpersons in the study appear to have, at a minimum,

considerable board experience and knowledge of their communities.
Seventy-eight percent in the sample had served on their boards four or
more years, 78 percent had college or postgraduate degrees; 79 per-

cent were over 40 years old and 93 percent have lived in their comn-
munities 10 or more years:

Operating Within the School System

_Th= most common type of formal board / staff relationship is

that of staff assigned to work with board committees. Sixty-six percent
of the sample boards with established committees have specific staff

assigned tocommittees.
Obviously, informal relationships develop among board mem-

bers and staff, These relationships can add to trust and the board’s
sense of security about what is happening in the system. Board mem-

bers need to be sensitive to the fact that staff members report thirough

the system ‘o the suuperintendent—staff can be “whip sawed” between
bosrd members and those to whom staff reports. This is viewed as
dysfunctional by all parties. It is very difficult for a staff person to say
“na” to a board member who wants information or a task performed.

Staft persons; according to the site interviews; will rarely tell a board
member the cost in time and neglected duties required to respond to

his or her request:
Relationships with the “Outside”

Municipal / town goveriiment: Schiool buards too often are

isolated from general government, and, except in the small percent-

age of school districts wher~ boards are elected through political
parties, they are isolated from mainstream political party structures.
The study found no regular structures for relationships with other
governmental bodies except in those cases where boards are fiscally
depeudent—and these relationships tend to be adversarial.

____Interviews in the site visit communities revealed major con-

cerns about the absence of structured regular communications. This
situation: o - o -
8 Allows municipal government to distance itself from the school

system and problems of the board
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8 Isolates the board from pohtlcai power structures

O Creates frustrations among community leaders about a fack of
coherent community planning with respect to financial resources,
hurman resources developiment and economic developient, coor-

dination of bond issues and other problems
] Interviews in the case study districts indicated that where there
is regular communication, it occurs through the supenntendent
Media: Generally the board chairperson is the spokesperson
for the board with the media. The supermtendent is. perceived. as
spokesperson for_the school system This is a fine distinction that
somehow seemed to sort itself out in most systems in the sample.

Board members are least tolerant of a colleague who seeks media
opportunities to display opposition to full board action. Citizens; partic-
ularly local leadership persons, also view this behavior as destructive
and evidence of political immaturity.

Constructive board/ media relationships are most difficult in
highly political environments where board members represer.t dis-
tinct constituencies and must deal frequently with liiﬂéiiiﬁiétbi'y
issues. Larger school systems frequently have an office of communica-

tions or public relations and, to the extent possnble boards rely on

these professionals for day-to-day communications with the media.
Business: Regular interaction with business leadership occurs

most frequently in communities where board members come from the

historic “elites"—once common for board members: In such communi-
ties, board members themselves are frequently on the boards of tke
local Chamber of Comimnerce, Rotary, Lions and other civic and cul-

tural organizations. These are mformal but productlve relatmnshxps
which provide links for the board as a whole to community power

structures.
Boards, per se, rarely have formal structures for relating to

business leadership. However, more and more superintendents have
taken the lead and established relanonships with the business commu-
nity. A superintendent’s iuitiative in this area of district/community
relations can confront schoyol boards with both organizational and

personal challenges to their board leadership role.
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“My job is to help them learn to
become effective... 1 will not shy
away from telling them when
they’re dipping into
administration.”

Superintendent,
Non-harmonious district
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Some school boards go through cycles. School districts have

bad periods when boards and board members eamed high marks
from community constituencies. Those who served on such boards
were esteemed and respected for their insight; integrity and under-
standing of the school board's role and that of the superintendent.

They were able to distinguish between what an individual board mem-
ber is to do and what the board is to do as a collective. But changes in
board membership occur, boards can drift into other patterns of
behavior, less constructive and threatening to past board achieve-

ments. Boards may lose public cbriﬁdenée and find themselves unable

the difficuit declsxons they mmust make

Those interviewed for the IEL study frequently referred to
former boards or individual board members. Examples of unity and
common purpose were cited and persons were singled out who_had
given exemplary service on thie board. They comiriented as well abotit

the significant role the chairperson piays:

_ The subject of administration/policy interaction is hardly a
new topic in ediication or in other govemance contexts. It has been
analyzed and described over and over again. Yet it is still difficult and

often misunderstood: It is an axiom that administrators should stay out
of policy and that board members should refrain from intervening in
administrative affairs. In the day-to-day welter of governance and

management, however, those lines bec'ome blurred. Some critics
maintain that where there is encroachment in either direction ditficul-
ties arise. Others believe board members can participate substantially
in the administrative activities of a district without harm, and that

administrators may cross into the policy domain without undue nega-
tive consequences. Absolute separation of responsibilities is mislead-
mg There can be settings and conditions, for example, where viola-
tion of the rule produces positive results.

In the case studies, we found typical examples of positive and
negatwe encroachment:

1. A strong supenntendent trusted by board members and mstlllmg

confidence in community leaders; violates the textbook definition
of separation of policy and administrative functions; but the situa-
tion appears to work satisfactorily. This was the situation in one

Iarge urban district in the study where board members were not
uneasy about the central role the superintendent plays in policy
development. In fact, the media; commtiinity and parent represent-
atives viewed the board members as “leaders” because they cre-

ated a team with the sn.ipermtendent He, however, was given credit
for “providing the glue.” Because board members gave the superin-
tendent a free rein and backed him publicly, they too were per-

ceived as strong Ieaders

2. The opposite of this sltuahon is one where the board encroaches
upon the superintendent’s domain. The case studies yielded one of

these examples, too. At this site, the board members take active
and sustained interest in the management of the schools; from the
central ofﬁce to the bunldmg Ievel The board mterest in personnel
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become fixed in the public’s mind. One of the citizen’s interviewed

commented that “the board is about the same as it has been over

the years—very mch into administration.” 7
This kind of enroachment leads to policy initiatives originat-

ing with individual board members rather than with the board as a
whole or with the cooperation of the superintendent. It also leads to
short tenure for superintendents, as was true for the school district

in this case study. 7

3. Athird typeof enroachment is a mixture—board and superintendent
cross over into each other’s domain. Often it is hard to determine
where policy initiatives originate. However, both the board and
superintendent can find this arrangement satisfactory—when all
parties understand and agree that it should be this way. It works
only when the board and superintendert have confidence in each
other. o . o

In the case study that typified this style; the superintendent is a

political Jeader among influential community groups; board mem-
bers acquiesce to this so long as he keeps them informed. The board
sees itself as the “boss,” but observers note that the board initiates

little in major policies. However, board members feel they “must be
involved in everything and know what is happening day-to-day in

the Sygtem;
4. Finally, there is the textbook definition of separation of roles. Every-

one understands and accepts the idea that policy and management
are different functions; and the board and superintendent do not

intrude on each other’s responsibilities. Each participant knows
what is expected and abides by those understandings.
In the case study which illustrates this model, the board’s role

was described as one of letting the people know “what is happen-
ing—a citizen watching over professionals.” The board honors coop-

cration within itself, deplores confrontation with the superinten-

dent—Dbut sees itself as the entity that must ask the important ques-
tions about the schools for the public. S )
. Incommunicating policy and actions, the board tends to give the
“why,” while the superintendent gives the “what and when.” The
board works as a team through “good committee work.” The super-
intendent follows up imimediately on policy development with the

leadership staff and teachers.
Hiring, Evaluating, Firing
“he most important single task of a board is to hire a superin-

tendent. When asked what their biggest job is, board members will say

usually that it is the employment of the superint>ndent, evaluating this

person and firing the individual if he or she does not measure up to the

district’s needs. When there is a vacancy in the superintendent’s posi-

tion, board members invest a long time in a search process. Boards

frequently employ consultants, involve the community and the profes-

sional staff in the process and then look for assurance that they selected

the best person. _ , R ,
Usually, there are good reasons for a change in the superini-
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chief executives. Often there is rapid tumover in the boards thgmselve§,

and each new board wants its own person. There are a few districts in
the United States that are concurrently paying off s=veral contracts of
previous superintendents. Buyouts do not contribute to good school
community relations, as many districts are discovering.

Thus it behooves every board to_concentrate heawly on the
search for a superintendent and to spec1fy clearly the conditions of
employment including how the person is to be evaluated. Once those

are in place; the board and the new executive should live by what has
been agreed upon. _

Evaluation of the supermtendent—and of the board—is serious
business. In the districts surveyed, about 90 percent formally evaluate

the superintendent, yet only one-third of the boards indicated proce-
dures in place for board evaluation, most often through a self-evaluation
process. The small percentage of board members who did not believe

in evaluation of board performance argued that such evaluations are

ﬁandied at the ballot box: State school boards associations have refined
methods and procedures for superintendent and board evaluations.
Some of these are very sophisticated and helpful, but much remains to
be done to improve the appraisal of governance and management of

local school districts (see Chapter 8).
At the time of turnover in the supenntendency, boards need to

be aware of potential transition problems. Often an interim superin-

tendent is appointed or there is an extended lame-duck period following
a resignation or firing. Long penods of time without a chief executive

can create problems which lie in wait for a new sixpenntendent Bbard
members often cannot resist the temptation to get in and “run things.”

Central staff sometimes are without direction or possibly have too many
directions. Boards need to see that governance and management of the
district do not drift diiring the transition.

_ The time of the superintendent’s appomtment is the time to

clarify roles and responsnbnhtnes Each_of the issues below, confirmed
as potential problems in the survey, offers the board and the superin-
tendent the chance to clarify views and begin afresh.

Board Member Relatlonshlps with

Other Employees
Ideally, individual board member contacts with other employ-

ees of the district should be cleared through the superintendent’s office:
However, the governance and management of school districts rarely
reaches the ideal, and it is not possible for superintendents to hear all
requests to meet Wlth or otherwise contact, district employees. Also,

often board members have been active in parentfteacher organizations
and have established friendships, patterns of communication: even

social acquaintarices t- ¢ continiie,
Further, habits ot friendship that may be nourished during the

transition period beiween superintendencies are hard to give up when
the new executive arrives. Other patterns .of communication and
dependency develop when central office staff are assigned to work

with board committees: Boards rely heavnly upon such persons for
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information, even direction, for their committee work. Board mem-
bers develop impressions about central office staff through committee

work; and staff often see it as their opportunity to influence the board

directly. Thus; superintendents unintentionally can be removed from
sormie critical daily governance and managcrial activities.

Information and Information Flo w
Producmg, providing access to and sharing of data often are

serious issues. Board members comment about receiving too much
information, not enough, or information that in_their judgment is

inadequate or unreliable for their purposes. Further, not all board

members want the same information: Some superintendents then are
confronted with a dilemma: do they provide their boards with less
information, miore, the same amount or data of a different kind? Too

much information was a common complaint with some boards in the

interviews.
When board members feel they are lll-mformed by the superin-

tendent or central staff, they may seek additional data elsewhere. Such

“searches” often result in serious problems Supenntendents feel
threatened by board members who use the organization on a day-to-
day basis for information. Similarly, board members feel frustrated

when data do not appear to answer the Questions they have.

Equity in information access is another issue in many school
dxstncts Some board members believe they do not have the same
information as other members. Occasionally, they are concerned that

individual board members appear to have the “ear” of the superin-

tendent; call that office frequently or meet with the chief executive
independerit of othier board members.

Itis important that board members, the supenntendent and the

staff clearly understand the information climate, clarify it and develop
gurdelmes

Tlié survey results indicated that board Ehalrpe"’*?%ﬁé and
supermtendents jointly develop board meeting. agendas In a few

instances; the board itself developed the agenda, and in about 20

percent of the districts surveyed supenntendents developed the
agenda by themselves. (A 1982 survey of school superintendents
showed them to have a much larger role in board agenda develop-

ment than was true in this study.)’ This is an  important area. Those
who control agendas define problems and issues that will receive local
district attention. Differences in the findings between the school

boards and supermtendents could be the result of “in-the-eye-of-the-
beholder” phenomena:

Serving the Policy Needs of the Board

In most of the case study districts, superintendents reported

spendmg considerable time servmg the policymaking needs of the
board, as much as 85 percent in_one instance. Much of the literature,
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until recently at least, focused on the superintendent's managerial
duties; not on helping board members. The _precise responsibilities of

superintendents for policy development (the prlmary board funiction)

have been treated sparsely, both in research and in preparation pro-
grams for administrators.
This function includes helpmg the board develop a pollcy cal-

endar, delegating specific staff help to the board for policies 7under

consideration; offering consultation on matters where the superin-
tendent has particular expertise; expediting policy deliberations and
assisting the board with the final policy statements. After a board has

adopted policy, responsibility for mplementing it is ﬁrmly with the

chief executive. Policy oversight; notable in its absence in the boards
surveyed, is the board’s domain but requires the superintendent and
executive staff to gather data for evaliiation of implémentation of
policies:

Competition for Headlines
Boards and/or individual members of the board frequently

compete with the superintendent for public attention: This ‘may be
more widespread in larger districts, but wherever it occurs it is

serious.

__ Some board members precipitate the problem because of thelr
political ambitions or wish; at the least, for re-election or re-
appointment to the board. Others resent a superintendent always seen

on TV or quoted by the press. This seems to occur, according to the

survey and case studies; even when board members admire and
respect their superintendent. _

Consequently, the issue becomes how to share properly in both
the applause for a job well done and the criticisii which inevitably

accompanies both pohcy and administrative responsibilities in eduga-

tion. It is important to recognize this prablem and to address the issue
directly. Written board policies for relationis with the media can help.

These should be developed after open, frank discussion with the super-

intendent about his / her role with the media vis-a-vis the board: Board
members should also work out among themselves members’ relation-
ship with the media—is the chair the board spokesperson? If other

members are approached to appear on TV, radio or commeiit for the

press; do they clear this with the chair? Are the politics of the commu-
nity stich that it is important for all board members to have some

media vmlblllty‘? ‘Superintendents should be sensitive to the visibility

needs of board members who are pohtlcally elected or appointed.
Board members who can effectively relate to the media can be an
enormous asset for the school systeim in relating to the commuinity.

Importance of Trust
Those mtemewed for thrs study. especlally board members

and superintendents, emphasnzed the importance of trust. Asked to

cite the key strength in working with their superintendents; board

members often cxted “openness in communication” and_ “trust/

confidence /support ” (Table 4). The major problems of working with
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the superintendent were too mitich board involvement in administra-

tive matters, a lack of board freedom and independence and too much
for boards to do without adequate information. These findings are
central to trust. Findings of the IEL study are supported by a survey of
school board/superintenident relations sponsored by the National
School Boards Association and the Arierican Association of School
Administrators in spring 1986. In this survey trust and respect were

highlighted as major reasons for good relationships”
____School boards and superintendents need to address these areas
of potential problems—and of potential harmonious relationships—if

they both are to respond adequately to the issues facing therm.

Working with the Superintendent  Table 4

Major Strengths Number of respondents
-~ —_answering question

Trust/confidence/support. . ... .c.ooco L. 64
Openness in communication ...................... 75

Major Problems Number of respondents
) answering question
Lack of board independence .............0........ 11
Board too involved ifi administrative matters. ..:..::: 17
Too much to do/too rauch information: ... ... . 0013
Superintendent seeks to resolve issues -
__tooquickly ......... ... .. . i 6
AllOther.............c.civviiiiiiaicazza-79
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BOARDS

“From our perspective, the
major issue is the state effort to
usurp local control and make
school districts holding
companies for the state.”
Board member,
Colorado
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Board_members feel responsible for too many “very impor-

tant” issues. _They feel the pressure of traditional issues dealing with
student performance, efficient management, proper staffing, and
financing. Withir each of these issues are nuances that further chal-

lenge board leadership:
However, the survey and case study interviews revealed (See
Table 5), often for - the first time, new issues dealing with such problems

as_state-level polmcal interference with local decision-iaking aiid

public apathy (and sometimes antipathy) toward the role of school
boards. These have been evident before in many communities; but
they emerged as strong themes in this study.

Program issues mentioned most frequently were the need to:

provide more ﬂexnbﬂlty for the diverse requirements and learning

styles of an increasingly plurallstlc student population
improve the high school completion rate

a

improve the transition to employment
improve the academic achievement of at-risk students
maintain a balanced curriculum in which an appropnate mix of

traditional academic and job-related instruction is provided
increase early childhiood progranmis so that thie schools’ focus can

be on prevention | rather than remediation
pursue equity while maintaining hlgh academic standards

Teacher and Administrator concems were
The challenge to ensiire hxgh teacher quality, with the demograph-

a Df U]f D!U]f D\

D ]

ics working against such an effort

The need for stronger building-level input and leadership in the

development of ediicational programs

The need to lmprove staff development

An impending teacher shortage

Competency testing for teachers to screen out ineffective in-

dividuals 7

Career 'adders and merit pay as a way to make education finan-

cially attractive and more competmve with business and industry
Leadership and managemernt issiies which concern boards

mcluded

The lmpact of state student and teachier testmg programs

The potential effect of inter-district comparisons of student
achievement

Pohtlcal status and mfluence of school boards

The need for independent sources of information

Financial crunches from unexpected pressures, such as hxgher
insurance rates

Negatlve perceptlons pf the board stemmxng from open conflicts

and constituent pressures

U] DD]D EH

Elf D] EHD] U] D
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A major, common issue confronting school boards is the prob-

lem of attracting and keeping high-quality teachers. Boards are also
concerned about weeding out poorly performing individuals and rais-
ing mediocre performance of staff. Although concerns involve admin-

istrators as well, the spotlight has been upon teachers; as reflected in
the recent American School Board Journal survey mentioned earlier.

~ As may be expected, schiool boards mmust deal, usually through
teacher unions, with teacher questmnsfabout board policy on such

issues; which opens up a veritable Pandora’s box of concerns
expressed in negotiations;, and contract administration. The 1985
American School Board Journal survey attested to the growing

importance of collectxve bargammg issties at the local level. Since no

real increase in states that mandate golieétxve bargaining has taken

place, this growing concern would seem to indicate that issues impor-
tant to boards are increasingly affected by collective bargaining.

Education Issues for Boards o
Policy Roles Table 5
__Very Increasing in Little
Important | Importance | Importance
Public pre-school education 18% 41% 41%
ggiéigilﬁiﬁiéﬁéﬁﬁtiﬁé for at-risk 30% 55% 15%
Student high school completion 56% 19% 25%
Programs /strategies for persons i 367 1907
who have dropped out of school 13% 40% . 17?2 -
Adult basic education 16% 27% 57%
Reform of vocational education 19% 46% 35%
Inservice staff training needs 55% 31% 03%
State student testing programs 34% 53% 13%
Teacher testing programs 18% 52% 30%
x«:r;tta;;?y or other pay differential 23% 44% 33%
Demands of special interest 10% 40% 50%
groups |
Impact 6i coirt decisions 34% 42% 24%
Changes in insurance compames =07 anio 40
pohc%s for publlc badies 56% 30% 14%
Extended school day 14% 44% 42%
ln-state comparison among U o
local school districts of student 23% 49% 28%
achievement I
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The Members

The IEL interviews yielded valuable information on board

members' perceptions of political, demographic, governance and
other major issues as well as their concerns about school programs.

Most board members expressed particular fru istration with the public’s
lack of knowledge and awareness of the structure, role and purposes
of the local school board. They perceived a profnounced lack of sup-

port for and understanding of the significance and unique functions of

boards in their communities, even among well educated and involved
citizens. As a result, boards often lack the requisite political clout to
improve the schools. Board elections are often marked by low voter
turnout, high turnover rate among board members and lack of quality
among candidates.

- Obviously, a community which does not have a positive atti-

tude about what is happening in its schools is unlikely to contribute the
kind of support desired by the school system: The reported lack of

parent commitment and/ or interest and involvement in the schools
may be; in part, a reflection of this poor image of public schools.
These trends_do not augur well for the schools. They mu

hey must

compete politically for resources at a time of growing fiscal con-
straints. Many board members complained that more of their col-

leagues now represented special interest groups and that the trustee-

ship concept of representing the entire community had been
weakened. Apparently, growing numbers of board members lack

experience in group decision-making.

The lack of adequate financial support for schools is particii-

larly vexing. This includes insufficient money for existing educational
programs, facilities, and personnel, as well as a Jack of money for
changes or additions to the educational program. Closely connected to
this is the frustration experienced by local boards as they try to

respond to new state mandates unaccompanied by the money needed
to develop and implement them.

B Related to the lack of proper finanicial support is the decrease in
the number of households with children in school. Many school boards
are concerned about the changing characteristics of the taxpaying
population in their communities—specifically, the increase in the num-
ber of elderly people and others who have no children in school,
School boards are acutely aware of the need to broaden the base of

their political constituency to assure necessary support for public edu-
cation. _ . e

_ . Apprehensions also were expressed about the decline in the
number of board members coming up the volunteer pipeline from

service in local PTAs, Leagues of Women Voters and other local

groups. These well-educated, dedicated civic leaders are decreasing in

number as more and more talented women pursue careers. A number
of interviewees felt that the caliber of board members had declined
because of the loss of such volunteer talent to school systems.

_ Most board members were quite concerned about the growing
nfluence and intrusiveness of the states in local district affairs. They
ind the mushrooming of state mandates and the centralization of

»olicymaking frustrating, and they feel impotent and powerless in the
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decision-makin ing ij’r6céés.,$6iiié board members indicated they would
not continue to devote the time if they became only administrative
pass-through agents for policies devised in state capitals.

_ Board members also stressed changing student demographlcs
as an issue of parai'nount importance. The school population increas-
ingly is composed of minority youngsters who often come from eco-

nomically disadvantaged backgrounds. Their parents generally lack

influence in the community, and thus the political support for pnbllc
education has been weakened. At the same time; many of the growing
nurmbers of older, economically comfortable majonty group citizens

thhout chlldren in the schools are more mterested in socnal secunty

demographic realities, as well as the loss of the middle class majonty
and minority students in many districts, crzate serious political prob-

lems for school boards: There is an acute need to broaden the base of

political support for education.
Specifically, the interest and commitment of the business com-

mnmty must be sustained, particularly in some large core urban cen-
ters characterized by a sense of isolation and despair about the future
of public education. In non-urban systems, particular apprehensions
were expressed about the ripple impact of negative media attention to

troubled city school systems: Metropolitan area populations; it was
feared; might get a false perception from television, for example; that
all school boards and school systems are permeated with incessant

political conflict and controversy.

Board members generally agreed they lacked preparatlon for

board service: in essence; many newly elected or appointed members
felt totally unprepared for their new responsibilities and unaware of
the inordinately large amotint of time board membership entails. They
expressed widespread support for more extensive and diverse train-

ing to make new members more knowledgeable and better equipped
to discharge their responsibilities.
New board members, it was felt shotld be exposed to large

amounts of information: They should become more familiar with the

organization and processes of school system operation and. more
aware of their unique role as members of a public governmental body.
All board members should learn hiow to furiction ifi a corporate body

and understand how decisions are made in a group policymaking
context. Th-=r should continuously assess the_ever-touchy realm of
board-supf;nntendent relationships and develop sensitivity to the

school decision-making environment:

Board inembers need to seek information from a variety of
sources and learn what questions to ask of staff. Boards need to
concentrate on their policymaking and oversight roles and avoid get-
ting bogged down in minutia and administrative duties. Time must be

spent on current issues, but boards need also to structure their work to

devote adequate attention to policy, planning and evaluation issues.
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Big Foo.. State Paifcy Initiatives
. One element that is very. dlfr rent for current boards is the
1nten51ty and scope ~f recent state policy actions. The most striking

feature of state/local relations in the last 20 years has been this
growth in state control over education. Today, organizations of profes-
sional educators and local school boards are making suggestions for
only marginal changes in proposed new state policies. And under the
Reagap Administration, the federal role has been restricted to rheto-

ric, collecting data and sponsoring small pilot programs..
These trends are ceding considerably more control of educa-

tion to the states: However, there will be enormous variation in how
states take control—from the highly aggressive states, such as Califor-
nia and TX&E tb the lééﬁt §iii:li 55 NEW Héﬁiﬁghli‘é éi'id Cblbiédb

States change policy_through statutes and regulations, which hav" a
standardizing effect. Moreover, the new focus of state policymaking is
no longer on categoncal _groips, such as handicapped or minority
students. Instead, it is aimed at the core of instructional pollcy, includ-
ing what should be taught; how it should be taught and who should
teach it.

In part the states appear tofbef p[aylng stich a large role in

instruction because of a lack of local initiative: In general, local school
boards, administrators, teachers, parent/teacher organizations and
taxpayers simply react to state policymaking. Perhaps these organiza-
tions lack the capacity for policy analysis that the states built between

1965 and 1980.

_ Statedlevel polltlcal actors leadlng the current wave of reform
are legislators, governors and business interests. The traditional edu-
cation interest groups—teachers, ‘administrators and school boards—
have been used primarily.in pro forma consultative roles:

It is noteworthy that the increasing state control of tne past
decadc has not been limited to such traditionally high-control states as

€Califor iz and Florida: The high tide of state intervention in local
instructional policy is also washing over Virginia and Connecticut—
longtime bastions of local contiol.

,,,,,,, National movements and widespread coverage in the media
have played a crucial role in the current wave of reform, just as they
did in school finance reform and in the minimum competency testing
ﬁibveméiit The ii’iitiéti\?é§ ﬁibved thi’ﬁiiéh thé Stétéé Withbiit an'y

ers had discovered that more money for education; comblned with

reform; could be a winning campaign.

~_The recent spate of reports on_ the state of educatmn natlon-
wide indicates a loss of confidence in the ability of local authorities to
provide high-quality education. Consequently, state legislatures have
felt compelled to step in_and preempt local discretion, and these

actions have been directed at the heart of the instructional process. A

major contention between many local boards and their state pollcy-
makers is that many of the reforms were initiated or enacted in local
districts prior to state action.

5
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What the Study Found

_ .. _ These overall trends in state policy are clearly evident in the
field study and questionnaire. Indeed, there was a growing sense of
alarm among local school boards about state intrusion. For example;
85 percent of local boards responded that they believe their state is

becoming more directive overall. When asked if their boards; in the
last two years, have devoted time on their agendas to education

reform issues, 55 percent responded yes. Forty percent or more
respondents listed these issues: increased graduation requirements,

revised curricula, teacher evaluation/ competency testing and student
testing. Asked if the national reform movement has cr.couraged the
board or community to initiate change, 44 percent responded yes. A

majority reported that the state is becoming more directive and cre-
ates more local board agenda items.

Despite wide historica! differences in state control traditions
among the nine metropolitan areas and rural states in the study, state

influence is growing in each state. Every school board is concerned
about it but recognizes some substantial benefits (e.g.; more dollars

plus public support of quality education). Increased state influence is
evident in terms of new areas for state policy focus ( for example,
curriculum and teacher evaluation). Every one of the states in the IEL
sample has increased drastically its scope and intensity of state-
mandated testing. The aggregate effect of recent state reform on
teacher morale requires careful scrutiny, given the responses from

Texas and Virginia that emphasize poor morale caused by the totality
of recent state actons.
777777 The trend in each state is toward more direct state influence

rather than an emphasis on policies giving flexibility to local boards:

The reforms are having a psychological impact on local board mem-
bers in terms of their uneasiness about the future state role. There is
evidence of an actual impact on local policies: This broad concern
surprisingly was as intense in states with few initiatives (€olorado) as

states with many (Texas). S
_ What can be said about all this? First, it is part of a longterm

trend. It has not “crippled” local school boards, but in California and
Texas, for example, their ability to respond to local conditions has
deteriorated, and the trend has prodiiced many major agenda jtems—
and much paperwork. Local boards cannot take the policy initiatives

they could take 20 years ago. Moreover, state policy is not determined
in significant part by local school board considerations. School boards
associations are perceived by state policymakers as defensive and
reactive to recent state initiatives; rather than as actors in setting the
state agenda.

. The range of recent state actions is very wide, making general-
izations about system and school-level impact hazardous. But local
boards seem to have no clear strategy to reverse this aggressive state
policy trend. The incremental growth of state involvement; over time;
is more significant than the 1983-86 spurt in state legislation, but
boards do not understand why state authorities have lost confidence in

them. Board agendas historically, however, have not displayed a major
concern with issues that dominate the current state policy agenda:
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l) teacher assessment, 2) curricular quality and coherence; 3)

economic competition; and 4) enhancing school building leadershlp.
Board members complain that state policymakers ignore the

aggregate and cumulative effect of their policies on state7local gov-

ernance patterns. Various crises tngger quick state responses and
mandates. Board members do see many positive benefits to pupils
from state activity, but worry abotit their own prerogatives and, specif-
ically, about the “leveling” =ffect of statewide policies on the better

school districts: More research is needed as to why state school boards
associations have limited effectiveness in shaping state policy initia-
tion and implementation. Boards, too, are not alorie in their tininvolve-

ment in state reforms, supenntendents also feel they have had a

While the general pattern is clear, there are differences in local
perspectives. In Virginia; for example; tension is growing because of
state mandates for teacher evaluation conducted by the state and a
concern that art, music and vocational education will receive too low a

priority. Teachers’ salary expectatlons have been raised by state
reforms, but state money is not sufficient to begin to satisfy these
expectations.

Ohio boards did not display as much state and local tension.
State initiatives often reinforced policies adopted or actions taken
locally prior to the enunciation of the statewide policies. On a relative
scale, Ohio has not dramgztically increased state involveinent.

In Connecticut, the school boards, especially the urban boards;
feel they are unable to get ahead of state initiatives and that they are
simply reacting to state tes,tlng, and curricular policies. The Connecti-
cut State Board of Education is much more activist than in the past.

The state has a high level of educational achievement and probably a
disproportionate number of “lighthouse” districts. These suburban
districts—and this is true for other stich districts in all the states—have

operated in the context of national standards of excellence among like

districts: In these districts; states have not been perceived us gmdmg

lnﬂuences for exc"llence The lssue of confrontatlon betWeeh mml-

. In several states; school board members complained that state
mandates help improve low quality local districts, but are not particu-
larly helpful and even deleterious to the better districts. Some districts

in the sample believe the state is forcing them to take steps

backward—particularly in types of testing programs for students.
In sum; the state role is having a major impact on local school

boards: 1t is ironic, however, that so little attention has been paid to
school boards in the myriad of current national reports and state
commissions. Why this national and state inattention to school boards

during a perio of intense education reform? Perhaps policymakers do

not feel they know how to ‘improve Jocal school boards—or they do

not think boards are a problem area. Perhaps among some there is the
false assumption that mandated reforms can occur without local
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involvement and “ownership.” Perhaps there is the arrogarice of “we

know best.” Whatever the reasons; the state/local school board rela-
tionship deserves more sustained attention than it has received: This

relationship also greatly affects school boards’ perceptions of their
own effectiveness.
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“We tear each other up...”
_Board member,
large urban district
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What are the sansfacuons and dissatisfactions board members

Almost half the respondenis to the IEL questionnaire believed

they were fulfilling their commitment to lmprovmg education in their

communities. Almost half also found satisfaction in working coopera-
tively and harmonijoiisly with other members to achieve. common
ob]ectlva A substantial number of board miembers enjoyed the

opportunity to meet diverse people and gain varied experiences in
their communities, as well as in the wider realms of state and national

policymaking.
Many of the board membe(s in the case study districts gamed

sansfactIQn from dlschargmg an important public and commumty

board i 1s an enrlchmg expenence i whlch an individual shares a sense

of progress and pride; working with colleagues and staff to achieve

mutual goals. .
Serviceon a board of educatlon also enables members to dem-

onstrate leadership if areas ifi which they have partictilar expertise,

such as finance; labor relations or architecture. Respondents also

expressed satisfaction with their involvement in activities and proc-
esses where sticcess is visible and mentioned increased staff account-

ability through more rigorous evaluation procedures, more parental

involvement and improved student achievement. Some board mem-
bers were pleased they could handle difficult issues like desegregation
and school closings with rationality and cotirage, despite differences of

opinion both within the board and in the larger community.

Board members also were pleased to be part of the education
§ystem at a time when schools are in the public limelight. Crucial issues
such as the need to strengthen standards, improve minority achieve-

ment, and provide special services to the ‘academically gifted and

other special needs groups finally are receiving the public attention
board members believe they long have merited.

Generally, the more things are going rlght the more 7satlsf;{mg

is board membership, as might be expected: Board members and the
community as well feel positive about board leadership when: student
achievement is up; relations with the press are good {coverage is “fair”

and balanced) parer ! involvement is high; the superintendent and the

staff respect the bo-rd, provide adequate and useful information and
buy into its policymaking role; the board functions well in terms of its
committees, its monitoring of policy implementation and its handling

of controversial or spec;al interest group pressures; and the chairper-
son gracefully maintains “fairness; openness and order.”

__ When these things aren’t happening—even just one of them—
dlssatlsfactlons can become almost oVei’Whelmmg Those enumerated
by board members ran the gamit, reflecting in part the myriad of

sensitive issues which require board attention: Many boards and com-
munities express their dissatisfactions comparatively—judging today’s
situation against how *old boards” performed.

The most common complaints from the survey were the
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factionalism7individualism that frequently dwndes boards and the dlf-
ficulty inexperienced board members have in working as part of a

corporate body. Other weaknesses mentioned were the :nexperience

of s0 many board members and, concomitantly, board member fre-

quent turnover, weak goal setting, poor communication and too much

attention to detail. ]
According to the questlonnau'e data board members are

unhappy with the policymaking process in their districts. Many board
members want to strengthen their policymaking but feel hindered by
lack of adequate time; increasingly restrictive laws and policies and
unclear definition of their policymaking role and how to distinguish it
from that of the school administration: There is too little time to think
about these issues. .

Interviews w1th board members in the nine case study districts

affirmed a number of these dissatisfactions:

O Many colleagues don’t understand their role and how to operate in
a large organization

3 Many board members lack management/ corporate experlence
and are oriented toward single-issue concerns, making them sus-
ceptible to the pressures of special interest groups

O The board lacks cohesion, and the members at times do not reflect
a “trusteeship” concept of service that represents tha entire com-

~ munity

O They lack independent sources of information and are dependent

upon the superintendent, leading to a public perception that the

board is “dominated” by the staff

They must concern themselves with peripheral issues while

neglectmgfthosg central to students and schools. Too much time is

spent “putting out fires;” many of which are fanned by conflict-

mterested medla

D \

mtemewed crmcnzed

O The general publlc S mdlfference and Iack of knowledge about the
role and responsibilities of board meimbers

Embarrasmgly low voter turnouts

O
O Difficulty in persuading qualified individuals to run for the school
board

O

and the Soviet Union, reﬂectmg a lack of understanding about the
diversity of the student body in the United States

A number of members acknowledged the weakness of their

students from other nations, partlcularly Japan, W‘gst Germany

boards in the areas of policy. development and oversight: There is too
little time to deal with real educational issues—the agendas are glutted
with administrative items pertaining to miifidanie business matters.

The real “giit education issues are being slighted. For example, they
spend massive amounts of money on remediation programs but rarely
have the opportiiniity to disctiss, as policymakers, the program and

cost-benefit advantages of investing in preventive pre-school or early

childhood programs:. _ _



. Board members also expressed frustration about how slowly
schools change and how difficult it is to break_through rigid school
bureaucracies. Some believe, in fact, that professional staffs some-

times plan to “outlast” more transient board ‘members. Several experi-

enced board members; cognizant of staff influence and acknowledg-
ing board oversight limitations, stated they would not adopt policies
until they saw the regulations that would implemeiit theim.

_ . Many board members were candid about their percerved lack
of clout and how _difficult it is for them to achieve measurable or
tanglble results Therr rewards for bemg board members axe largely

becomes a hablhty, undermining the cdmmurirty status of board mem-
bers, although in earlier periods board service conferred high commu-
nity status.

As was discussed in the previous chapter, the issue of ;tate

encroachment on local educational decisionmaking is a major issue
and concern of board members and is a major cause of current board
frustrations. The recent spate of initiatives at the state level are

regarded with ambivalence; On the one hand, efforts to raise teacher
and student standards; increase funding for schools and broaden edu-
cation’s visibility and political base are viewed as positive. On the

other hand, the growing centralization of authbrlty by state officials is

viewed critically. Many of the new state regulations and initiatives, for
examplé aré consrdered mtrusrve and are allegedly a constramt on

mandates do not. prov1de requisite resources at the locaj level to

implement them. Some board members claim that state policy often is
oriented to the lowest common denominator, ignoring local differ-

ences and special needs. Indeed, of all the issues which create dissatis-

faction among board members in their leadership roie, growing state
intrusiveness and lack of local involvement with the state are particu-
larly, and deeply. felt.

) The attltudes of commumtles toward their school boards
reflect the same desire for harimoily that boards experierice. A com-

munity is satisfied when its board is “working as one entity” or when it

reflects a “business-like image:” A community likes its board to be
involved with community leadership and to foster parent involvement
as well as citizen input. A commiinity holds it§ school board up to

closer scrutiny in terms of sex and race balance than it does other local

agencies. It also wants board members to have a genuine commitment
to the welfare of children and to be planning wisely for their futures.

Communities do ot like bickering, “grandstanding” school

boards. Nor do they like well-intentioned but ill-prepared board mem-
bers {those without the civic leadership skills necessary for board
service). A community becomes frustrated with a board that is per-
ceived as drsorgamzed “always flymg from crisis to crisis,” or a board
that seems either entrenched in old ways or isolated from other com-
munity policymakers: Just as it often makes a comparison between an

older board (the good guys) (or vice versa) and curreiit board, a
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community, and indeed an entire metropolitan area, may believe that

city boards are not so good as suburban boards. A community also is

critical of a board which does not “sell” itself or its agenda to the
public, as well as of individual board members who do not provide

good role models for school board service:



BoarRD
DEVELOPMENT

—LEARNING ON THE RUN————

“We have board training, but the
ones who need it don’t go.”
o Board member o
admlmstrator dommated district
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Effective boardsmanship is niot automatic when an individual is

seated as a school board member. With little orientation and less

training; the new person is thrust (ceremoniously, in this case) into a
decision-making role in an arena where the member probably has
little knowledge or direct experiefice. It freqiiently coines as a shock to

discover that having statutory authority doesn’t make one a leader in

the eyes of the public.
The role of a board member calls for the exercnse of authority
‘over a diverse range of topics including discipline heanngs with legal

ramifications, hudgets allocating millions of dollars, campaigns for tax
levies; employee negotiations; approval of textbooks; goal setting and
oversight of operations and programs, to name a few. It is not untisual

for a new board member, on the first day of service, to serve on a

hearing panel in a drug-related disciplinary case; or to make a judg-

ment on installation of a computerized system costing in the millions.
Additionally, the board member has to become a part of a corporate

body and must understand the difference between acting in an individ-

ual capacity and as a member of a board. While campaigning, most
individuals stress their own ideology and anticipate their own action

programs as bpard members” -

Data from interviews with board members indicate that many
mltxally were ignorant of the extent of information and skills required
of them as board membess. Many held beliefs about school boards that

turned out t be unfounded: The new member tries to scan the new

environment; absorbing as much as possible in order to become a fully
functioning member |mmed|ately For the most part; this is unrealistic
unless the board member is given ongoing training. Only as board

members begin to use their newly acquired authority do their needs

for training and development become apparent to them and te those
observing or working with them. Traditionally, new board members
were seated and expected to listen and learn before venturing opin-

ions or introducing new ideas. Today in some communities, particu-
larly where board members are chosen by electoral districts and
viewed as representatives of specific constituencies, there is little if

any time to learii. They are thrust into active, often turbulent environ-

ments, making decisions immediately.
Beyond knowledge about school finance; contract administra-
tlon teacher tentre acts and the like, school board members must

understand how to make decisions wisely in a group situation, partlcu-

larly one which is so public and important: The conviction is growing
that board members need to be part of a continuous program of
education and development

~ Several stiidies in récent years have focused on board develop-
ment needs. An American Association of School Administrators 1982
study of the superintendency provides some information about how
superintendents see the need for board development®. And in 1986 the
Ohio State University survey of state school boards associations was
helptul in ‘assessing how and to what extent siich organizations are

responding to boards’ and board members’ needs’.
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The literature on school board development makes a distinc-

tion between activities for new members (referred to as orientation),
and activities that involve all members at varying levels of board
€xperience and tenure, Virtially all new board members have orienta-

tion opportunities through state school boards associations, state edu-

cation departments or their own local districts. Taking advantage of
these opportunities may remain the prerogative of the individual
member or may be a group decision. In a 1978 study, 60 percent (149)

of the respondents (in school districts of less than 10,000 students)
reported that orientation and in-service training programs were con-
ducted in their districts. In a 1980 survey of board members in .
southwestern Michlgan nearly two-thirds of the 277 respondents had

attended one or more inservice programs at the local level; one-half

attended statewxde programs" These data descnbe alli mservrce train-
ing and are not specific about programs geared to new members.

} Superintendents participating in the 1982 AASA survey (1,294
school districts) indicated that 95 percvnt provided new board mem-
ber orientation. Forty-two percent werc involved at the local level

only. In the IEL survey, 81 percent (1 53} of school board chairpersons
reported that an orientation program is provided for new members;
However, 86 percerit of the boards {162) liave members participating
in seminars, training programs and confererices (other than new-

member orientation) provided to board members by the state depart-
ments of education and state school board associations.
Who has the responsibility for developing and conductlng the

orientation? Does the superintendent control the agenda and the

direction of the orientation and thus influence the initial socialization
experience of a new member? Data from the IEL study indicate that
education professionals at district and state levels are thie chief archi-

tects and providers of a new member’s introduction to the world of
board membership. T" finding is corraborated by the AASA 1982
superintendents’ study in which it was shown that the responsibility
for developing and condictinig an orientation prograii rested withi the

education professionals at the local and state level. In fewer than 5

percent_of the districts do experienced board members take the

responsibility.
Despite the assumed influence of the superlntendent over

board members, substantial data indicate that board members, partic-
ularly in urban districts with changing clients and cultures; are more
strongly influenced by their constituencies th~n by the traditional

school superintendent who is still overwhelming. y white and male and

still likely to come from a rural or small town background.
Surprisingly, almost one-fifth of the school districts in the study

do not provide orientation, and 16 percent do not participate in state-

sp0nsored programs: Of these, more than one-half cite a lack of time as
the reason. About one-fourth are not interested; and the remaining
indicate a variety of reasons for not participating. On the other hand,
board members do attend other conferences and prograiris concernied

with education issues as well as problems of governance and manage-
ment of education.
Programs sponsored by state school boards associations
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accourit for most of the development actmtles attended by board

members. They provide “boardsmanship” conferences ranging from

new board member workshops held during election years to intensive
training over several days. These are devoted to specific information
on budgets, legal issues, collective bargammg and other diuties

asmgned to boards: Woricshops also are given on other topics related
to personal problems in the school community; such as_child abuse;
ciiemical abuse or cominunicable diseases. Relationships_affecting
board operation often are agenda itemis. These include board-

administrator relations; intra-board relationships, superintendent eval-
uation and conflict management, All states appear to provide board
meinbers with code-of-ethics materials. In training and development
parlance, these activities described in the IEL survey and in the Ohio

State University survey basically convey information; possibly
develop knowledge; but do not build skills. }
'Leadership skills acquisition for board members apparently is

not emphaslzed in most of the state associations’ programs. While they

are assuming leadership in board development; only a few state asso-
ciations have full-time directors of board development. Where such
positions do exist, thiese staff persoris are uisually responsible for devel-

opmg training materials, providing technical and development serv-

ices directly to boards; holdmg individual consultations with boards;

providing sotrie assistance in crisis management situations—and upon
invitation—going into a district for “trouble shooting.” As more states

have become involved in educational reform; some innovative prac-
tices have been devised, ranging from requlrements that_all newly
elected and appomted board members recewe tralnlng to leadershlp

tives are built into some of these programs.
__ In the IEL study; a substantial number of respondents (42%)
noted that their boards in the past two or three years have used

outside organizations or consultant services for board development.

More than two-thirds (69%) reported that when they use external
consultants for board development the superintendent and senijor
administrators participate in the sessions. Twenty-six percent involve

only the board and the supermtendent and 5 percent prefer to hold

board development sessions without the superintendent:
. The study of board chatrp rson agenda items yielded 80 topics
for board development sessions. More than three-fouirths of those (63)

were related to board processes; far fewer (6) were related to teachers

and teaching; two were concerned with -arriculum; one related to
students and the remaining 10 percent we:e spread across a variety of
subjects. =

Distinguishing between what is and what ought to be board
chairpersons enumerated 175 items as the most important areas for
develgpment programs. Thirty-eight percent {78 responses) high-

lighted help in developing mure effectwe board operations (meetlngs,

decision-making; organlzatlon) Next in importance was . 'p in goal
setting; followed by assistance in how they could make better person-
nel evaluations and how to help their members clearly understand the

69

legal responsibilities of the board.

Sclivol Board 47



12 schoolBoard  Thoughts About Board Development

- lnterestmgly enough féw board chalrpersons gave pnorlty to
the human elements inherent in functioning as an effective board.

Relationships—among board members; between board and superin-
tendent; other admlmstrators, teaching staff and commumty—are
more important in determining how a community perceives its board

of education than are the policies which the board adopts. The ability

to communicate with the community and the staff is crucial; but, how
members of the board interact with each other influences the kind;
quality and timelitiess of their decisioiis. Further, the behavior of board

members can have a profound influence on the degree of confidence a

community has in its leadership. )
As noted earlier; the phllosophlcal orientation of board mem-
bers varies comnsiderably from the sterectype of 50 years ago, when

most saw themselves as institutional trustees. Now greater numbers

view themselves as representatives of some (ar all) of the community
rather than as trustees wh~ rely simply on their own judgment for
decisions. This individual orientation influences the interactions of the

board and members’ perceptions of the role of the superintendent and

staff. _ _
€onsequently, each board really needs opportumtxes to engage

m thoughtful dlscussmn about the human relations  aspects of a board's

improved skills in these aspects Conscnentlous attention needs to be -

given to examining the quality and kinds of interactions among all

merbers of boards; but few boards engage in such an examination;
according to the study data.

The environment in whlch boards operate has been altered
consnderably by the open meeting laws of many states, known famil-

iarly as “sunshine laws.” Conducting the public’s business in public

affects the functioning of the board and staff; and the pubhc s percep-
tions of their work. Learning to do business in the sunshine is difficult
for some board members, but not for all. Twenty percerit of respondinig

chairpersons indicates that sunshine laws inhibit the work of their
boards; while 16 percent said their work was enhanced; two-thirds
indicated it had no etiect. Those who saw no effect may be comfort-

able deahng with tough issues in open board meetings—or they may

be s saymg that more and more issues are finding their way into execu-
tive séssion without public or media objections. Some boards may be
igroring the law. Interviews indicated that some board members

c.:velop their own capacities to deal publicly with controversial issues

:..d; over time, see the value of openness. They even become comfort-
l‘t-‘ with the public and media attention which flows from the law. For

otners; the sunshire requirement is threatening and too much to

handle. Consequently, important problems may not be well rcasoned
o1 :nay be decided in the welter of emotional climates generated by
~uitroversial open meetings. The piiblic nature of board mectings

encourages some persons, both on the board and § | in the audien: e, to

er.gage in “grandstanding” or pohug_kmg An iruportant_aspect; then;
of board development is training iz the skilis required to do the pubiic's
business in public.




New—and expenenceo—-board member,sﬁ need to consider

carefully individual board member relationships with the supenntend-
ent; central office staff, other professional and classified employees,
students and the community (individual, agencies; and organizations).
This should not end with new member orientation. Wholesgme, pro-

ductive board mter-relatlonshlps require a concerted, ongoing effort
on the part of the entire membership; with all contributing their per-
ceptions and sentiments about these relationships. Much of what new
members have to learn should take place with othier board members

drawmg heavnly from theu' knowledge and experience: Bmd training
sessions can be viewed as opportunities to review and reaffirm board

members’ commitments to school board service, to appraise current

performanice and plan for needed improvements.
~Increasingly, boards are engaging in formal evaluatlon proc-

esses for their superintendents (88%). Far fewer boards, however,

conduct a formal appraisal of their own performance (33%), nor do
they give their chief executive officer the opportunity to provide them
with feedback on board performance. Where boards arid siiperintend-

ents have a common understanding of what their respective roles are,

it is not difficult to develop an agendéi for positive feedback and an

opportiinity to condtct stich sessions in a healthy environment.
Bevelopment of that “common understanding” of roles can be

achieved in part by developing with the superintendent a shared
vision of what the school systeimn can becotiie. Such sharmg does p-t
occur ' '-out careful planmng and perseverance. It requires prior
understdndmg of the importance of the district’s mission and general
agreement that board and staff need to join in a common effort to
achieve goals. Mareover, it requnres time for deliberation, time that is

rescrved to develop the mission and to clanfy and define continuously
the district’s goals. Agreement on mission and goals cannot be taken
for granted. Mission and goals are the proper backdrop for all board
development activities.

Effective board development relates also to the tlme continti-

ity and consnstency with which the development/ training process is
carried out. Boards with regular development programs plan for con-
tinuous growth. Most board developmient activities, however, are one-
shot, single events. Development should be planned like any other

learmng activity, with specific objectives; opportunities to * practlce
and evaluation of the outcomes. Not only shouid the substance give
board members the information necessary to make specific decisions

(e:g;; finance, legal cases, special populatlons) but it atso should relate
to the processes and environment in which the board conducts its

buisiness.
How does a board best go about makmg its decisions? How do

boards differentiate between the board’s policymaking role and the

superintendent’s_adininistrative responsibilities? What roles do indi-
vidual members have in the organization? Neutral parties from outside

the system can be helpful to boards especially in sensitive areas such
as roles; responsibilities and relationships.
These aspects of boardsmanshlp arise w1thm all boards but

outside assistance usually is requested only when boards are experi-

encing internal problems or are in trouble with their communities or
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superintendents. A continuing program of board development is a
necessary and desirable asp=ct of school board service. @~
7777777 _Operating educational institutions has become and will con-

tinue to be far more complex than formerly, making the need [_r the

combined leadership of the board and superintendent an integral

prerequisite to success: Planning together, particularly for strategic
planning that involves systematic study of trends and monitoring of

change, can be a powerful instrument for leadership development for
board and superintendent. New approaches to_strategic planning

allow leaders of public institutions to keep pace with change and adjust
more rationally to events occurring near and far. School boards in the
IEL study were accused and accused themselves of only reacting,
usually in crisis situations, rather than looking ahead and planning for
the future. Substantive training can put boards out in front. Lay leaders

the educational field, but the lay school board must be an informed
and skillful political body exercwing leadership of the school system
for the community.

are not expected to possess the professional knowledge and skills of



9

BrcominG

FFFECTIVE
BOARD)

“We don't discuss education.”
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The findings of this and of other studies point to the need for a
framework within which school boards_and those concerned with
their governance function can assess effectiveness and define areas
of need for improved leadership performance.

Accountabﬂlty has become part of the vernacular and the
vigor_of public agencies in contemporary governance; but school
boards have tended to lumt accountablllty to school dlstnct perform-

accountability of the function of school boards—thenr performance m
policymaking and monitoring.

While there are clear unphcatlons for mdmdual board mem-
bers in the followmg indicators of effectlveness. their use should be to
guide the board as an entity. It is the whole board; not individual
members, that is charged with governing the local school district.

Indicators 2: an Effective Board

1. Ar efic tive board addresses most of its time and
energy *- ’vcation and educational outcomes.

___ Because their service is partiime and “voluntary,” school
board members must concentrate on those priorities most relevant to
their function, and where their leadership is most needed in a commu-
nity. Assuring hot rolls in the cafeteria probably is not so important as
taking the time to educate leaders i.. the community about an impor-
tant policy decision facing the ~~hocl board: Granted; policies are less
easy to frame than are practica’® -»ut« s *0 managerial responsibili-
ties, but school boards must accept the premnise that policymaking is
the job they must do:

An effective board; for exampic, will spend a substantial
amount of time studying and developing specific policies on content of

instruction, student performance standards, quality of the teaching

force and tie provnsm 1 of effective instructional leadership by princi-
pals and supxvisors. An effective board will use school-by-school data
for its discussiuns and policy: aaking.

o Asa begmmng
O Analyze the use of time thie board §pends as a whole, separating

managena! from educauon policy activities

O Conduct a_ community survey to determine what funchons and
policies of the board need to be communicated better aid under-

stood and what the commumty beheves is being neglected

Set aside time at each board meeting to learn about and discuss a

specific education issiie, concern, or activity of the school system
B At a minimum,; schedule special quarterly. polics' meetings where

the community has an opportunity to participate

2. An effective board believes that advocacy for the educa-

tional interests of children and youth is its primsary responsi-
bility.
Cltlzens want school boards to be aggresswe advocates for

chlldren and youth, as well as watchdogs of the public purse. School
boards are the only publicly designated stewards at the local level for
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the education of children and youth. They are charged with the educa-

tional welfare of all students, irrespective of age, sex, race, ethnicity or
ability to learn—schools and society are paying for past defaults in this

responsibility. In their advocacy roles, school boards should recognize
the essential link between educational excellence and the economic
and social health of communities.

N Asa b’ééiiiiiih'g’

8 Make advocacy a stated goal of your school board, with appropn-

ate policies for board actions

O Analyze each pollcy initiative, ifi pubhc dlscussmn in terms of
_ what it will do for students
O Be the catalyst for community discussion and action on issues that
affect the welfare of children and youth
3. An effective board concentrates on goals and uses stra-

tegic planning to accomplish its purposes.
Without comprehensive study and analysis based upon reliable
mformatxon school boards likely will drift, at the least, or be so buf-

feted by state directives or local special interest pressures that they will

fail to discharge their responsibilities to the children and youth in their
communities,
Strategic planmng shotild serve both pollcy and admmlstratwe

needs. The two should complement each other, using appropriate
information sources and technologies. This requires an understanding
of strategic planning and how to do it, as well as a clear sense of the
resources available:

As a beginning: S B
8 Acquire training in strategic planning and incorporate its elements

~ in board policy guidelines

O Constantly monitor ways tof use new technologles for p!anmng,

~ e:xg; analysis of commumity survey data by computers
0 Requlre through boam pollcy, that each new board member

,,,,,,,,,,,

4. An effective board works to ensure an adequate flow of
resources and achieves equity in their distribution.
If a school system depends heavily on local taxing resources;

,,,,,

then community _understanding, support and involvemeiit in schools

must be a primary goal of the school board in order to avoid crisis-
oriented funding patterns or inadequate resources:
But there are further priori*ies concerning resources. A board S

responsibilities extend also to concerns about equity among schools

and among programs, e.g;, providing proper balance for arts, physical
education; vocational education; special education or remedial educa-
tion. Lack of attention to this kind of eqiity can resiilt ii an immbalanced

education program—and pressures from the community:.
Asa beginning:
8 Structure public discussion of the school budget in terms of school
district educational needs
O Ask for community advice, in a structured way, for choices that

reflect needs balanced with resources
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0 Provide monltormg of resource distribution among schools and
~ programs o ] ] ] -
O Lobby with other boards for adequate resources from the state
_ 5. Aneffective board harnesses the strengths in diversily,
integrates special needs and interests into the goals of the
system and fosters both assertiveness and cooperation.

Certainly, it is difficult for a school board to accommodate
positively all the points of view represented among its members. It is
an even greater challenge to channel that diversity in ways that
strengthen the board and the commumty‘s perception of it. Board

membersrieed to discuss thelr differences and seek ways to compro-

members can unlte They should be ‘open abotit differences, spemty

their nature and content and deal with them as items of concern:
Diversity should be respected.

Unfortunately, some members enter board servxce with llttle or
no experience in dealing with conflict or with public scrutiny of differ-
ing viewpoints. Without the personal skills to manage conflict situa-
tions, board members often back themselves and their positions into
corners, making policy decisions difficult for them and even more so
for the boar: as a whole:

School boards and individual school board members develop

competenmes through expenence ahd w1th the support of focused

together while resper'ting each others’ views can be learned—but it
does not come naturally to most people.
As a beginning:
Bl Make time for the board to receive training regularly in human
relations skills, setting goals tor itself in this area

3 Monitor the diversity in the community, making sure that the
board has mformatlon on such mﬂuences as new. populations i |n

and the effect those changes have on families

0 Involve the diversity of the commumty through pollcymakmg
structures, such as advisory committees and task forces

6. An effective board deals openly and straightforwardly
with controversy.
Controver y ls not new to school boards However the current

the past: Public interest in the cumculum ranges from controversy
over creatioaism to pressure for more science and math education.
School closings and site selections generate public heat; a community's
values often must be explored while selecting, or dismissing, a school

suberlntendent In_other words, controversy comes with the job of

makes reconcmatlon very dlfflcult after a controversy has erupted

It is important to treat controversy openly. This requlres
thoughtful time so that all sides can be heard. Boards also need to
realize they occasionally will win and occasionally will lose. Contro-
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versy is endemic, biit it need not be paralyzing. And some issues
cannot be reconciled by the board—the community, through the ballot
box, must be involved.
__ Asabeginning: ] )
O Find appropriate ways for individual board members to learn how
to deal with conflict situations - )
D Make sure that adequate resources are available to help make
decisions in controversial areas and share these with the com-
O Make sure that all sides are heard and that board actions or its
perceived 6§i@iﬁi6ii’sﬁeiiré not premature, in the eyes of the public
7. An effective board leads the community in matters of

public education, seeking and responding to many forms of

participation by the community,. @~~~
In contemporary governance of public ecucation; citizens not

only participate through the election process and vote on school issues
but also become involved through other forms of participation. Many
boards are comfortable with citizen participation; for others it is not a

question of preference but a mandate that must be fulfilled to satisfy
state or federalrules. S

.. Board members vary in their openness and ability to relate to
citizen input. But despite such individual differences, effective boards
will seek advice and counsel from the community and will show their
sincerity by using citizen suggestions and recommendations when-
ever possible.

As a beginning: S
Establish community/parent involvement as a school district
precept o S
Develop ways to draw upon the community, from volunteer help
in classrooms to business advocacy for the school district
Invest in staff and resources to organize, channel and respond to

~ community involvement with the schools
O Provide structure for community input into board self-assessment
8. An effective board exercises continuing oversight of

o O al

education programs and their management, draws informa-

tion for this purpose from many sources and knows enough to
ask the right questions. =~ o : -
Some school boards chafe at relying exclusively on the school

administration for information regarding programs and needs. Often,

the board may want to supplement such information with data from
other sources. Needs should be determined, resources analyzed; gaps

filled—in an orderly, open manner which allows the school board
to review various facets of the school program regularly and
consistently.

" Asabeginning: 7 ) B
O Plan oversight practices and procedures with the school admin-
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B3 List those aspects of the education program which should be

reviewed on a regular basis and develop a calendar that allows
sufficient time to consider each one

O Keep such a listing flexlble so that new programs, trends or issues

~are considered and added as needed
O Ascertam the resources for mformatlon avallable to the school

bogd and determine whether they should be supplemented in any
way
O Stay abreast of new developments in technologles that can

improve information-gathering and management capabilities
9. Au eﬁéctive board in consultation with its superintend-

ent, works out and periodically reaffirms the separate areas of

administrative and policy responsibilities and how these sepa-

rations will be maintained.
Mlsunderstandmgs will occur unless boards wqu dnhgently to

clarify who is responsible for what and where responsibilities must be

shared. Legal duties usually are not the problemn because these are
specified. Problems arise from miore subtle causes, incliding personal-

ity differences. Board members and superintendents, for the most

part;, want to do a good job. They search for effective ways to perform
their duties, but there are areas which are not well understood and
need clarification. This need should be recognized and given thought-

ful attention:

) If board members and the|r supermtendent agree that board
members can be involved heavily in administration, and all parties live

up to that agreement; then such an arrangement may work effectively.

Similarly, board members and their superintendent may agree that
some policy proposals, developed by the staff and presented by the

supermtendent will guide policy action.

. __Because board member turnover is high; these agreements
should be reviewed periodically.

Asa begmmng
O Analyze the area that essentlall)[ is pollcy and falls to the board

and the area that essentially is administrative and falls to the super-

intendent
| Antlmpate the effect of any changes by dlscussmg hyp’othetlcaI
7 51tuat|ons

intendent
10. An effective board; if it uses committzes, determines

the mission and agenda of each; ensuring coherence and coor-
dination of policy and oyersight funictiors.

The expertise and interests of individual board members can

be used effectively on board committees. But such committees; left
unguided by the full board, can become fiefdoms. The board must
agree on the scope of each committee and accept leadership directives

that place committee work in perspective:.
. Board committees should_use_the_experience and talents of
various central office (a11d other) staff. Further, some boards may want

to go beyond school district resources and use expe?lg available

elsewhere to supplement their work.
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As a begmnmg
Make sure that contmumg commlttee asslgnments concentrate on

EI

changing needs

O Include committees in the board’s formal operatmg pohmes

B Establish; with the superintendent; how staff support will be struc-
tured and assigned to committees
11. An effective board establishes policy to govern its own

policymaking and policy oversight responsibilities, mcluding
explicit budget provisions to support those activities. _

__ Making policy shoiild not e a hit or miss activity. Careful steps
should be taken, including gathering information, analyzing it, allow-

ing for community and staff input; test'ng policy proposals and evalu-
ating their implementation. Under eacn ma]or step are more discrete
functions, such as informing the piblic of ¢ a major proposal or develop-

ing a timetable and the tools to be used in evaluating the effects of a
policy.
Asa begmnmg

8 Develop written pollmes on pollcymakmg and pollcy oversrght )
O Include pol|c1es and procedures to govern board committee work
B Allocate resources to °upport these activities

12. An effective Loard invests in its own dé\?éliiiiiiiéiit,
using diverse appro:iches that address the needs of individual
board members and the board as a whole:

__ Serving on a school board requires seli-sacrifice. ‘This voluntary
wcrk!orce receiving little if any compensation, deserves the opportu-

nity to improve its competence: Boards should develop a policy pro-
viding for board education and deveiopment—and support it through
a line item in school budgets.

Further, board development should not be reserved only for

new members: It should be scheduled to involve all board members
regularly and should draw upon high quality expertise and resources.

~ It is necessary to recognize when a board is beginning to lose
cohesion and needs outside help. Numerous resources (community,

school boards associations; consultants; etc:) can be enlisted to help
the board through difficult times.

B As a begmnmg 7
[| Establish board development as a pollcy with budgeted resources

O Develop high standards for board developme- - seekmg expertlse
especially relevant to board needs and commumty expectanons

O Educate the commumty to the need, value and appropriateness of

devoting district resources to board development
13. An effective board establishes procediires for selecting

and evaluating the superintendent: It also has procedures for
evaluating itself.




A community will | agree to the selechon of a superlnlenden. i |t

has been involved in the selection process, including the establishmient

of criteria and; where possible; representation in the interview sta te:
The process should be candid, with the board representing its commui-

nity and values fau'ly, and the process should be conducted expertly,

with the board agreeing on its priorities as well as the information it
wants from candidates. Evaluation procedures shoud be specified..
Likewise, the regular evaluation of the board should involve

the community, be conducted | expertly and include a process for using

the evaluation results to improve the board’s functioning:
__ Asabeginning:
(O Develop written procedures for selection of a supermtendent
O Develop written procedures fo- .- valiation of the superintendent
O Establish policies and procedures . vvaluation of the board
14. An_effective board collaborates with other boards

through its statewide school boards association and other

appropriate groups to influence state policy and the way state

leadership meets the needs of local schools.
If school boards are ageiits of the state—a role dehned in most

state constitutions—then boards should becoirie partiiers in the policy-

making process at the state level: Some traditional education interest
groups have not been so effective as they might in the current reform

efforts; probably because they have been viewed as defending the

status quo. e
. Rather th’ei'ri réeii:t to ﬁolléles and ‘mandates, school boards

|mpravement and assasment that would be assured of bemg relevant
to local needs and resources:;
As a beginning:

O Use the collective resources of school boards to conduct surveys of
needs and local exemplary education practices and to develop
positions on proposed reforins
Involve state leglslators Iocally in policy discussions

O

O Antlmpate’trends and present recommendationsbefore they escape
localinfluence

O

Seek to establish regular Torums for local /state dlalogues

] Mobilize other local stakeholders in education
15. An effective board understands the role of the media

and its influence on public perceptions, develops procediires

with the school administration for media contact and avolds
manipulating media attention for personal gains.

Media coverage of the schools; espemally of schoql board meet-

rngs can be a source of tension and conflict. However, public officials;
including school board members, are entrusted with public responsi-

bilities and thus are subject to public scrutiny. The media—the Fourth

Estate—is doing its job when it closely covers the cond:ct of school

boards, even though boards and mleldual members may smart from
such exposure.
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Conversely, school boards can be harmed seriously by the
attempt of individual board members—or the superintendent—to use
the media for personal agendas, especially when such agendas are

counter to the policies or sense of the board as a whole. Such individ:
ual actions can negatively affect the ability of a school board to pro-
vide leadership as seriously as can any shortcoming of the board as a

whole:
Asa begmnmg
Establish written p: ocedures asslgmng the responsnbllmes for the

chief spokesperson for the school district
Fstabllsh board pohcnes governing relatlonshlps with the media

Develop an open and cooperahve relanonshlp thh the medla
Schedule regular briefings with merlia executives; do not wait for a

crisis to develop

0]
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