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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

“The time has come to end social promotion in @osls” (Gov. Roy Barnes, 2001).
This decree issued from a former governor, echgettidd2001 session of the General Assembly
is now law, and was enacted during the 2003-20Bddg/ear. It states that children in the
third, fifth, and eighth grade must pass the GoteReference Competency Test (CRCT) to be
promoted to the next grade lev@eorgia § 20-2-283, 2002). Now seven years thisrpolicy
is in full effect and shows no apparent signs ahgaway. In Georgia, this issue has arisen and
has faded many times. Usually it was defeatedon sepealed upon implementation. The first
policy initiative was taken by Gov. Joe Frank Harbut was not a matter of law. The
Department of Education made changes to promotamdards for the state (Lancetti, 1986).
The first real legislation was in 1999 with Sendlasey Cagle’s bill Senate Bill 69 (Georgia
S.B. 69, 1999). This bill would have made theestadard policy implemented in 1984 a matter
of public law by not advancing™46", or 9" grade students who do not pass the criterion-
referenced competency test (CRCT) in math or repdliter 3 attempts (Georgia S.B. 69, 1999).

Nationally we have seen this issue arise as earl904 when the Russell Sage

Foundation supported Leonard Ayres’ study on gratention and promotion (1909). In this
study Ayres found that students were being elingiddtom the process. “For each 1000 pupils
in the first grade, [we] find only 263 in the eigheind only 56 in the fourth year of the high
school” (p. 14). He posited that the promotiorun$uccessful students attributed to this high
dropout rate. To solve this problem, Ayers recomaieel a standards-based approach with
authentic assessment. Since that time this sanrmelades surfaced, departed, and reappeared a

myriad of times. Each time the agenda becamepitligas immediately reversed. The reason



for such reversal is given by Ayres himself: Ytapparent that if considerable numbers of the
children entering school fail to be advanced redpl#he lower grades will become abnormally
swollen by the damming of the stream of pupils tigfothem” (p. 139). In fact if the current bill
had been in effect prior to 2002 school year ovén bf Georgia’s third grade students would
have been retained (Wilson, 2004). Horror staofeslementary school children being old
enough to drive before being promoted scared kgis in the past into reversing this volatile
issue (R. Noble, personal communication, June @472 So how is it that this particular idea
continues to resurface and what was different atiositagenda formation? Was it a pushy
Governor, the national mood, or an idea whose hatfinally come? This study will serve to
analyze the agenda formation of the 2001 Educ&®form Bill, and to give answers as to its
longevity.

The study will begin with a historical look at tlesue of social promotion. In this
section, we will deal briefly with the pros and sanf tying promotion to high stakes testing.
The section will serve mostly to show how the isstisocial promotion was promoted into
being a problem that policy makers could solve xtNee will look at the literature on agenda
formation. This study will rely heavily on John Wingdon’s (2003) framework for agenda
formation. The study will look to see how his idexd problem, policy, and politics work at the
state level. Finally, the study will build a cagady written from the three points of problem,
policy, and politics in order to analyze the formatof this agenda. The study will conclude

with ideas for further research.



Context of Study Initiation

In 1997, | joined the Georgia Association of Edoca{ GAE). This group considers
itself to be a quasi-teacher’s untphut with anti-collective bargaining laws in thate of
Georgia it functions with very little power (Geoagig 20-2-989.10, 2008). It does however,
have a strong educational lobby that works to pterand block educational issues. My role in
1997 was to serve as a building representativéViodsor Spring Elementary School in
Augusta, Georgia. | helped to recruit members inlmegl school to join GAE. In doing so, |
worked to find issues important to the teachemyrbuilding and to give information of
agendas that GAE was lobbying for or against withlegislature. | served in this position from
1997 — 2000. During this time, issue discussioomgrteachers focused primarily on proposed
accountability issues, and a discussion of incenpy for teachers whose students made a
consistent five-point increase on the lowa Tedasic Skills took place during this timieln
these discussions, one Fifth-grade teacher masl@dmt, “if ‘little Johnny’ could just read, |
could teach him (personal communication, 1998).”

The 1998 gubernatorial election saw Roy Barnes [{@ableton) as the new governor of
Georgia. In his campaign, Barnes called educdtismumber one priority. GAE endorsed Roy
Barnes in this election and | closely followed édicational agendas. During Barnes first term
as governor, Senator Casey Cagle (R — Gainestafg,introduced a bill that would base a
student’s promotion on a standardized test (Ge@d#a 69, 1999). At the time, this issue did

not get much press. GAE did support this agenoagker, the group dismissed the bill

! This comment was elicited by all three of the oesfents that represent the Georgia Associatiordat&tors. It
is also the chief complaint offered about this oigation in documents from other educational irgeggoups.

2 To the extent these discussions were taking [gatewide is not certain. These were simply tseudisions that
were taking place primarily within GAE and amonglRihond County teachers.

% This statement was made by a colleague duringutfameeting in Augusta, Georgia. Whether théest@nt was
from frustration or fact is not known, but manytbé teachers present echoed in agreement.



knowing that the senate education committee woatdaltow a vote (J. Whitfield, personal
communication, June 4, 200%). In the year 2000, Governor Barnes present&@8 his A-

plus Education Reform Bill, also known as HB 118his bill was very similar to the GAE
platform and the organization responded favoraimly when the Governor added punitive
measures to the accountability and worked to regh@alprocess hearings for tenured teachers,
GAE refused to endorse the bill (B. Cribbs, per$epnanmunication, June 6, 2007).H.B. 1187
sought to amend the GA statute 20-2-1160. Thiststdisted seven reasons for why a teacher
could be dismissed and also gave teacher a righptlic hearing.

At this time, | was serving as a legislative detegar Richmond County Association of
Educators (RCAE), an affiliate of GAE. In this g, | went to Atlanta to meet with
legislators and lobby their support in defeatingHL187. GAE, who typically supported
Democratic candidates, began to support Repubtiaadidates that were against the Governor’'s
reform bill. This also allowed them to be vocalissues that were a part of the Republican
agenda. In a backlash against teacher accoutyaBIE began to push for some student
accountability. Ralph Noble, former President &E; responded that teachers felt if.l.am
going to be held accountable for the CRCT (anthattime remember 1187 had very strict
punishment for CRCT performance, it has since lvegroved)...if | am going to be punished for
CRCT scores those kids are going to be held acableit(R. Noble, personal communication,

June 14, 2007).

* This comment was elicited from the Georgia Asstimieof Educator’s chief lobbyist Jocelyn Whitfieldhe
assumption made by her is also backed up in conmfierh both Senator Richard Marable and Governgr Ro
Barnes. Marable served as the Senate Educatiom@tea Chair during this time period.

® This statement is based on legislative prioriteased by the group during the floor debate @& H.87, and on
comments elicited by Ralph Noble, former Presideagistered lobbyist for the Georgia’'s Associatidn
Educators, and elementary school teacher.



At this time, | had just finished my master’s degesd was considering possible topics
to study in my doctoral work. One idea was thatimtested subjects. | began to research high
stakes test and focused on what the test did nasune. In my initial research, | became
interested in political agendas and how certaiasdeere successfully made into policy and
others seemed to whither away in the sun. Thesast led me to take courses in educational
politics. In my course readings of John W. Kingddmook on agenda formation, | decided to
study how his ideas on political agenda formatiffecked the passage of H.B. 656 “The
Education Reform Bill of 2001” and other legislatibed to banning social promotion.

Research Questions and Purpose

The purpose of this study will be to examine Kingda2003) framework for agenda
setting in terms of debate and legislative protesaeen 1998 and 2001 surrounding the
proposal to end social promotion in Georgia, andréate a case study that will identify
successful tools in promoting and blocking educetigolicy. The following research questions
will be addressed: (a) Who were the major actorslied in agenda-setting? (b) How and why
did they define the “problem” at this particulan@? (c) What were the major legislative
coalitions? (d) Did their positions shift duringsiperiod? (e) Who were the major interest
groups involved? (f) What were their positions?\({¢)at tactics did they use to either block or
promote? This study will contribute to the lgirre on politics of social promotion and the
power of gubernatorial agendas.

Methodology
For this study, | will be using artifact analysigialitative interviews, and historical data

to produce a case study. The case was writtentierthree streams identified in Kingdon’s



theory of agenda formation. Each of the streansamalyzed by the key players in the study.
This analysis identified the window that alloweégh streams to merge. A summary of the
effectiveness of each key group will be provid&the methodology of case study was chosen
because it allows for a holistic, in-depth appro@éagin, Orum, & Sjoberg, 1991). In case
study, it is necessary to look at only one or tegues to help understand the system (1991). In
our case, we will look at how each key player a#ddhe agenda of banning social promotion.
The case will identify policy alternatives, poldidools, and problems that create windows.

The problem with any case study is the attemptdoide meaning and not just location
(Tellis, 1997). It is this meaning that assurelghitg. In order for validity to exist in a case
study, Yin (1994) writes that triangulation mustgresent. Triangulation is the process of
gathering data from multiple methods in order tiisde the case and pull meaning from the
data. Denzin (1984) characterizes this as datasdruangulation in which the researcher looks
for the data to remain the same within multiplerses.

This case study was written from the paradigm afeustanding. According to Yin
(1994) there are three types of case studies: exjuey, exploratory, and descriptive. This study
will use the descriptive type. Yin states thatadgsive case studies require that a theory be
designed prior to the case. This is where weweg Kingdon'’s findings and see how they apply
to state politics.

In the collection of data for this study | analyzetifacts that included written speeches,
minutes from meetings, editorials, position papensails between the Governor’s staff and
other media information. Each document was revitfge themes and patterns defined by

Kingdon (2003). From these documents and fronlitdature review, key players were



identified (See Appendix C). The key players wéentcategorized into the groups identified by
Kingdon (2003). An open ended interview protocakwvritten for each of these groups. |
based historical questions from the document aisalysconducted each interview in person for
one hour with follow-ups by email or phone convémses. Transcriptions were created and a
synopsis written in order to analyze the meanifilge synopsis and the transcripts were coded to
identify the tools proposed by Kingdon (2003) fgeada formation. Interview participants
examined the documents and their responses recot@dsb reviewed newspapers and other
media outlets to get a historical perspective @nisbue.
Organization of the Study

After | collected and analyzed the data, | wrot tdéimainder of the study in the
following manner. Chapter 2 will provide a briastory of social promotion agendas leading up
to the 2001 legislative session and a review efdifure discussing positive and negative effects
on tying promotion to standardized testing. Itdéfine the problem associated with this study.
Chapter 3 will include a literature review on Kirggds (2003) framework of agenda formation
and other effects on education policy. Chapteilligentify the key players involved in this
study. In Chapter 5, | will create the case stodyed on the viewpoint of the problem stream.
Chapter 6 will be the case study from the viewpoirthe policy stream. Chapter 7 will provide
a case study based on the political stream. Tddy still conclude in Chapter 8 with findings
from each case study that relate back to the pexpossearch questions, an overall conclusion of
the study, and recommendations for further studythe findings, there will be a discussion of
the events that caused each stream to mergell &lsa identify key players from each case and

discuss the tactics that were used in order to ptemr block the agenda.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW ON SOCIAL PROMOTION

Kingdon (2003) began his book with the statement:

The phrase “an idea whose time has come” captuiesdamental
reality about an irresistible movement that swemms our politics
and our society, pushing aside everything that tratdnd in its
path. We feel that such an event can be recogihyethgs like
sustained and marked changes in public opinioreateol
mobilization or people with intensely held preferes, and
bandwagons onto which politicians of all persuasidimb.
Members of Congress are fond of trotting out theapé whenever
they are advocating a piece of landmark legislatidnd policy
activist of all kinds often attempt to account fioee emergence of
an issue to the forefront of attention with sucmaoeents as, “I
don’t know — it was an idea whose time had conggiess (p. 1).”

By the year 2001, this might certainly have beeae tf the idea ending social promotion. As
was mentioned earlier, it was not a new idea. Adiog to Lorrie Shepherd’s research, “it
follows a seven or eight year cycle” (p. 1, gtdKielly, 1999). Typically, states try to tighten
promotion standards, but then loosen those stasddéndn retention rates increase, but was this
time different? For the first time the idea watchang on in many different areas including our
federal government. In the 1999 State of the Uaiddress, President Clinton makes a statement
about ending social promotion, and draws atterttiomew policies in Chicago and Cincinnati
(Clinton, 1999). The states of Texas and Missaerie quick to join in the fray with new
legislation regarding promotion and retention ofignts. This led the United States Department
of Education, under Secretary Richard Riley, tolighlthe booKTaking Responsibility for

Ending Social Promotion: A Guide for Educators &tdte and Local Leade($999). This

book is written as a blue print for developing pi&s to deal with implementing the end of social



promotion and with ways to combat the negativeat$feaused by strict retention and promotion
policies.
New Models for Retention Policy

The most notable model that deals with ending $pcamotion might be in the city of
Chicago. In 1996, Chicago Public Schools reintoadla retention policy. This policy tied
promotion to the lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS)hat was new in this policy was the second
chance clause. Students who were below grade dtteglded summer school and retook the test.
Students passing after summer school gained promtgithe next grade. This idea of extra
help was what set aside the Chicago policy fromhib®rical trends of retention policy
(Roderick et al., 2000). Chicago had reported ssuneeess in passing rates, but the most telling
is of those students who were retained, 20% wereepl into special education programs the
next year (2000).

Other districts began to take Chicago’s lead, antl999 state legislators had gotten in
on the act. According to the Education Commissibtine States, eight states had implemented

some kind of retention policy, the most notablevbfch were Missouri and Texas.

No public school student shall be promoted to aéigyrade level
unless that student has a reading ability level above one grade
level below the student’s grade level (Missouri H3B9, 1999).

Starting in the 2004-05 school year...Eighth gragére fail to
perform satisfactorily on the eighth grade readind math
assessments during the 2007-2008 school year stilbe
promoted to the ninth grade (Texas S.B. 4, 1999).

The Texas model was similar to that of Chicagaldo used a second chance provision,

and the legislature provided many new programsetp students catch up. One significant
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difference is that this time promotion was tiedatstate test. Using the Texas Assessment of
Academic Knowledge, instead of a standardized(&gt ITBS) allowed the state more control

in the expectation of student knowledge. Thistest already being used for school and teacher
accountability, and it seemed like a logical stappromotion policy. One other difference is

that Texas reformed schools as a part of a state @gfor the most part, local school boards set
education policy, but states like to be involveddese of the amount of state dollars spent on
education. Legislatures have found it very diffidcd manage education from a central location
such as the capitol, and state reforms are muck difficult due to cost; however, certain state
leaders saw the importance of educational refortheastate level. State leaders found that
people mostly believe that students should notrbmpted unless the student is on grade level,

and that having a promotion test was a fair wapn#ke this decision.

Support is even higher for statewide tests in Ehgind Math as a
requirement for promotion fromf"4o 5" grade. Asked if students
should pass a test in these subjects, even ifitaey passing
grades, three-quarters of parents (73 percentjrenpublic (76%)
say they should. Hispanics (86%), public schothides (84%) and
suburbanites (79%) are the strongest supportaagibfjrade test.
Mothers are among the least supportive, but everettwo-thirds
(63%) favor the requirement...Again support foragtade test
increases to 81% of parents and 87% of the pultiney are told
that students are given extra instructional suppostimmer
school and can retake the test (p. 2, Businessdalbie, 2000).

This and the national attention being drawn to paots was all the impetus needed. By the
2001 Georgia General Assembly legislative sessismany as 15 states had begun setting forth

retention policies.

! This comment was elicited from Ron Newcomb, GoweBarnes’ Education Advisor, in a discussion almw
H.B. 656 was put together. Newcomb was referringesearch that he had obtained from the Educ&mnmision
of the States.
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Retention vs. Promotion

The question remains “does retention work?” Tewaenr this question one has to decide
what is being compared. Most people define soc@inption as promotion for reasons other
than achievement, and retention is the consequanuet performing to certain standards or
benchmarks in a certain amount of time. Proponeiniight retention policies say that students
must learn the material, and that promoting stugleat on grade level causes students to
become a drag on the system. On the other sittbargument is the fact that continually
retaining a student also leads to a swelling oldlesr grade levels and leads to a higher dropout
rate (Brophy, 2007).

The more difficult of these two arguments is in ersfanding exactly what the goal of
the initiative is. Here, both groups agree. Tbalgs for students to achieve at or near grade
level. Opponents of retention tied to test scemsthat high stakes tests cannot give an accurate
portrayal of achievement and that a simple rejpetitif a grade can increase student achievement
(Brophy, 2007). Proponents of this strict retemtsay that without these high stakes tests we
cannot adequately assess student achievementiarstudents need to continue in the grade
level until the students perform to a certain leMdlost studies report that retention has a
negative effect on students, and that those stadembd are retained most often come from lower
socio-economic families and from families which @alower educational attainment (Owens
and Magliaro, 1998).

Since states have begun this renewed interegghteti promotion retention policies,
many studies have tried to analyze the data. Tdst sxhaustive study has been in the city of

Chicago.
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Chicago Public Schools began a tight grade retemqiadicy in the 1995 — 1996 school
year. This was done by using a strict promotict@hdards set by using the lowa Test of Basic
Skills cutoff score. The program had no providienexception; however in the Roderick, et al.
study, it was noted that during the first year ald8 of the students who did not meet the cutoff
were given a waiver (2000). These waivers camaeaitathwe to schools circumvented the policy.
This led to a tighter monitoring of retention. T$yestem set up regions that would handle
retention decisions. Roderick, et al. found #&th region dealt with retention waivers
differently (2000). This inconsistency makes {idicy hard to research for effectiveness;
however, when Roderick, et. al. looked at the gsoofpstudents that were retained; it was found
that African-American students were disproportiehatetained. The study also found that
students who were retained were more likely todb@imed at the second promotional gate and a
high percentage of those retained were placedspecial education (2000). Roderick et al.,

offers three hypotheses for this high percentagdaafement into special education.

First these special education placements mighgcethe fact that
after students were retained, teachers identifiedipusly
undiagnosed learning disabilities. Second, theghinieflect a
mislabeling of students as learning disabled bextemchers
lacked an alternative explanation and strategyhfedifficulties
students were presenting. And, third, teacherssahdols might
have referred students to special education octwtern that,
without that status and thus exemption from thécgdhese
students would not be able to progress; in othedsyspecial
education could have been used as a means ofgysttiuggling
students around the policy and removing them fdren t
accountability system. (p 28)

In the interpretive summary the Roderick, et gbore states, “Did retaining these low
achieving students help? The answer to this quesidefinitely no.” (p. 52). In addition to this

statement the report also agrees that social ptomdbes not show to have anymore of a
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positive effect on struggling students. Data frbexas are treated in much the same way
(Livingston, 2002).

Therefore, the question now becomes, which polithiead to more harm. Several
studies describe the negative effect of grade tietem graphic detail. Shepherd and Smith
(1990) found that children found the prospect ohking a grade to be more stressful than
wetting in class or being caught stealing. In danamalysis of 63 retention programs Dr. C.
Thomas Holmes (1989) found that 54 resulted ina@Veegative effects. That among these
were student achievement, attendance record, g@radjustment in school, and attitude toward
school. With all of these negative results, onstmonder why states would be so quick to join

the cause of ending social promotion.
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CHAPTER 3
LITERATURE REVIEW ON AGENDA FORMATION

“There ought to be a law!” This exclamation seémbe made every time an individual
perceives a wrong to be committed. Strangely endligre probably is a law to correct this
individual's suffering, but the lack of enforcemamtthe knowledge of its existence is fogged by
current political agendas, so one asks the questitow does an idea become a law?” Is this
just an obscure process that is controlled by lbeted officials of our day? Are public opinion
polls consulted when the legislature decides whad be discussed each session? Maybe these
issues stem from coalition or block-voting grougsd the individual is left to assert himself as a
member of a concerned society.

Kingdon (2003) authored the bogigendas, Alternatives and Public Policids this
work, Kingdon studied the ways in which ideas weaesformed into agendas and public
policies. Kingdon stated that policy is set forthstages. First, the agenda must be set. Then
alternatives are offered and discussed until ancaitative choice is put forth. From this choice
a decision is made and implemented. Kingdon reéetlsis process as the three streams of
problems, policy, and politics. It is when thegeams converge that the greatest policy changes
are made.

The Problem Stream

The problem stream is defined by Kingdon (2003haslow in which we become aware
of issues that are affecting people. Governmecomstantly monitoring this flow by looking at
various activities and events. These events dalm@ys have to be traumatic. Most often it is
simply the reading of indicators such as increased. Increased cost in certain areas tends to

get the attention of politicians.
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In our case, education is considered to be onleeoffitost expensive items of the state
government. Governor Roy Barnes worked to incréaséing in education during his first two
years of office. Governor Barnes administratiors wated for its rhetoric on education
spending. He pushed education spending to overd@fie state budget during his first two
terms (Mantius, 1999), and with House Bill 1187dffered one of the most massive reforms of
public education which also increased expendituresiucation (Salzer, 2001). Barnes
remarked in his interview, “that | told legislatdreat | would scrape the dome off of the capitol
before | would cut one cent from education.” (Baie., personal communication, 2007).

A change in indicators is how policy makers defingroblem:

Policy makers consider a change in an indicatéeta change in
the state of a system; this they define as a pnobl€he actual
change in the indicator, however, gets exaggetatdte body
politic, as people believe the change is symbdlgomething
larger and find that the new figures do not confeortheir
previous experience. Thus indicator change car baaggerated
effects on policy agendas (Kingdon, pp. 92 — 93330

However, this change is not always significant gjoto coalesce the policy makers. In these

cases, Kingdon (2003) noted that a nudge may beseacy:

Problems are often not self-evident by the indicat They
need a little push to get the attention of peopland around
government. That push is sometimes provided mcasing event
like a crisis or disaster that comes along to adintion to the
problem, a powerful symbol that catches on, orpirsonal
experience of a policy maker (pp. 94 — 95)

It is this crisis that provides a way for the pglatream and the problem stream to merge. The
system must respond to crisis, so therefore amgians new policy. Problems open windows for

ideas. These ideas are usually already in plagesiamply waiting for an opportunity. It could
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be said that the problem is simply fertile grouadifieas to grow. In our case, the crises existed
because the governor promoted it, and the natimoald was focused on education. This actual
policy had already been floated and even implentgrigt the problem faded and no real
changes were made; however, the streams had chhp@@d1. In the previous years, a
resurgence of tying promotion policy to a quanbifeatest had been implemented in several
states. President Clinton (1999) had mentionedithinis last State of the Union address, and
with presidential hopeful Gov. George W. Bush togthis state’s education reforms the stage

was set for a merging of problem and policy. Fekia2005) notes:

Despite some opposition, the endorsement of this gd&NCLB

by an overwhelming majority of the nation's govesnis attributed
to four factors: consistency of purpose with statesl education
reform initiatives, the use of NCLB by governorddgerage
change within the educational system, the relatewness and
lack of public awareness of the law itself, and$ezf retribution
from federal officials (ABSTRACT, 2005).

Roy Barnes stated that he was already concerne8tisa would use some of the State reforms
that had passed in Texas. One of those issuethe@nding of Social Promotion by tying
promotion to the Texas Academic Assessment andl Bdst (R. Barnes, personal

communication, July 3, 2007)..

The Policy Stream
The policy stream is more of a series of puddlas s$treams. In these puddles lie the
answers to unasked questions. The policy streantaics ideas that groups or individuals

believe will improve situations. The reason Kingd2003) used the term stream is that these
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policies are constantly being reinvented. ldeasatsimply go away. They fade in and fade

out, but it is rare that we ever get a new ideaalicy.

Many ideas are possible, much as many molecule$ovioau
possible. Ideas become prominent and then fatiereTis a long
process of “softening up”: ideas are floated shifitroduced,
speeches made; proposals are drafted, then amendepponse to
reaction and floated again (p. 117)

Policies are created by communities. These camtras are groups of specialists. The
group might be inside the government, but morenatt@n not the group is outside (Kingdon,
2003). Inside of every issue, groups coalescerto policy. When a problem creates a crisis,
politicians go looking for those policies. As sttearlier, the executive is responsible for sgttin
the agenda, but a truer statement might be thaxeeutive is responsible for defining the
problem and highlighting the crisis. It is at tp@int that the executive goes looking for the
policy to fit the problem. The idea that promot&hould be tied to student performance is
agreeable to the majority of the public (BusinessiiRitable, 2000), but policy makers could not

see a way to make it “technically feasible”.

Many a good idea is sent back to the drawing baartibecause it
isn’t a good idea, but because it isn't “ready™alt worked
out.”...Feasibility, as policy specialists talk abais heavily
involved with implementation. The word “actuallgdnstantly
comes into their conversation as they discusstagi “Will it
actually accomplish what we want to accomplish#hfdon, pp.
131 - 132, 2003).

This caused the idea to fade and reappear but f@mverinto policy. Now, Governor Barnes

sees a problem, highlights a crisis, and reintredwcpopular policy. Using the education
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community, he works to make it “technically feasibhnd brings this debate to the forefront,
and the streams of problem and policy have merged.
The Political Stream
The political stream is more difficult to defin&ingdon (2003) mentioned that we are

talking about that narrowest definition of politicsthis stream.

Let us be clear of our language. When | use thelimolitical” in
this context, | use the word in its colloquial Wiagjton
sense...The intra-Washington definition, implicityymore
narrow. “Political” factors in such parlance atectoral, partisan,
or pressure group factors (p. 145).

This level of politics discussed here deals witttdas of motivation. This motivation
relies heavily on voter reaction, it is partisamature, and does whatever it needs to gain
support of interest leaders.

Voter reaction is what political insiders call tod. Kingdon (2003) was dealing with
politics at the federal level so he uses the taratibnal mood.” Politicians must keep an eye on
what is important to voters. This mood somewhaegos what politicians will consider

important.

Governmental participants’ sense of the nationaddrserves to
promote some items on their policy agendas andsinain others
from rising to prominence. As for promotion, the@nse of
national mood is one thing that creates the “ediound” (p.
147).

The mood may swing between issues or may justistayetting that allows for certain issues to
be fore fronted. This mood cannot always be cated based on public opinion polls or

surveys. It does not always reside with the npasdic. Politicians use communication to
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sense what voters are reacting to. Representimmette Jamieson made reference to this as she

described the committee process.

Then we had an opportunity following his preseptafor the
members of the committee to have a few days winengwould
here from their constituents the majority of whomrg/classroom
teachers and of course that gave the members cbthmittee an
idea of the concerns that were among their comstituwhich is of
course who we answer to first and then once thaydidose
concerns they came back of course ready to prepaeadments
to address those concerns (J. Jaimieson, persomahgnication,
June 13, 2007).

This communication may be in the form of constitumail, newspaper editorials, and the media.
Non-elected officials then sense this mood frompbiicians. This leads to a consensus of
forces that go looking for a policy to fit the moobh dealing with social promotion, the mood
may have been calculated due to national evertigs gave fertile ground for the policy to be
resurrected. These two streams were then meiginghis merging will not last unless a
problem exists to cause the flood. In the sama,idemblem and politics will not wait for a
policy to form; it will simply take what is in pl@cand plug it in.

This theory relies heavily on the cognition of #&y players. These players exist in
multiple streams and are highly aware of the cotscglitical, problematic, and policy.
Kingdon (2003) categorized these players as toiwlmaportant and those thought to be
important but turn out not to be. The most obviotithese players is the political administration
of the executive branch of government.

According to Kingdon (2003), the executive branglwhere the ideas are promoted.
That is not to say these ideas are conceivedhlatithis group is responsible for establishing the

ideas that are deemed important. In the UniteteSt@onstitution the executive was not given
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any real legislative power; however, its use oftihly pulpit allows the office holder the ability
to demand certain issues are heard. Whether wdissmgssing a governor’s role in state affairs

or presidential influence on federal issues, trecative will always be heard.

People in and around federal policy making arenoftecoccupied
with “the administration”. When the administratioonsiders a
given issue a top-priority item, many other papaeits do too.
And when advocates of a given proposal find thay @tho not have
a receptive ear in the administration, they oftershdowngrade
their chances for a serious hearing, at leasti®titne being.

One must remember that the executive branch isrthearm of government that seeks approval
from the entire population of which it governs. eldéxecutive is able to control the agenda by
three resources: institution, organization, aredithlly pulpit. The effective use of these
resources enable the executive the power of agezttiag; however, this does not always
translate into policy formation.

The executive in this case would be that of theegoar of Georgia. The executive
branch of Georgia’s government works similar toPnesident. As Kingdon (2003) put it: “The
old saw goes that “the president proposes and @esgtisposes (p. 23).” This statement is true,
but Georgia and other southern states have beereddfy very powerful governors who have
an uncanny ability to get there way.

In Georgia this could be attributed to the strorgjarity the governor holds inside the
legislature, but in Texas, Gov. George W. Bush alds to make headway with a Democratic
controlled legislature. Former Governor Roy Barstased that if he would have still be able to
get his ideas through the legislature even witrepuRlican majority (R. Barnes, personal

communication, July 3, 2007)., but it is importémnote that in Georgia, the Democratic Party
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held the majority in the legislature and the goeesimansion since 1880; however, Hayes and

McKee (2004) found that in the south the Democnai#ority was changing.

The party’s [Republican] fortunes improved consatidy between
1986 and 1989, with five Republican governors sgyvin each of
these years. Republican advancement halted ieattg 1990s,
with the GOP in control of no more than four sdmtveen 1990
and 1993. Republican growth resumed in 1994, howewel has
persisted through 2002. Over the span of the R&iéctions, from
1994-2000, Republicans have held at least sixesfegl Southern
governorships in every year except 2001 (p. 4).

However, Governor Roy Barnes was still able tohisgositional power to push through his
legislation. This may be due to what is called“thdex of Formal Powers of Governorships”
developed by Joseph Schlesinger. Using this inBexle (2002) found that southern governors
have had steady increases to their powers sind@ a9 that Georgia rank& dmong southern
states.

Inside the executive branch are also actors defisddon-Elected Government Officials
or staff. In Georgia, this group includes the exee chief of staff, communications director,
and advisors. While the Governor presents the itlesathe role of this staff to engage in the
detailed negotiations. Barnes also used his staffesh out his ideas in legislative form. This
staff person who had the greatest effect in thidystvas Ron Newcomb, educational advisor to
the Governor.

To deal with the executive’s proposals are theslagve bodies. According to Kingdon
(2003), the legislative branch is considered téheemost powerful in the importance of agenda
setting. This power is attributed to the groupaase of their ability not only to set the agenda

but also enact policy according to that agendas@ledected individuals seem more likely to



22

have individualistic agendas and to be more closkdyned to public thought. Take for example,
caucuses: A caucus is defined as a group of pemited to promote an agreed-upon cause.
Inside of an elected body, groups may form a caocwsting block in order to create an

agenda. According to Hammond, congressional cagdusgan in 1959. This was in response to
the complexity of issues facing legislators andeheergence of more individualistic agendas.
(taken from Burgin, 2003). These organizati@rtto be bi-partisan, created by junior
members of the legislature and coalesce aroundnatteressures. Examples of legislative
caucuses are minorities, health issues, arts aed&nment, tax policy, and religious caucuses.
Each group has their own core issues and worke@atermpolicy based on these agendas.

The legislature of Georgia is a bicameral systdinme senate is composed of 56 members
representing the districts of Georgia. Each sersgves a two-year term without any term
limits. The senate is governed by the LieutenamtgBnor who is elected by a majority of
Georgia citizens. The Lieutenant Governor may ay mot be of the same political party as the
majority of the senate. When this is the casePtiesident Pro Tempore, the majority leader,
balances power with the Lieutenant Governor. Jédreate has 26 standing committees. Each
senator is required to serve on three committedshenmajority party usually chairs the
committee. The education committee of the Gedsgiaate is made up of 10 members with the
majority controlling the committee. The senatattheld the position of chairman during this
study was: Richard Marable (D — Rome, GA). otieer legislative body in Georgia is the
House of Representatives. This body is made UB0fmembers representing districts in
Georgia. Itis governed by the speaker of the @ouso is elected by a majority of
representatives. Tom Murphy (D-Carollton) held difitce of Speaker of the House longer than

any other representative in Georgia history. Tgemker is the moderator of the house and he
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assigns members to committees. Most of the busisetone by these 36 standing committees.
The representative that chaired the education ctieenivas Representative Jeanette Jamieson
(D-Toccoa). Besides these influences each pastytas floor leaders that push agendas of their
respective party.

The governor also has floor leaders who help intcedand move legislation that is
proposed by the governor. These leaders exist sicGovernor cannot issue his own
legislation in the General Assembly. Though thenBa administration had many floor leaders,
education legislation was primarily handled by omaresentative: Representative Charlie Smith
(D — St. Mary’s).

Outside Influences

There are many outside influences that give lawmsaltee mandate used to create the
political agendas. Kingdon identifies these infatparticipants as “interest groups, researchers,
academics, consultants, media, parties, and okbetians-related actors, and the mass public”
(2003, p. 45). The most prevalent of these outsickes are special interest groups and the
media. Special interest groups are a coalitionaiiduals attempting to influence a legislative
body in order to affect a political agenda. The akthe word individuals may be a misnomer
because these groups tend not to hold a majorityap According to Kingdon (2003), special
interest groups are more likely to represent an®ss or industry. These interest groups are
formed based on a group of ideas. Most often tltesses stem to block an agenda that is
perceived to be harmful toward the group. Thourggse groups are effective at setting agenda,

one must understand that these groups have omgmaf power. In this case, the most
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prevalent education interests are the Georgia Astsoc of Educators, and the Georgia Parent
Teacher Associatioh.
Media

Though many outside influences exibig single most influential group tends to be the
mass media. The mass media has become so indLtai a theory has developed around this
group. The theory called the Agenda Setting Théolys at its core that people who are
exposed to the same media sources will identifystme issues as important (McCombs &
Shaw, 1972). According to Bernard Cohen “the preag not be successful much of the time in
telling people what to think, but it is stunninglyccessful in telling its readers what to think
about” (gtd. in McCombs & Shaw, 177, 1972). Tihedry does not say that mass media helps
decide the way in which an issue will be viewed, ibdetermines whether the issue will be
discussed. This is the first group that worksewerse upon the political agenda. Most other
outside forces work from the bottom up. Individissues become part of a greater concern
causing a coalition to form and influence policykes. Media works in reverse. The media
highlights issues. The public becomes informedtaed coalesces to promote or block the issue
from the political agenda (Kingdon, 2003). The sfien that is left is how do the media decide
what issues to highlight to the individual? Acdaglto McCombs and Shaw (1972), this is
often left up to producers and editors. They n&y on focus groups and opinion polls, but
more likely their agenda stems from the financihtheir organization. Though many media

outlets exist in Georgia, the most prominent wdaddhat of the Atlanta Journal Constitution.

! This study did look at the influences of sevethko interest organization; however, while collegtiata it was
these two organization that were identified aswgyio affect the policy.
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CHAPTER 4
KEY PLAYERS
Governor Roy Barnes

Roy E. Barnes was born March 11, 1948 in Mable@ayrgia located in Cobb County.
He states that he was a product of the public ddystem of Georgia, and he graduated from
the University of Georgia with a degree in law. &dgoung lawyer, he ran for the Georgia
Senate in 1974 at the age of 26. He was elect@gdemed until 1990. During his time in the
senate, he served as Governor Joe Frank Hariwgisl#ader and was responsible for helping
reform education with the Quality Basic Educatioct Af 1985. At the end of Governor Harris’'s
second term, Roy Barnes ran for Governor in 1990was defeated in the Democratic primary
finishing third to then Lieutenant Governor ZelllMdr and former Mayor of Atlanta Andrew
Young. Miller won both the primary and the Gendtkdction. Barnes returned to his law
practice in Cobb County. Due to redistrictinghe Georgia General Assembly, a new house
seat was created for Cobb County, and Roy Barmeand was elected to the House in 1992.
Barnes stated in his interview that as a freshrepresentative who had served in the legislature
for 15 years, he was highly sought after for hiktigal opinions and strategies (R. Barnes,
personal communication, July 3, 2007).. It wastibat he developed a strong working
relationship with Representative Charlie Smith frBtmMary’s, Georgia. This political
relationship would continue to develop and woulddsponsible for many of Barnes’
educational reforms. In 1998, Roy Barnes ran fovéenor and was elected by defeating then
Secretary of State Lewis Massey in the democraimngyy, and Guy Milner in the General
Elections. Barnes started his administration gagfat he would be a reformer in terms of

education, health care, and state governmentislfirkt year, Barnes called for a resolution to
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create the Governor’s Education Reform Study Conomi€GERSC). This committee was
made up of legislators, business leaders, and &mtscdt was chaired by Barnes himself and
was given the commission to reform the state’sipidadhools system. From this commission,
most of the ideas for the 2000 Georgia House Bil7, “The A+ Education Reform Bill” were
set up into law. One aspect of this legislatiors warepeal the Fair Dismissal clause for Georgia
Teachers (Georgia Statute, 8 20-2-1160, 2000)s pdlicy, which Barnes referred to as teacher
tenure, allowed for teachers to have a hearingrbdfeing dismissed. Barnes and other
education official considered this unnecessarysgturity for teachers and considered it to
hamper real education reform. This led to Baraesolus address where he said, “...Good
teachers do not need tenure, and bad teacherd deserve tenure (Wooten, C7, 2000). The bill
passed and teachers lost this right. The followeay, Barnes had his staff and floor leader
Charlie Smith (D — St. Mary’s) draw up House Bi#i&6 House Bill 656 was designed to address
problems created by H.B.1187 and to end social ptmm. Before this bill could be introduced,
Roy Barnes directed the General Assembly to del the confederate symbol on the Georgia
State flag. Business leaders were concerned khelkt keaders would call for a boycott, so they
pressured the Governor to make a change (R. Bgvaesynal communication, July 3, 2007)..

In what would become one of the most controveesitd of his term, the General Assembly in a
close vote changed the flag (Hayes and McKee, 2008js caused House Bill 656 to be
introduced later in the session and also after &had created some division between himself
and his own party which held the majority in thgisature. Unlike H.B. 1187, Barnes did not
run a massive media campaign to introduce H.B.&@fbmost of the items were not as
controversial. The media did pick up on the Soer@motion aspect of the legislation and

identified the problem called the discriminatorfeef. This was the idea that this legislation
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would cause African American children to be retdiaehigher numbers than their white
counterparts. This caused Roy Barnes some problétmshe Legislative Black Coalition, but
with some negotiations he was able to bring thesanraat and the bill passed; however, with H.B.
1187, H.B. 656, and the flag issue, the perfectstor Barnes' defeat was created (Hayes and
McKee, 2004). In 2002, Barnes ran for reelectigaiast a Democratic Senator turned
Republican, Sonny Perdue (R — Perry). Perduemaheideas of local control and smaller
government, but his primary rally cry was the chamgthe state flag. He told the people of
Georgia that they deserved to choose their own #ag that if he were elected, he would put
that choice to a vote. The election of 2002 waa W Sonny Perdue mainly to a lackluster turn
out of minority voters, and a strong turnout of tehroters upset over the flag issue. Though
Barnes will not concede that educators were upsbtdreforms and therefore refused to vote
for him, polling data shows that educators didsiaiw up to vote for this election. One other
factor that may have led to Barnes’s defeat coaltetbeen a resurgent Republican party. This
was mentioned early in the research of Hayes arndedd¢2004). They noted that in 2002 seven
of the eight southern gubernatorial elections wewsa by Republican candidates.
Ron Newcomb

Ron Newcomb was also from Cobb County and a gtaduam the University of
Georgia. He graduated with a degree in politicarsce and as part of that degree he served as
an intern with the General Assembly. During tiniernship, he met and worked with then
Representative Joe Frank Harris. Harris wouldmgtodoe elected Governor in 1982. Newcomb
graduated and enrolled in graduate school at theesity of Georgia where he also taught
some political science courses. During this tikaris approached him about helping with his

gubernatorial campaign. Newcomb agreed and warkespbeeches and other issues for the
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Harris campaign. After Joe Frank Harris becamesgowr he asked Newcomb to accept the
position of special assistant to the Governor.akleepted and began to work with Harris’s
administration on communication and education rafoNewcomb was responsible for many of
the negotiations of the 1985 Quality Basic Educaat, and also worked closely with then
Senator Roy Barnes. At the end of Governor JoekHrarris’'s two terms, Newcomb left
political life to help run a newly established tecal school in the North Metro Atlanta area.
For the next eight years, Newcomb states that Henbgolitical dealings with either the Miller
administration or with Roy Barnes, but once Banvas elected Governor, Newcomb was asked
to serve as one of his educational advisors. Thdigycomb was not the only education
advisor, he took a chief role in educational palitye was responsible for negotiations with the
legislature and special interest groups. For btithse Bill 1187 and House Bill 656, Newcomb
would hold meetings with different groups and waikh legislators on any language changes in
the bills. He would also bring concerns back ®®vovernor. The one weakness in the
Newcomb’s role was that he had little effect ongobutcomes. The Governor had made up his
mind on certain issues, and it was Newcomb’s joimade those ideas reality. After Barnes’
defeat, Ron Newcomb returned to his role at thiertieal school.
Representative Charlie Smith

Charlie Smith graduated from the University of @gain 1974 and returned home to St.
Mary’s Georgia to practice law. St. Mary’s is loedtat the southeastern most tip of Georgia in
Camden County. He specialized in real estate lahsarved in that capacity until 1992. Not
much is known about Smith’s political agenda dutimgse years, but it is safe to say that he was
a typical conservative Democrat. In 1992, Ch&lmith ran for the Georgia House of

Representatives for St. Mary’s Georgia. He wastetkand went to Atlanta. Smith states that
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when he got to the General Assembly, he asked3peaker Tom Murphy for a seat in the front.
He was rewarded with a seat in the back with @ldther freshman legislators. It just so
happened that his seat was beside on of his catlagemates Roy Barnes. At the same time,
Smith’s wife Trisha Smith ran and was elected ®ltdtal school board for Camden County,
Georgia. Both Smith and his wife had many ideasiabhow to reform public schools in
Georgia, and Charlie Smith shared most of thosasidéth his legislative colleague Roy Barnes.
It was during this time that Smith introduced légfi®on to end fair dismissal rights of school
administrators. This legislation passed even thadycation special interest groups strongly
opposed the measure. This led Smith to acquire power and respect form the members of
the General Assembly. He went onto submit legmtatiealing with remedial education, length
of the school year, and even to change the cotistitgo that the State School Superintendent
would be appointed rather than elected. Of conmgst of this legislation was not passed, Smith
was definitely becoming known as an education reér and when his friend Roy Barnes was
elected Governor in 1998, Smith became his admatige floor leader. Though Barnes had
many floor leaders, Smith would be primarily resgibe for education reform issues. It was
Smith who brought forth House Bill 1187, and HoBs€656. Smith was responsible for
introducing this legislation, getting it passed oficommittee, and negotiating the conference
committee reports between the Senate and the H&rséh was also responsible for
introducing the Governor's flag proposal. He rekedrthat when he was asked by the Chief of
Staff to look at the new flag proposal, he liteygbt sick to his stomach (C. Smith, personal
communication, June 26, 2007). He knew this lagjsh would kill Barnes’ and many other’s

chance of reelection and in 2002 he left the lagise.
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Senator Richard Marable

Richard O. Marable was born March 23, 1949 in FIGgdinty. Floyd County is located
in the Northwest Georgia. Marable went to a latdlege called Berry College and earned a
degree in Education. He began work for the Ronte &hool system where he taught special
education. In 1990, Marable ran for Georgia S&serate for the 52 District. Marable served
four terms in the state senate and was defeat2@0®. During his 12 years, Marable served on
many committees most notably the K-12 educationroitee and the Rules Committee. In 1994
Lieutenant Governor Pierre Howard appointed Mar&blee the first classroom teacher to hold
the position of the K-12 Education committee ch&itarable also served as majority whip
during his service in the Senate.

Marable’s leadership style is important to thigdgtéor two reasons. First as committee
chair, Marable was known for creating many sub-cdaters. This process caused bills to stay
in committee longer and gave a greater chancehbdiills would be amended in committee.
Marable was also known for asking hard questidfm. example during Zell Miller’s
administration, he would not go along with a billextend the minimum drop out rate from 16 to
18. Marable’s philosophy was, “[You] Just can't@up with the idea and not have all the
makings to make it work (R. Marable, personal comitation, June 14, 2007).” This is the
same reason he gave for stopping the Cagle BiB, 89, in 1999. These two points put him at
odds with not only the Miller Administration, butsa the Barnes administration. During the
debate on H.B.1187, Marable caused many changeechie$ allowed that bill to come out of

committee. Marable was defeated in 2002 and duutes his lost to the flag issue.
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Representative Jeanette Jamieson
Jeanette Jamieson is an accountant from Toccoagi@edshe was elected to the
Georgia House of Representatives in 1984. Befwd&3eneral Assembly, Jamieson served on
the Stephens County Board of Commissioners. Quhe time of this study, Jamieson served
as the chairman of the House Education Commitgee was known for holding bills in front of
the full committee instead of creating sub-commatte Though this took more time, it did
provide less of a chance of a bill being blockedbyg legislator. This is very important with
House Bill 656, in which one member of the Housedzation Committee, Carolyn Hughley (D-
Columbus) had been approached about blocking &&€r isub-committee was assigned the
legislation. Jamieson was also named to most éiduczonference report committees. It is here
that she showed her power by changing the Goveratication Reform Bill, H.B.1187, to
reinstate vocational education. She was able lib Uqwthe conference report until Barnes
allowed the money for vocational education to belack in. One unidentified government
official referred to Jamieson this way, “She islike intersection named for her: pretty to look
at and hard to cross.”
Ralph Noble
During the time of this study Ralph Noble servedPaesident of the Georgia Association
of Educators. He is a veteran teacher of 31 yadi®e fifth grade and middle grade levels.
Noble is from Ringold, Georgia located in Walkeru@ty in Northwest Georgia. Previously he
served as Vice-President of GAE. House Bill 1888 passed during his term as Vice-
President and House Bill 656 was passed durintems as President. Ralph Noble became
active in educational politics to reform the wagdkers were treated. He and former GAE

President Essie Stewart-Johnson created a fouregliemation plan for the Georgia Education
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Association. Noble was a member of the GAE goveytioard that voted to endorse Roy
Barnes for Governor. As President, he servedfall-time lobbyist for GAE, and he attended
the legislative sessions and state school boartimgee
Herb Garrett

Herbert Wiley Garrett, Jr. was the Executive Dioedf the Georgia School
Superintendents Association during the passageuteéiBill 656. Garrett who started his
teaching career in 1968 admits to being apoliticaing his early career. During his time,
teachers mostly joined an organization called therGia Education Association at the behest of
their principal. As to the political affiliationfehis group, Garrett was not aware any major
stand; however, during his time as administratar&gadmits that Governor Joe Frank Harris’'s
Quality Basic Education Act was a sweeping refdnat e approved of. He states that for the
first time funding was dealt with based on whatost to educate a specific type of child and not
just based on a count of students, but the problamthat it was just too expensive for the state
at that time. As administrator, Garrett joined @eorgia Association of Educational Leaders
and became the President of that organization @19 his was the time of Zell Miller’s
administration and his level of political activisrasically meant reviewing legislation and
reporting to the organization. It was during Mikeadministration that Herb Garrett moved to
the Superintendents office and finally became Somardent of Schools for Jefferson City
Schools, and then Henry County Schools. Duringtilne, his political activism stepped up as
he served as the legislative committee chair ferGeorgia School Superintendents Association
and then as President of that organization in 299899. Garrett admits that the GSSA was not
very vocal with Barnes’ first education reform llie to the ill treatment that they received

during Miller's administration. In some ways thegre just glad to be at the table. He became
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the executive director of the GSSA after his predeor had served in that position for only 8
months. His was serving in this role in 2001 withB. 656 was presented. Garrett was very
concerned about the Social Promotion legislatioa amtter of personal convictions. GSSA was
more concerned with the positive changes like Hre/éntervention program, but did not take
any stance on the promotion/retention languagere@aesponded that the Barnes team
requested local policies on retention policies, @adrett sent him examples of less drastic
remedies to social promotion. Garrett stateshibat/as just trying to show the Governor there
was other ways to do this; however, Garrett adthds once Barnes starts something he rides it

like a steam roller, and there was very little ateathat he could change their minds.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CASE STUDY: THE PROBLEM STREAM
This case study will begin by identifying with thearacters of the problem stream. We
will consider these characters as a group or streaimm this group’s story, we will analyze
how the agenda rose to the level of public awarenes
The Early Years
As we discussed in the literature section, theateebver how to hold students
accountable has been taking place over the lastiigeand every Georgia Governor since the

1960’s had dealt with some level of education m@&foGovernor Barnes stated it this way:

Listen you don’t have to worry about an invasiofou don’t have
to worry about Social Security. You don’t have torvy about
generally anything else but one thing: Educatioyoisr job
everyday. If you don'’t get up as Governor and shgitvam | going
to do for education today, then you are not doiogryob (R.
Barnes, personal communication, July 3, 2007)..

In many ways Governors of Georgia believed thatai$ their role to drive education.

The earliest debate over the promotion and retersggue occurred in Leonard Ayres
(1909) booK_aggards in Our SchoalsTherefore, it was no great stretch that thisastr
emerged and became part of the national debat&edngia, the first legislative emergence of
this problem appeared during Governor Joe Frankig*aterm in office which was from 1984 —
1992. According to Ralph Noble, an elementary stheacher at the time, the public was
beginning to focus on student reading levels (paksocommunication, 2007). It was believed
that many students were not reading on level anglpattributed this to slowing down other

student’s progress. This debate led then Govelo®Frank Harris to direct the State Board of
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Education to tighten promotion standards. Undexatiion of State Superintendent Werner
Rogers, the board decided to tie promotion in liirel tgrade students to the criterion reference
test. This policy required students to score 1&8tp out of 300 points on the reading test and
184 points on the math test. Students were githinge chances to pass the test. The entire
battery took six hours to administer (Laccetti, BP8The test was effective in retaining students
at this level, but due to the rise of overage kidslementary school it was soon reversed.
Governor Zell Miller had the policy reversed durimg first term. Then Senator Roy Barnes
responded that because the policy did not havevéiight of the legislature it faded from debate
and was easy to reverse (personal communicatid,)20Jsing the Kingdon (2003) model, we
can deduce that the initiative failed because bmbyof the three streams merged. The problem
was present and the political stream was activethaupolicy never materialized that would
form the agenda.
Smith and Barnes

In my research, | expected this problem to reserthaing then Governor Zell Miller’s
administration. Zell Miller served from 1992 — B8nd many people in Georgia referred to
him as the education governor. Miller's administna focused mainly on teacher-focused
reforms such as salary; however, in Camden courty@a two things would bring about
different education reforms: (1) a local lawyera@te Smith, Jr., was elected to the Georgia
House of Representatives and (2) his wife was @tkict the local school board in Camden
County. These two would work to push accountabikforms back to the forefront of public

debate. Another unlikely scenario was that RoynBamwho had run against Governor Zell

! Ralph Noble, former President of GAE and elemarsahool teacher, responded that during this tmeehad
several fifth grade students who were fourteenfdtabn. This was due to multiple retentions. &ga also had a
pre-T' program for students not judge ready to begin ach®his along with the'3Grade promotion test led to
multiple retentions.
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Miller and lost was elected to the House of Repregeves. Representative Barnes and
Representative Smith would be seated beside eheh airing their time in the House of
Representatives. Smith and his wife were concewittdeducation and the fact that the
retention rate was so high in secondary schootsAppendix A). It was their opinion that the
lower schools were not preparing students to aguate level and those students were hitting a

wall once they reached middle school and high sichoo

The numbers were something like this in tflegBade and ¥ grade
and & grade in each of those years approximately 250festts
were being held back in each of those grades.d@tiyrade, the
first year of high school, about 12500 were beialgibback. | can’t
imagine any clearer evidence that in middle scipeoiple were
being kicked up into high school. They were beingen rid of
when they didn’t know the material that one statiatone was a
clear indication that we needed to do somethingiabacial
promotion (C. Smith, personal communication, JuB,e2D07).

Smith would take his ideas and share them with &spntative Barnes; however very little
legislation to address these concerns was intraldagng their terms together, but the policy
stream was beginning to trickle.
National Awareness

1999 became the big year for the promotion verstention problem to rise to the
forefront again. This problem was placed on tliaracreen of then President Bill Clinton, and
this was the year when the first data were repdrtad the Chicago Public schools. Because
that data looked promising at first, President ©linjumped on the bandwagon of ending social
promotion in our schools. This is evidenced by1899 State of the Union Address and in a

directive to the Secretary of Education to drawaam nelping states to end Social Promotion.
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First, all schools must end social promotion. Naw child should
graduate from high school with a diploma he or @t read. We
do our children no favors when we allow them tospgasm grade
to grade without mastering the material...If you dothips will
work, just look at Chicago, which ended social potion and
made summer school mandatory for those who dorstenthe
basics. Math and reading scores are up three p@amg1g -- with
some of the biggest gains in some of the pooreghherhoods. It
will work and we should do it (Clinton, 1999).

Politicians in Georgia wanted to capitalize on ie@ie and Senator Casey Cagle introduced a
bill. Senate Bill 49, the ABC initiative, wouldgaire students to read on grade level before
being promoted. Here was a situation where a pmlaind a policy were merging, but Cagle
failed to get the political stream flowing. Caglas unable to break through into the Democratic
Party. Senator Richard Marable was then chairnidimeoSenate Education Committee in the
General Assembly and said that there was no waydosats would allow a Republican to
sponsor a bill of such magnitude (Marable, R., @eas communication, 2007), but though the
agenda failed to form, the problem did not grownalant.
Barnes Administration
Representative Roy Barnes was elected Governd98 and in his inaugural address he

made the statement that he would be the educabeer@or.

In our new Georgia, mothers and fathers strugglngducate their
children will no longer fear the schools that shiooiting them
hope. In this new Georgia, we will not settle fecend
best...Only when all of our children receive a supregiducation,
when all of our workers are trained, and every aings has the
opportunity to test our limits can we fulfill ourgmise and
nourish our humanity. (Barnes, 1999)

He also named as one of his floor leaders ReprasemnCharlie Smith. The promotion

debate was still going strong, but earlier daté iaa looked positive were now showing that
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tighter promotion policies were having a negatiffea on studenfs however, Barnes and
Smith thought they could overcome these negatifeetsf with the policy that they had
developed over the past eight years. These dawelofs included an early intervention program
for students who were identified as being belowdgrgvel in Kindergarten, First Grade, and
Second Grade. There policy also touted that itldvmok at other items besides test scores in
determining promotion. Students who did not passald/be given a chance to retake the test,
and students who fail would have the option of semsthool and an additional refe@.
Newcomb, personal communication, July 30, 200He first round of reforms began in the
2000 legislation session. House Bill 1187, TheEducation Reform Act, was an accountability
legislation that created a wedge issue betweemeéesand the general public. Schools would be
graded by high stakes testing. Failing schoolddctace restructuring, and teachers would lose
one of their most cherished benefits, the rigifaofdismissal. Though the bill had many
opponents, this agenda was the perfect storm fordtion: a problem that said that education
needed to be reformed, a policy which was develapgside of the problem, and the political
machine of Barnes, Smith, and the Democratic RdrGeorgia. Two years later they decided to
try it again with House Bill 656, The Education Beh Act of 2001.
Policy and Problem Merge

House Bill 656 was a little more subtle than itegecessor, but it was still a perfect

storm in agenda setting theory. The bill focusedaur areas: (1) It created an early

intervention program (EIP) that would focus on stoutd not on grade level; (2) funding for

% This statements come from a review of many diffepgeces of literature. At the time the Roderiegort had
emerged saying that the policy in Chicago was oalysing more students to be placed into specialatidun
classes at the very little real change was takiagepwithin the system. Dr. C. Thomas Holmes Had geleased a
study that shows harmful effects on students tleewetained.

% This is a summary of the bill as well as a sumnudrfigon Newcomb’s, former education advisor Royrigs:
comments.
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foreign language education at the elementary hasl created; (3) academic learning time in
middle school was extended from 250 minutes torbtutes; and (4) ending social promotion
by creating a promotion policy based on the CRCA @her quantitative data. The EIP program
would allow for after school tutoring, summer sch@md other transitional programs to help

struggling students. The foreign language prognes a special interest for Governor Barnes.

| think every child had to be exposed in this wadday to a
foreign language, particularly Spanish. | knowsihbt popular, but
I think it is reality. That is what | was trying tio | was trying to
create a funding strategy that | would introduaeifgn language to
every elementary school. | would have liked totstar
kindergarten or even in Pre-K (R. Barnes, personal
communication, July 3, 2007)..

During his interview, he stated that all studergedto speak a foreign language and that
research shows that the elementary level has nnooess at teaching that language. With the
academic time extension, Barnes had hoped to caeatetra period during the day to help
struggling students in middle schboBarnes believed these three issues were imppbanthe
problem that would raise this policy structurehe tevel of public debate was the ending of
social promotion.

Before doing so they needed data that would idethis problem. The Department of
Education had the retention data. These data shtva¢ a small percentage of students were

retained in K-8, but that in grade 9 the retentate exploded. The Governor’s office took these

* In the interview with Governor Barnes, he stateat it was the middle school language that he thotabe the
most controversial. He stated that you never kmdwat the media will pick up on in legislation; hovee, Barnes
did begin the State of the State address in 20€1thwe statement, “The time has come to end spoiethotion.”
Barnes was right that the middle school languageldvbe controversial, but only with a group thadl teeen
marginalized during the 1187 debate: the teachers.
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data and added its comments (See Appendix A). tewpolicy had a problem it could merge
with and with the political machine in place. Thgeada was unstoppable.

Of course the problem stream is only one facegehda formation. We must also look
at this case from the viewpoint of policy. Kingdstates that policies are created without

problems because the policy has to be ready tolgmhe problem presents itself.
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CHAPTER SIX
CASE STUDY: THE POLICY STREAM
Policy is defined as a course of actiat th created to solve a problerhowever,
in political agendas the policy usually needs tatsated prior to the problem arising to public
debate. We stated earlier that problems are gifeptile ground for policy. Politicians try to

divine what problem will be popular next, and tloeeate a policy that will be ready to go.

Wholly new ideas do not suddenly appear. Insteadple
recombine familiar elements into a new structura oew
proposal. This is why it is possible to note, éféis no new
thing under the sun,” at the very same time chamgkeinnovation
are being observed. Change turns out to be recatin more
than mutation (Kingdon, p. 124, 2003).

This seems to be what happened for the agend#otihatd around House Bill 656.
The ldea

Charlie Smith and Roy Barnes spent six years gititarally right next to each other in
the General Assembly of Georgia. Barnes was acaditician that was first elected to the
Georgia Senate in 1974 at the age of 26. He senvib@ Senate until 1992 and then after being
defeated in the gubernatorial race ran for the Haifkepresentatives. Smith was simply an
eager freshman representative who was fueled byifes passion for education reform. This
allowed ample opportunity for the two to share glaad create an education reform policy.
Why Barnes did not offer these ideas in the forrtegislation is not known.

Barnes’ initial education reformation took place®00 with House Bill 1187, The A+
Education Reform Act. According to Governor Barri#tsyas my theory that with a changing

world, a competitive world, and the boundless caitipa that exists now; either we had to

! Definition paraphrased from dictionary.com



42

improve education or the essence of being an Ameneuld be lost and we had to improve
that public education is available to all of G<Of course Barnes and Smith are not solely
responsible for the mammoth reforms offered in H1B7.
Governor’'s Education Reform Commission
Governor Roy Barnes admits he went into educagform with his own ideas, but he
tried to keep an open mind. His first step wouddd get the public opinion and listen to any
opposition. Barnes created an Education Reformr@ission made up of one-third educators,

one third business leaders, and one third legigatd o this 63 member committee, he directed:

Don't waste any more time making excuses. Donfjestgany
more expensive new programs without equal cuteeffective
programs. Don't make this just another thick stiedlye used as a
doorstop. It will be up to you to determine why are failing our
children (Cummings, 1999).

He personally chaired each of these sessions.ytiueg was on the table from
attendance requirements to school uniforms. Aleitly this commission there was also an 83
member staff to assist. The group toured schowsheald public meetings to find out how to fix
Georgia’s schools. Most of the policies thatevereated by this group were implemented
within House Bill 1187: increase school accourlighiincrease funding, identification of at-
risk students, lower class sizes, incentive foromatl board certification, and ending fair
dismissal rights of educators. This last item Inee® the impetus for getting the policy to move
into the agenda stream. The governor states thmtijgals and school boards were saying

teacher tenure is standing in the way of real reforGovernor Barnes took this information and

2 This was Governor Barnes response to the quetitny is public education so important to you?”.
¥ Newcomb and Barnes both stated that as they d@isiteools around the state that administrators avexpress
that the problem with accountability is that it wae hard to dismiss someone who was not pullied theight.
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began a public debate on teacher tenure. Thiswted people to understand that H.B. 1187 was
simply a bill to end teacher tenure. It becamepitodlem to promote the policy. It is my
opinion that this same idea occurred in H.B. 6Bolicy on early intervention programs,
foreign language, and academic time had been cidatéthere was no way to move these
policies into the agenda stream. So Barnes regaram idea from his Education Reform
Commission and comes up with the idea of endingaspoomotion, another problem people
could argue about, and an idea that had alreadyftmded. Like teacher tenure it was a wedge
issue and the groups lined up on both sides totdd¢ba merits of ending social promotion. In
my interview with Gov. Barnes and with Represemta®mith, | introduced this theory and

received these two responses:

Well let me tell you something. You never know witkee press is
going to pick up on. | never thought they'd pigkan tenure [in
1187]. You know this is not a union state. | me®ught it was
that important. |did it, as | told you; | backiedo it because of
principals. And, | probably made a mistake abbat &s I've said.
I should have come in from another way. 656 whaas trying to
do was stop gap 1187...here | have to have some dmegu that
you're really doing 1187. 656 the most importaart pvas
extending the day, but that Social Promotion wasattk stop to
make sure that they were implementing 1187 — afablild catch
it if they know there is a day of reckoning. Watministrators
and with anyone if we know that there is not a peaalty out
there, we’ll say will try to do it but it is notgreat intention so |
had to put a little penalty out there (R. Barnesspnal
communication, July 3, 2007)..

Well you are asking me about strategy that 'mswe | want to
tell you about...Sometimes you put in bills some gfsithat you
may need support from one group that this provikielps, and
you know you can count on them if you have this/jgion in.
Normally because you think it is a good idea, nst jo get there
support. Sometimes you put stuff way down at thee @& a long
bill when you know they ain't (sic) reading anymeaued you get
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all that simple stuff up front, and I'm not saying did that with
1187, but read it sometime and see what you tliBrith, C.
personal communication, 2007).

What we see with these two responses is the proé¢dsaming and coupling. Kingdon (2003)

refers to coupling in this way:

In the policy stream, proposals, alternatives, swidtions float
about, being discussed, revised, and discussed.aljacontrast to
a problem-solving model, in which people becomeraved a
problem and consider alternative solutions, sohgitboat around
in and near government, searching for problemshictwto
become attached or political events that increlasie likelihood of
adoption (p. 172).

Smith gives us some insight into the idea thathiilsvas less about ending social promotion,
and more about attaching a proposal that would rtakeverall legislation more popular. One
unidentified respondent said this, “Ending socranpotion is sexy. Extending the school day or
funding foreign language does not sell many pafm¥ssonal communication, 2007). This
debate gave the Governor his movement to roll @ubéw policy. Now, this is not to say that
the social promotion policy was not thought out, that the policy was not the real issue at

hand. In fact, Barnes admits that social promotias not the idea at all.

The idea is this.to stop the drop out. If you push them on, by the
time they hit 16 they are going to be gone, an@s tvying to stop
the drop out. What | was trying to do, if you rgallanted to know
the truth, was to create almost a year round prodoa those
kids...If you remember | allow them to take the furgifor...an
extra 20 days of instruction, and | really wanted@o to 6 weeks to
create a longer track. Now, to keep those kids foemg
stigmatized | was going to...start extending the year
acceleration...I really think we have to have yeambschools.
We know that when kids are out more than 6 weekssp@nd the
first 30 days of the next year reteaching them winey missed last
year. So | know year round is a very controversidlject and you
have to start out voluntarily, but for those kidsonare behind |
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think it is necessary, and for those kids that waratccelerate we
have to get them a track too. And that was my &rsp and the
way that | was going to do it was to say you havkd on grade
level (R. Barnes, personal communication, JulyOg72..

Ron Newcomb and Non-Elected Government Officials

The major thrust of the social promotion policy aegn 2001. Barnes’ staff, headed by
Ron Newcomb, began the process by looking at priemoétention policies around the local
school boards. Up until this time promotion staddavere set by the locals. What they found
was an assortment of policies. In the metro a®atems such as Gwinnett already had tight
promotion policies based on student test scotashe more rural areas, systems such as Walker
County approached promotion/retention with a maragitptive manner. The Walker County
policy ends with this statement: “Under no circtemses shall a pupil’s retention be based on a
single evaluative instrument (Walker County, 199@) was obvious that these conflicts would
have to be worked out before any type of policylddoe put in place. Governor Barnes’
educational staff then began to look at how otkeges had ended social promotion.

The staff looked at legislation from Texas, MisspDelaware, New Mexico, and
Virginia. Each bill was examined for weaknesses efifectiveness. One education official
summarized the findings in this statement: “Tlates that ‘claim’ to have ended social
promotion around the country and the South haveernaadeffort, but the real policy of ending
social promotion is a ‘claim’ at best (personal commication, 2007).” Not only did Barnes
advisor have the data from local and state poliakers, but by this time many educational
researchers had looked into the debate over promwérsus retention. In my investigations, |

was able to find at least three documents that eeaenined by the Governor’s staff which told
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of harm of retention policies based on high stakstng? Newcomb began looking at ways to
alleviate these harmful side effects.

The first was to decide how to deal with the eftbett when students are retained it
lowers their self esteems and causes discourageraertBarnes administration felt that if they
could provide additional help to these studenthénform of summer school, EIP, and retaking
the test that it might offset the discouragemedtioia The policy provided for 20 additional
days of instruction to students who did not paesGRCT. It was the hope that students who did
pass could also use that 20 additional days faglaation, but this idea did not make it into the
final bill. The second hurdle was the high statess scenario. Tying a student’s future to one
test took on one day could be detrimental. Attime that this policy was being written only
two states were looking at requiring students feat a grade solely on the basis of a failed

score on a test. This problem was solved by t8é &6lution:

Taking a page from a local school system in Jorm&munty, NC
(their superintendent, Jim Causby, spoke to tist year
commissions Accountability Committee and the Gouermwe
could add conditions that could “override” the tastthe sole
factor in passing. Or, we also could take thetpmsthat whatever
tests are selected for the state policy that thestemake up a
certain percentage of the student’s end of courageg— something
like the test would count for 50% to 66% of thedgran that
subject area and grade level. That would allowd (amould
suggest that any legislation should “require “thtenastablish the
policy for their districts in writing and passed twe local board)
the local systems to develop policies that coulpdot the “no
pass” state policy. This would provide a balarmcthe state
control vs. local control argument of a state pobased solely on
the state CRCT test result. But, it would also kesethe argument

* The three documents were: 1) Matthews, J.(20@Bthte Tests Are Becoming A Graduation Hurdle”. The
Washington Post. January 30, 2001. 2)A positiorep&pm the Center for Children and Education &diHigh
Stakes Testing Will Hurt Our Childrefated February 23, 2001. 3)A document of unknorigiroentitled “A
Report Card On The Texas Accountability System.
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that we ended social promotion in Georgia (emaitfr
unidentified governmental official to Ron Newcon2907).

With these factors accountable, the group was readgcommend a policy on social promotion
to the Governor (See Appendix B). Now, the Goveémideas about middle school and foreign
language could piggyback on the promotion poliByomotion was already a problem that had

risen to debate and with the Governor’s politicalcimne could easily merge into the agenda

flow.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
CASE STUDY: THE POLITICAL STREAM

The political stream in this case begins with@wernor. Kingdon (2003) used the
statement that, “The executive proposes and thgrees disposes.” (p. 23). Of course he was
writing at the federal level, but this is often tese at the Georgia level.

The Governor

The executive branch in Georgia is very strongrmostly to the fact that the state has a
part time legislative branch (Beyle, 2002). Tlsits what the legislature can do and allows the
Governor to focus on issues that he is concernddpaissing. Unless the Governor is concerned
with the bill it is very unlikely that the bill wilmake it out of committee or to a vote. This also
has something to do with the fact that the majguiiitical party controls the governor’s office,
the house, and the senate. According to formee@mr Roy Barnes, the Governor’s role is
personality driven. He must get to know the lleges's on both sides of the aisle. Even though
the Governor may be from the same party as therityayaithout help from Republicans life can
be very complicated.

Roy Barnes was even more unique because of therdrabtime he had spent in Georgia
politics. Barnes believed that you had to coetlegislature. Being a part of both sides of the
General Assembly, he was better equipped to do #os example, at the Sheraton Hotel close
to the Capitol, many Representatives would gathersuite to eat breakfast and have
conversations. Barnes showed up at those infameatings. He also would be in the cloak
rooms during the legislative sessions. It washiesé informal conversations, that Barnes could
develop relationships to help him move his ideBlse Governor also knew that he had to work

both parties. Every Monday, Barnes held meetinigjs the majority and every Tuesday he held
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meetings with the minority party. He admits thede meetings were primarily gripe sessions,
but it did allow him to be close to the legislatu@overnor Barnes was also available every
morning between 8:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. to talkdlators without appointment.
Legislators were allowed to have five minute megdiabout anything. He also would give a
special number for either party to call to set ppcsal 15 minute session with him at an
appointed time of the week. Barnes would only gthese meetings if the legislator called in
person. Though it cannot be stated that theseimysedllowed Barnes to do as he wanted, he
definitely shows a belief in the idea that politispersonal. To use his words, “You look after
them and you can’'t make them vote for something #re absolutely opposed to, but you can
make them vote for some painful things. Educatedarm is a painful thing (R. Barnes,
personal communication, July 3, 2007)..”

Where Barnes would say that he was simply couttiegnembers of the General
Assembly, he critics would say he used these tbmstrong arm legislators to support his
policies. One special interest member accusedeBarhusing quid pro quo to get legislators to
vote to repeal fair dismissal rights for teach@erg¢onal communication, 2007). In Barnes’

interview he addressed this accusation by sayiaigytbu deal with legislators

“..a little through persuasion a little through fading what you
have done for them and a little bit of threats # mixture. It's
heavy on persuasion. It's heavy on I've alway®takare of you
trust me and then at the end it's you are eithén wie or against
me. And if you are against me don’t come hereragfor
something (R. Barnes, personal communication, JuB007)..”

Though this is not a strong rebuttal of the acearaBarnes seems to be saying that it works

both ways.
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Compromises

Compromises may be the most often tool used ipdhigcal process. To understand the
use of compromise for this policy, we must takeaklat those who worked to block the policy.
Of the four aspects of House Bill 656, the grouget #hould have worked the hardest to block
this policy was the African American or minorityogips. One of the strongest African
American groups in the General Assembly is the slagive Black Caucus. Though this group
does not vote in a block, the group does tend &tesge around issues. The black caucus was
concerned about the discriminatory effect of thenpotion policy in H.B. 656. Barnes was able
to deal with this by meeting with members of theaes and having his staff address their
concerns, he was able to make compromises in tydscure their support.

The Governor’s Staff

Though the Governor states that his role is pal#grdriven, it is often his staff that
really make significant changes. In the case efLigislative Black Caucus, Barnes entrusted
Ron Newcomb and others to work on the compromidewcomb states that he was also
concerned with this idea of discriminatory effeartd he went to the Legislative Black Caucus

and said this:

We made the point over and over that (A) consideraiternative;
do you really want students to just keep on getpiregnoted all the
way to high school? What do you think is going &ppen? | mean
the graduation rate for black males is lower thay @ther groups
and for minorities lower than whites, so where da yant and
how do you want the system to step in and say tkezgtra
attention needed for these students...and (B)dl@ggood thing
because if more minority students get caught upisiending
social promotion than a majority of students...int #ense it has
more effectively picked up the identified needsrafority

children and done something about it early on (Bwbbmb,
personal communication, July 30, 2007).
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During the floor debate, Newcomb went on to meétwiembers of the legislative black caucus
to work out these compromises. With these compmesjiBarnes gathered an enormous block
of support within the legislature.
Interest Groups

The second group that worked to block this legsitatvas the Georgia
Association of Educators (GAE). GAE was concemwéd H.B. 656 for two reasons: 1) GAE
has many African American members and was concehaa tighter retention policy would
affect African Americans at a higher rate; 2) GARsweoncerned about having principals and
parents strong arm teachers into promoting regssdiéstandards. GAE first effort was to
block the bill in committee. According to Ralph Ne, Carolyn Hughley (D — Columbus) was

opposed to the social promotion language in H.B. 65

GAE has a lot of African American Members and theas
tremendous concern on what would be the impactioonity
students and we felt like we probably could kit thill in
subcommittee and the reason we could was becagiseaththe
house education committee was setup Carolyn Hughdesygoing
to chair the subcommittee that bill had to go tigtoand Carolyn
was an African American and she was very conceabedt the
impact (R. Noble, personal communication, June2087)*

Whether anyone was aware of this tactic is not kmdwt the bill which should have
been assigned to her subcommittee, Education Fenamd Facilities, was instead assigned to
Representative Dubose Porter's subcommittee tledt Weh Regional Services/State Board of
Education. This of course thwarted GAE’s effod$tock the agenda. This action also may

have been a mute point due to the compromise8traes had Newcomb broker with the

! This comment was made by Ralph Noble, former Begsiof GAE, when asked about GAE's response to the
social promotion language in H.B. 656. There icawoborating evidence that Hughley would haventedge to
block this bill if it had been assigned to her coittee.
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Legislative Black Caucus; however, GAE’s secondceon may have been of greater
importance. The legislation allowed for the paréme, principal, and the teacher to meet and
promote the student if they felt it was in the bagtrest of the student. Ralph Noble, president

of GAE, noted that,

In my experience as a classroom teacher what happen
administrators want the kids passed on so they Hawé to fool
with them. Parents don't understand, so the bidgggs I've had
were retaining students that needed to be retdReNoble,
personal communication, June 14, 2007).

Barnes’ staff was able to address this issue byngrthat the committee was to be unanimous if
a student was to be promoted. This gave teacHeralaay, but created a new source of
conflict for the Governor.

Just as GAE was prepared to try to block the legos without the unanimous
promotion policy, the Parent Teacher AssociatiohAPof Georgia, wanted to have the
committee to be majority rufe.Representative Mayetta Taylor (D — Columbus) psewl an
amendment on the floor to change the unanimousidecdio 2 of 3 members. The amendment
failed primarily due to the strength of the GovernBormer education lobbyist Bob Cribbs
stated that it is almost impossible to amend theeBwr’s bill from the floor, but a more
effective technique is to amend the bill in thefeoance report (B. Cribbs, personal
communication, June 6, 2007). This tool can omlyibed by powerful legislators and is very
effective. Whether PTA was not powerful enougluge this tool is not known, but no member

of the conference committee reported feeling pmeskto do so.

2 This comment was elicited from Governor Roy Bariiaiph Noble, and Bob Cribbs. An unidentified PTA
official stated that though it was a concern thaepts not be shut out the process; the groupriuteake part in
any official lobby within the legislature.
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The Role of the Legislature

The General Assembly of Georgia is a weak legisgdiranch. Some of these
weaknesses lie in the fact that legislators deengy the broad public base that is given to the
Governor, and the legislature of Georgia is paneti The General Assembly is in session for
only 40 days. The legislators are also limitedeisources such as staff and research. Most
members share the staff and often this staff issmgdof only one person. Each branch has its
own research office, but again funding and resauotehis office are very limited.

Each session there are over 1000 pieces of leégislatroduced in the House and Senate
of the General Assembly of Georgia. To help fittgs legislation, many committees are set up

to filter through these bills. Senator Richard Mae (D — Rome) put it this way:

We had about 2000 pieces of legislation that goudin the
legislature every year that's a great deal of regdind all of those
bills have got to go through and you try to pick the ones [that
have merit.] All of them have merit, | am not sayithey don't
have merit, but some of them have more thoughteplat them,
and some of them are great ideas, but don't hatteegbreparation
to get there... (Marble, R., personal communicat&iQ7).

It is in these committees that legislation becoowaplete. It is often a tedious process and
filled with compromises and changes. Governor Batmad hoped to keep his education reforms
intact and rely on these committee chairs to shreplhis ideas through the legislature. House

Bill 1187 saw many changes, but one must consigentassive reforms that Barnes was trying

to push through.
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Georgia House of Representatives
Since Representative Smith was the floor leadeéBhenes used for education
legislation, most of his education bills originaiadhe House. This meant they were assigned to
House Education Committee Chairman Representagaeelte Jamieson (D — Toccoa). Though
Jamieson had set up subcommittees inside of theaédo committee, she decided to hear
H.B.1187 in front of the full committee. By doinigi$ she could control the changes made and
keep other legislators from blocking these pieddsgislatior?; however the committee did

make 126 changes before passing the legislationfabe committee.

I've been there 23 years and I've never seen agbgriece of
legislation yet. Members of the committee weretistg to hear
from constituents. Teachers were very concernedtahl87.
They took it as a slap in the face to teacherargeland it was not.
The Governor's intent was that it address thosepnoducing
teachers...the second time the governor's floaleleeame to
speak to the full committee the members were raaltythe
guestions and concerns that had been expresdeehtoftom back
home so to speak, mostly from teachers...We ma@eli2nges to
House Bill 1187 in my committee, so if people weérappy with
the final version they should have seen it befoeawade those
changes. and then what we did...We got down to the finaicenst
by the committee.l.went around the table...and any question they
had the opportunity to ask it and then we did @agnd we did it
until there were no more questions to be asked.tlzen we
passed out our version of 1187 (J. Jaimieson, pafso
communication, June 13, 2007).

% Representative Jaimeson did not say that thisandscking tactic, but by doing this she reducesidhances of a
sub-committee blocking the bill. By holding ittine committee of the whole, she could guarantetsttvauld get
an up or down vote from the education committee.

* This was Representaive Jamieson explanation afahenittee process.
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Once the legislation clears the committee, it mdvebe Rules committee, where it
either sits and dies are gets called up for dedradea vote (New Georgia Encyclopedia, 2005).
H.B. 656 followed a slightly different path.

As we have discussed the first political hurdiaded was being blocked in sub-
committee. It was thought that the bill would Issigned to the Education Finance and Facilities
sub-committee chaired by Rep. Carolyn Hughley.sTims avoided by Jamieson assigning the
bill to Rep. Dubose Porter’s subcommittee thatideah Regional Services/State Board of
Education; however, no evidence exists to provetthewas done to keep Rep. Hughley from
blocking the bill, but the Governor was aware af digiections to the bift.

Though the education committee could amend bilty f@v changes were made to H.B.
656 unlike H.B.1187 which had 126 changes in cotemitRepresentative Mayetta Taylor (D -
Columbus) was very concerned about the promotioseguences of the Governor’s bill.
Taylor served as the vice-chair of the House Edoc&ommittee. Representative Taylor
offered an amendment to strike the social promatextion of the bill. This effort was ruled out
of order by the chair (Salzer, 2001). The educatmmmittee approved the bill 11-7.

The second hurdle this bill faced was being chariged the floor. There were three
separate House amendments offered to House Bilfr6&6the floor. It is very unusual for a
Governor's bill to be amended from the floor, Husipossibl€. These types of amendments
come from the opposing party, and are easily defealn federal legislation, amendments may
be used as tools to attach other agendas to apoptgar one. Once an issue seems to be

moving, everybody with an interest in the subjeetpls in, out of fear that they will be left out

® Governor Barnes named Carolyn Hughley when askesittie biggest opponents of H.B. 656 were.

® This information was provided by Rep. Jeanettmdabn in her interview.

" This was deduced by comments elicited by all pigints in the study. It does not mean that nonaments are
offered only that it is very difficult to pass suah amendment from the floor.
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(Kingdon, 2003). For example, in 2007, we seelamocrats attach a minimum wage hike to a
military spending bill. Here they took an agenidat twould surely be vetoed by the President
and attached it to an agenda that he could nowlitleout. At the state level, amendments
simply serve to change or substitute parts ofl& bDf the three amendments offered, two were
written by Republican legislators, and one wasretfedoy a Democratic member. It is the
Democratic one that concerned the Govefnéis we have already learned Mayetta Taylor (D -
Columbus) was very concerned about the promotios@guences of the Governor’s bill.
Though she had been thwarted in committee, Taylmatde was not over. Next, she offered an
amendment to the bill stating that the promotidefidon committee decision to promote could
be a simple majority. This amendment would pit fweoverful special interest groups against
each other.
GAE and PTA

In the state of Georgia education has limited spécierest players. That is not to say
that you do not have groups interested in educabonjust that their ability to organize in the
traditional way is limited. For House Bill 656 gite were four major interest players: (1)
business, (2) the Georgia School Superintenderddation, (3) the Parent Teacher Association
of Georgia, and (4) the Georgia Association of Edois. The latter two would actually go
head-to-head on H.B. 656.

The Georgia Association of Educators is the clogestthis case will get to a labor
interest group. At the time GAE was made up ofualdd,000 administrators, teachers, and

other support personnel in public education. Dgithre 2001 legislative session, there were

8 This was elicited by Representative Jeanette d@imas she described the legislative process ingizeo
° Noble and Cribbs had already told the Governarahg change to the promotion/retention committesgliage
would mean a loss of GAE support.



57

three paid lobbyists working for the GAE, and beftris group was highly sought after for
campaign funds and endorsements. This group oae thighest prominence during the Miller
administration when it lobbied for back to back p&y raises for teachers. This win raised
Georgia to the top 16% for teacher pay. At the@diller’'s term, GAE had many concerns
over whom to endorse for the next Governor. llegion two members of the field, Secretary of
State Lewis Massey and Representative Roy BarRafph Noble states that GAE was split over
the two, but in the end Barnes won the endorsenigable believes that this late endorsement
started Barnes and GAE'’s relationship off negagivéf course Barnes won, but he faced a run
off with Massey, and a hard general election ag&epublican millionaire Guy Milner (Hayes
and Mckee, 2004). Governor Barnes did name fouE @&®achers to his Governor’'s Education
Reform Study Commission. Former Director of Goveent Relations for GAE, Bob Cribbs
stated, “the first year in the ‘99 session was gdd got, | got, a bill that | had worked on for
three years, and that was the right for classraaunhers to remove unruly students in discipline
and have discipline control (B. Cribbs, personahowinication, June 6, 2007).” Cribbs
remarked that he felt that he and Governor hadsedlelationship and that because of this
relationship Governor Barnes called Cribbs befoteoducing the mammoth education reform

bill 1187.

...S0 | sat down and he said you are going to be plergsed with
this bill and he held up a copy of the GAE legistafpriorities that
I had written. (Cause | did that every year. Ounignthe legislative
priorities and in there, there were like 27 priest legislative
priorities things like lower class size, thingsliketter funding,
teacher pay raises, [and] so forthAnd he said | have included in
this bill about 21 of your 27 priorities. And helddi mean it was
tremendous. So he walked through this whole thang, then he
got to the end and he said now | am going to make y
uncomfortable because it does include one thingishgoing to be
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controversial with your group, but | want you tstén and give me
an opportunity to talk about it and he discloseat tte was going
to take away tenure for teachers (B. Cribbs, petison
communication, June 6, 2007).

Ralph Noble, vice-president of GAE at the time, eembers this conversation and that
Roy Barnes gave GAE 48 hours to come up with arredtive. Knowing that there was not
enough time, GAE’s legislative committee voted ppase H.B.1187. This battle would become
very bitter between the Governor’s staff and GAithe end GAE lost and the rift between the
Governor and GAE would become permanent.

When Barnes was ready to present his second rduedlication reform, he sent Ron
Newcomb to talk to GAE. Normally this conversatiwauld have taken place with Bob Cribbs,
but due to the fight over 1187 Newcomb and Crilinsda not reconcile differencé8. Ralph
Noble, who had recently been elected PresidentAd &nd was looking to repair the
relationship with the Governor, met with Newcomlatttress concerns over 656. Noble
mentioned that teachers did not want to see an@itterike 1187, but did have the concerns
about funding issues in middle schools and the ptimm aspects. In terms of
promotion/retention GAE wanted to make sure thadestits would have the opportunity to
retake the test, that additional help would be gjiaad that a committee could decide to promote
regardless of the outcome. The one sticking omGAE was that the promotion/retention
committee had to be unanimous or they would nopstghe bill. Newcomb and Barnes
conceded these changes, and not wanting to seleearfight, GAE signed on to support the bill.

The Georgia Parent Teacher Association (PTA) doesansider itself to be a political

group, but rather an advocate for children. Theyadt endorse or financially support any

9 This comment was provided by Ralph Noble. In ntgiview with Bob Cribbs there were negative comismen
regarding Ron Newcomb.
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candidates, but do develop a set of legislativeriies for each legislative session. PTA's ifitia
concern with H.B. 656 was that it tied promotiorotee test. Since it could not block or change
this language, PTA began to work with Maretta Tayboget parents and students some ways
around the process. The initial bill had a spe@tntion/promotion committee built in, but the
committee had to be unanimous in order to promateident who did not pass the CRCT. They
were able to get Taylor to offer an amendment ftbenHouse floor that would allow the
committee to promote based on a majority vote. ughd”TA would not respond to this tactic,
GAE accused them of trying to pit a parent andgypia against the teacher. If this amendment
had passed, GAE had warned the Governor that teydwvork to defeat this bill. The
Governor had other plans to change the amendméiné iSenate or to change it in the
conference committee report. The amendment diggasd, and the bill went on to pass the
House with a vote of 171 — 1. The bill moved te 8enate Education Committee and Senator
Richard Marable (D — Rome).
Georgia Senate Education Committee

Senator Richard Marable was known for a thoromnglkstigation of education bills. He
also used many sub-committees that slowed dowal&igin. This put him at odds with many
of Georgia’s governors. Zell Miller was upset hesmhe could not get legislation through the
Senate that would raise the dropout age to 18nd3awvas subsequently upset because he would
not pass H.B.1187 without major changes to theslaggon. H.B. 656 would not be much
different. When the education committee receivedtill, there was a large concern over what
would happen to minority students. Barnes stdérred to this as a discriminatory effect and
had had conversations to minimize this effect; heveMarable’s committee wanted to make

sure that the school system had everything in placeder to help students before students were



60

to be retained. The committee was able to amandithand send it on to the full Senate for
consideration. Now, the bill had two more hurdeespalition of black legislators and a
conference committee.
Legislative Black Caucus

At the time the bill was passed out of committedad only four legislative days to be
passed before it would die, and due to the cloaesEl&ducation Committee vote, many people
thought that 656 would have a difficult time makibthrough the House (Salzer, March 2,
2001). The reason for this thinking was the raspdrom Civil Rights groups regarding the
retention language. The most prominent of the gsavas the Southern Christian Leadership
Conference. Former President of this group the Beseph Lowery responded to the Governor
and the House Education Committee in the followimy: "Our governor is getting bad advice
about what makes a quality educatiowe may have to put the governor into a remediascta
teach him what a quality education is (Salzer, M&c2001).”

These criticisms may not have been unwarrante& AT also found that:

Research and test results show that on average diladents do
more poorly on standardized exams than any otloél rgroup.
More than half of the 60,000 children held backadg in Georgia
public schools last year were African-AmericansdfAtmost all of
the schools that state accountability officialsidfeed recently as
having extremely low pass rates on the CriterioefeRenced
Competency Test last year are predominantly blSekzér, March
2,2001).

The feeling was that the Georgia Legislative Bl&akucus would create the largest amount of
debate and possibly be able to reverse the posifitile Governor’s political machine was ready

for this. Early in the process relationships weseeng built with members of the black caucus,
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and after speaking to one House member of the ladigis Black Caucus, the Governor received

the following message:

The fears and worries in the African American Comityucan be
greatly addressed if these provisions are addEdautomatic
retest, (2) automatic additional instruction ptioretest, (3)
multiple criteria on retesting rather than a sirtglet of
standardization (personal communication, 2007).

Most of these aspects had been added into theThk Governor also had another ally in Senate
Majority Leader Charles Walker (D — Augusta). Walkvas essential in getting the Senate
members of the Legislative Black Caucus on the 1835 agenda. Walker convinced black

lawmakers that it was necessary to do this because:

It's got to be better than what we've done in t&t.p/Ne cannot
keep doing the same thing in our community and eipetter
results...Black children are not performing as thiegudd and can.
Black children across the board are being left fhiVe say we
don't want to do it, but we do...I believe the tih@s come to stop
making excuses (Salzer, J. March 16, 2001).

Of course with a strong Democratic majority, thev@mor could have passed his bill without
this help, but it would have been a bloody fight.
Conference Committee Report
The conference committee is one of the most powpdsitions inside the legislature of
Georgia. When two different versions of a bill pessed by the House and the Senate, the
conference committee is appointed to hammer outlifferences. In Georgia, these

appointments are made by the Speaker of the Howstha Lieutenant Governor. Usually,

™ This was a handwritten note from a member of teadBal Assembly to Governor’s Barnes educationsavi
This member is an unidentified member of the Legjigé Black Caucus
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these committees are made up of the Governor's aalers and the originating committee
chairs. The reasons these positions are so pavigdue to a limited number of legislators of
which you have to negotiate, and because themegspre to get the legislation passed, and once
the committee agrees no other changes can be maude bill. The bill is then sent back to both
houses and is voted up or down.

To demonstrate the power of this committee, ondaakat House Bill 1187. Jamieson

tells the story of a late night meeting of the esaés on Barnes’s massive education reform:

It was about 2:30 in the morning and the confeves® still
meeting. We started meeting at 5:30 in the aftamraoa we

finally finished about 3:00 the next morning. Wekdreaks along
the way, but when we got down to right at the eheverything,
extended day and those vocational teachers wdreidtof the
conference committee report. They had not gone baand so |
simply told the Governor's floor leader, | saidl tiaé Governor
and tell him I’'m not signing the conference comeetteport. Let
him go to Stephens county and tell (name strickemthe
transcript), he doesn't have a job because | dugaitd to do that ...
So they called the Governor's office and said y@ll better hunt 6
million dollars cause Jeanette Jamieson just folaedent (J.
Jaimieson, personal communication, June 13, 2007).

Of course the Governor did find the money and Jsomesigned the Conference Committee
Report, but this shows the level of seriousnessatimes from this committee. Of course the
Governor could have said no, but it would have méssing his reform package and having to
start over.

The Governor can also use the Conference Comndttieis favor. Often things will be
added or deleted to a bill during the legislativegess that can be amended during the
conference. This happened with H.B. 656. BothHbase and Senate made changes to the bill

in the education committee. The House made mihanges in the education funding initiatives
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of the bill by allowing the extended day progranb&used for grades 6-8. It also added a new
area to the bill by changing the language in the®PH@nd PROMISE scholarship eligibility. The
Senate made changes to make it mandatory thatdolabl systems provide the early
intervention program (EIP). It added foreign langeiat the elementary level, and created
changes in the parental notification process fadestts in danger of retention.

Of these changes, the Governor was most conceritliedn& House extending extended
day to the middle school lev&. This changed would steal money from the High 8tho
extended day and in the opinion of the Governaoitld severely weaken the program. The
conferees were able to strike this section frombilién the committee. The Governor also
mentioned that he was worried about an amendmaenhths submitted both on the House side
and the Senate side. That was the change frorardraaus decision by the placement
committee to a 2/3 majority rule. The amendmerg defeated twice, but the Governor had
made plans to remove this during the conferencemitiee if need bé’

The Conference Committee Report was accepteckirlttuse by a vote of 171 — 1. The
report was accepted in the Senate by a vote of 4Bk& Governor signed this bill into law. Of
course this battle was not over. In 2004 the fosihd of retentions for third graders were set to
go into effect, and the legislature took up thenalgeagain. Barnes was no longer governor after
being defeated by Republican Sonny Perdue andepalifcans also held the majority in the
Senate. The group leading this fight was ReprasigatBob Holmes. Holmes had been named
the new chair of the House Education Committeeveansted to see the implementation of H.B.

656 delayed. It was his belief that Perdue’s adstrimtion had not followed through on the early

2 Response elicited by Governor Roy Barnes in tglkibout the Conference committee report on H.B. 656
13| asked the Governor, “What would he have dorikisf change had been made to the bill? His respoas that
he would have signed it because vetoing the measanil have shown a complete lack of leadership.
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intervention that had been put in place with H.B2and H.B. 656 (Holmes, B., personal
communication, 2007 Though this agenda received lots of press it neaterialized in the
political stream and failed. The policy and ageofl&é56 has now become law and has been

implemented in Georgia schools for better or worse.

4 Holmes compared this to taking a loan out on aska@nd being asked to pay for it before the howeaven
built. Senator Marable was also concerned thatrttight happen, but by the time of implementaticer&ble was
no longer in the Senate.
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CHAPTER 8
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, FURTHER STUDY

This section will attempt to answer the researadstjons associated with this study.
From these findings, the study will draw an ovéicahclusion based on the agenda formation
process in State-level politics. It will also girecommendations for further study in this area.

The questions that this study investigated wéa@:Who were the major actors involved
in agenda-setting? (b) How and why did they defime“problem” at this particular time? (c)
What were the major legislative coalitions? (d) Bidir positions shift during this period? (e)
Who were the major interest groups involved? (f)afMliere their positions? (g) What tactics did
they use to either block or promote?

Major Actors

It is not necessary to reintroduce every actorlveain the agenda formation
surrounding H.B. 656, but to answer the resear@stipn it is necessary to identify the major
players who affected the process. By looking atdfise study, the actors that most affected the
legislation were: Governor Roy Barnes, Educatiaivi8or Ron Newcomb, House Floor Leader
Representative Charlie Smith, House Education CdteenChair Representative Jeanette
Jamieson, Senate Education Chair Senator Richardiiéa Senate Majority Leader Senator
Charles Walker, former Georgia Association of EdoxsaPresident Ralph Noble, the Georgia
Association of Educators, Georgia School Superaegats Association Executive Director Herb
Garrett, the Georgia Association of Educationaldezs, and the Georgia Parent Teacher
Association. There were other actors involvedthase people were unsuccessful at changing
the course of the agenda. The most notable waseRsgtative Maretta Taylor and other

unidentified members of the Legislative Black Caicu
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The discussion of these major actors must begin th# executive. The strong
leadership by Roy Barnes is notable in lookingistdgislative initiatives, but our most
prominent finding in the case study is the persaparoach that he took with the legislators.
Barnes states that he knew how to court the ldgigdy being a member of that body for such
a long amount of time. This is evident by his odenr policy with the legislature, and from the
interview data respondents elicited that he wamstant contact with them. This Governor
also knew the tactics necessary in order to kegbkas intact throughout the legislative
process. This is evident in the way he manipul#ttedHouse Education Committee and the
Conference Committee Report. Barnes educatidatiladso played a strong role in this agenda
formation. Ron Newcomb’s and his team researchedyeaspect of this legislative agenda.
The group was able to spot potential pitfalls, rege with opposition, and keep allies in the
fold. Research that was negative to the agendanatagnored, but rather manipulated to fit the
model for the agenda. This will be discussed nmotae terms of how the Governor framed the
issue of banning social promotion.

Outside of the Governor’s office, we see how paditiallies in the House and Senate
were necessary. Both education chairpersons, Bemagive Jeanette Jamieson and Senator
Richard Marable, had strong potential to changethese of the agenda. In both committees
the bill had major changes; some to the Goverrdiskke, but in my conversations with both
actors they held the Governor in high regard. respect for his education reform agenda is
evidenced in how well and how fast the bill movierbtigh the committees. The case study
shows that the late introduction of the bill lindtthe amount of debate and negotiation of the

bill. This may be seen as a positive, but oftéa legislation is simply not passed due to lack of
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time. Because of Marable’s and Jamieson’s shepiged this bill, it was able to make it
through both houses.

Of course, the case study also identifies the gtheof House Floor Leader
Representative Charlie Smith. Though the agendeatheidea of Governor Roy Barnes, the
case study shows the effect that Smith’s ideasdacation had on the Governor. Again, this is
evident in the framing of the issue. We see thatGovernor states that his chief goal was not to
tighten retention but to create an atmosphere af g@ind schools that could better monitor
student’s progress, but Smith states simply thatéeconcerned with ending social promotion.
It was also necessary to have a member like Smtbived to keep the political stream flowing.
The case study showed that after the bill cleanedHouse Education Committee it had only four
legislative days to be passed by the House. Thentnthat Smith had to get the Rules
committee to schedule a hearing, and he had totkeefioor amendments to a minimum in
order to get a House vote.

What is a surprising finding of this study is tlaek of special interest involvement in the
agenda formation. The lack of this special intenesy be because of the popularity of the issue
with the public. Kingdon (2003) states thalVvhen the public isn’'t interested in it, you haee t
deal with the vested interest (p. 47).” Could tppasite be true in this case? The public is
always concerned about education because theigogicclose to the constituency; therefore the
special interest might have been drowned out. dbés not mean that no special interest group
was involved in this agenda formation. We see fthencase study that the Georgia Association
of Educators and the Georgia Parent Teacher Adgotiaere heavily involved in the bill’s
negotiation. What is harder to identify is speamérest groups that were in favor of the

legislation. One interview respondent said “itsvedovious that business was driving the agenda
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(personal communication, 2007).” Though this mayehbeen a valid statement proving the
level of business is difficult. Other groups susttlae Georgia School Superintendent’s
Association and their parent organization of thei@&a Association Educational Leaders were
noted in the case study as being involved in tHieypstream and not the political stream.

One other surprise is the lack of motivation in tlegislative Black Caucus to block the
retention policy of this agenda. From the casdystwe can see the tool of compromised used to
keep this group from blocking the agenda, but gtiis difficult to understand why this group
was not more vocal in their objection; howeveis ievident that the group was a major actor in
the formation due to the amount of time spent wigrthe group’s support.

One other actor that the case study identifiekas ¢f media. Though not directly
identified by the case study, it should be appdiremt the level of citations that media was
responsible for informing the public. This infortiwed campaign could be responsible for the
suppression of the special interest voice. Thet masninent of these media actors were print
sources. Whether this information campaign isviaié to the agenda formation is not known;
however, one of the Governor’s official believeditt this legislative agenda had had a stronger
media buy, such as internet or T.V. sources, thigopinion may have formed in a different
way (personal communication, 2007). One must atge that with the flag change issue taking
place at the same time, the news cycle was pregatapd not fully invested in dealing with
education reform.

The Problem: How and Why?

In the literature review, the study found that phemotion and retention agendas have

surfaced many times in the history of public edarat It is also apparent from the case study

that a legislative solution to this agenda has loéfsred many times. What the case study
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showed in the agenda of H.B. 656 is the perfectrstaf problem, policy, and politics. Never
before in Georgia had all three streams mergeth@issue of banning social promotion. The
public had focused on the problem of what to ddaitrisk students but it seemed that there
was no valid solution. Later we see the legispnovided a solution with Cagle’s Senate Bill
69 in 1999, but there was no political machine labéde to carry the policy; however, in 2001 we
have with a change in the national mood regard#tention, the election of a reform minded
Governor, and a strong political machine in placais allows for all three streams to merge and
the agenda to form and become policy.
Tactics

This study helped identify many tactics in agefatenation. At the policy level,
the case study shows the need for stronger rese&tih does not mean that all research has to
support your agenda, but it is necessary to knaw the opposition and the support for your
ideas. Knowing and understanding both can allawrfanipulation of the issues. One must
understand that this manipulation is not necessaegative. This study notes in the literature
review that there is little evidence to supporét@ntion policy based on a single test (Roderick,
et. al, 2000); however, the Governor and his staffe aware of this research and manipulated
the issue by saying, “We are going to go abouiffieikntly.”

There are certainly those who oppose the latestadidun package

in Georgia, saying that basing student-promotich -aetention

decisions on the results of one test is unfaireeisly to minority

students who have traditionally performed worse tifeir white

classmates on standardized tests...Gov. Barnes hed ot

supporters of the new legislation say that becthes@lan includes

an appeals process, in which the principal, thescteom teacher,

and a parent must unanimously decide whether tite stould be

held back a grade, other factors in addition totéisé score will be
considered. They also say the legislation will éaaltruggling
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students get help, through smaller classes, metaictional days,
and early identification of academic weaknessesofdson, 2001).

This kind of manipulation allowed the Governorédute studies that show negative outcomes
by saying, “This is different than Chicago, New ¥oor Texas.” So this study shows that
Barnes did not only use the idea of recombinaton also of mutation of the idea to fit into the
agenda (Kingdon, 2003).

The most successful tactic we see in this stutlyaisof the Governor’s building personal
relationship with the legislature. From the litera review, the study identified that the
Governor of Georgia is very powerful; however, with Barnes’ personal relationship with
legislators and some special interest group leatle@sagenda would not have survived in its
final form. From the interviews, respondent’s stathat the Governor was a nice guy. Even
those who accused the Governor of using strongactits responded that they had respect and
some admiration for him and his ideas. It is appafrom the case study, that he used this
likeability factor to promote his agenda.

The most unsuccessful tactic apparent in thisystudgenda-blocking. This is usually
the role of special interest groups. Though rexip interest group expressed being
vehemently opposed to the policies of H.B. 656, iGoAssociation of Educators and the
Georgia Parent Teacher Association did try to bloamits of the agenda on two fronts. Both
groups were thwarted by the strong political maehimplace.

Other Findings

This study also discovered one additional findimagt was not addressed by the research

guestions. That finding was the use of the Gowésmpyerogative in framing the agenda. We

have already stated that governors of southerasstetve more power in their executive role.
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Joseph Schlesinger created the “Index of FormaldPewaf the Governorship” in 1960. This
power index was based on the following six attisuseparation of elected officials, tenure
potential of governors, governor’s appointment p@ygovernor’'s budget powers, governor’s
veto powers, and gubernatorial party control (Be2@02). The state of Georgia ranks fourth
among the 14 southern states with an index averbge. When you join this power with the
national mood toward education reform, the studgidithat southern governors were able to
have a wide berth in implementing educational pedic However, in Georgia this study shows a
different technique at play.

In the case study, we find that Governor Barnggstidat ending social promotion was
not really the idea. He gives a longer explamathat he was more concerned with creating a
year round atmosphere so that students could ber leetaluated and deficiencies address

immediately. Strangely this type of reform is bedkip by more positive research.

Existing evidence implies that student achievenregear-round
schools is either equal to or superior to thatwfient achievement
in traditional calendar schools and that its pesigffects may be
particularly strong for disadvantaged students (Mie, 2001).

So why not frame the agenda in this format. Thiglgshows that Barnes chief ally in the
House of Representatives, Representative CharlithShelieved passionately about ending

social promotion.
| can't imagine any clearer evidence (See AppeAjlithat

in middle school people were being kicked up inghlschool and
were being gotten rid of when they didn't know thaterial. Those
statistics were a clear indication that we needetbtsomething
about social promotion. | don't know how you corgdch any
other conclusion (C. Smith, personal communicatimme 26,
2007).
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Here the study points out that we had two peoplking together but with different
motivations. Could it be that Barnes could noténgetten the overwhelming support if he had
of framed his agenda under the year round schgahaent? Though we get no further
information from the key players in this study, therature may be able to suggest that it was
simply a matter of simplicity. Alan Farstrup (20@&pplied Professor George Lakoff's work
(2002)Moral Politics: How Liberals and Conservatives Thio the framing of education
policies.

In the case of educational policy, framing instimtal issues in

the context of scientific certainty has proven éodbvery powerful

and persuasive way to promote certain educatiocipsland the

research sources that support them...Lakoff, Elelivould argue

that resorting to complex explanations and obslaurguage that

fails to frame our issues and solutions simply ssige formula for

being disregarded (p. 8).
Unfortunately to adequate analyze the framing &f digenda one would need to look at further
education agendas promoted by Governor Barnes.tdhis defeat in 2002, the study is not
able to verify his year round school argument,dyutooking at his reversal on teacher tenure in
H.B. 1187 and the statement he makes about thatiaigpolicy in H.B. 656 there is an obvious
pattern of simplification when framing his educategenda.

Conclusion
The overall conclusion that this study can drath& Kingdon'’s ideas on agenda

formation work at both the federal and the statelle The study identified the emergence of the
problem, policy, and political streams and how ¢hetseams merged into the agenda. The study

can also conclude that many of the key playerb®federal level can be substituted at the state

level. There are of course some players that arasipresent, the most obvious being the
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research participants. The study also backs up#d#eof a strong executive role in creating
ideas for agenda formation.

What the study provides as new material in thendgdormation area is the lack of
coalition formation at the state political levét the federal level, Congress had identifiable
voting blocks. These voting blocks may be orgashiaeund party concerns, regional concerns,
or cultural concerns. At the state level, thesgceons are not as apparent. For example, one
would expect rural legislators to vote as a blotke group should be concerned with how state
legislation would impact funding. Though there nb@ysome evidence that this is a concern,
there is little evidence to show that this grougegdogether inside of the legislature of the
General Assembly. The only major coalition thedgtidentified was that of the Legislative
Black Caucus; however this group voted with the &owr.

Another conclusion is the lack of special interegblvement at the state level. Many
groups exist that should be trying to exert infleceeover policy makers; however, in this study
there is very little evidence that any group wascsasful in changing the policy direction. This
may be due to the popularity of the agenda anettbes no group saw it necessary to try to
change or block the agenda. One other idea tma¢sdrom the case study is that the Governor
was very successful in involving all areas of iattrin developing the policy thus keeping them
from acting in the political stream.

Recommendations for Further Study

This study would like to recommend further stu@ydonducted in the area of legislative
coalitions and special interest formation. From gtudy we dealt with the Legislative Black
Caucus coalition and what kept this group from eseihg to block the promotion/retention

agenda; however, other groups such as rural aneagdshave been concerned with the funding
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issues that this policy might have created. Funtbgearch should be conducted to identify the
barriers to coalition groups inside the Generalefvdsly of Georgia. Do these groups exist
outside of education agendas or do these groupsaball? Why not? This study also indicates
that further research be given to special intearegtivement in education agendas at the state
level. This study has identified many organizagitimat coalesce around the issue of education,
but it did not identify traditional interest tacdic Was this due to the overwhelming public
support of the issue or some other factor? Areiapterest groups not that effective at the

state level?
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Appendix A

Interview List

Ashe, K. Georgia State Representative. July 97200

Barnes, R. Former Governor of Georgia 1999 — 2001y.3, 2007.

Cribbs, B. Former Director of Government RelatiforsGeorgia Association of Educators
Retired, 2004. June 6, 2007.

Garrett, H. Executive Director, Georgia School Simendent’s Association. November 24,
2007.

Jaimieson, J. Georgia State Representative. Jur003.

Marable, R. Former Georgia State Senator. Jun20¥,.

Noble, R. Former President Georgia Associationdidators 2000 — 2002. June 14, 2007.

Newcomb, R. Former Education Advisor to Gov. Royrigs 1999 — 2003. July 30, 2007.

Smith, C. Former Georgia State Representative. 46n2007.

Whitfield, J. Director of Government Relations féeorgia Association of Educators. June 4,

2007.
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Appendix B
Retention Figures for Georgia Students Fall 2000

Latest figures on promotion/retention

The following table shows the total headcount of students by grade
per the fall of 2000 and how many of them were retained from the previous spring

Grade |[FTE Enroliment [Retained Students

KK 110960 5140 4,64%
GRO1 114045 5362 4.70%
GRO2 114839 3208 2.70%
GRO3 115691 2585 2 24%
GROD4 116676 2057 1.76%
GRO5 1175973 1538 1.30%
GROG 116072 2853 2.46%
GRO7 112249| 3667 3.27%
GROE& 109124 3143 2.88%
'GRO9 126703 16502 13.40%
GR10 50934 9160 9.17%
GR11 85910 G065 7.06%
GR12 72317 3286 4.56%
Totals 1412689 65076 4.61%

Comment: Note that although the CRCT given last spring said that 35% of fourth graders
were not on grade level in reading, the retention rate was only 1.76%. Social promation?

Comment: Note that although the CRCT given last spring said that 48% of eighth graders
were not on grade level in mathematics, the retention rate was only 2.88% -- social
promation to the ninth grade, where the retention rate jumps fivefold to 13.40%.

Comment: Mote the declining enroliment figures from eighth grade through twelfth grade —
a steady spiral downward as children give up and drop out - 27,181 last year.

Source of date: GDOE, FTE 2001-1
Comments by Governor's Office
3o
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Appendix C

Synopsis of Social Promotion Legislative Language

Symopsis of Social Promotion Legislative Language

Goal: End Social Promotion in Georgia by end of the decade.

State Social Promotion Policy Implementation:

Utilizing the state CRCT and local school board eriteria, establish promotional policies
that requires students to pass the CRCT exam in reading (Grade 3), in reading and math
(Grade 5) and reading and math (Grade 8). For students in grades 3, 5 and 8, one-half
(50%4) of the Mnal passing grade for promotional purposes shall be the score on the
appropriate portion of the CRCT exam for that grade and subject. The other one-half
(50%) of the final passing prade for promotional purposes shall be determined by local
school board promotion standards and criteria policy.

Local school boards will be required to establish, publish and distribute their local
promation policies that define the standards and criteria that will be utilized in promotion
decisions for one-half of the student final grade.

The implementation of the state and local social promotion policy will begin in the 2003-
2004 school year with policies required by that year and implementing the policy by
adding grade 5 and grade 8 in subsequent years, with the goal of ending social promotion
by the end of the decade,

For social promotion to be successfully ended, it requires that the intervention programs
in the A+ Education Reform Act of 2000 be implemented and available to students that
are identified as needing intervention assistance. The programs can include the Early
Intervention Program (EIP), after school programs, extended days of instruction, summer
school, intensive reading programs and other programs as may be provided by local
school systems,

Finally, when a student does not pass the CRCT portion of the exam that is required for
promotion, the student must be provided additional, accelerated instruction to bring the
stucent to grade level performance and then an opportunity to retest on the exam,

Timetable for Implementation:

School Year 2001-2002 and School Year 2002-2003= Fully implement the intervention
programs. the assessment instruments and the state OEA report cards to support the
ultimate ending of social promotion in Georgia.

School Year 2003-2004 - State Board of Education and local school boards must have
social promotion policies adopted regarding grade 3, 5 and 8. Grade 3 promotion policy
with state and local standards and eriteria begins.

School Year 2004-2005 — Grade 5 promotion policy with state and local standards and
criteria begins.

School Year 2005-2006 — Grade 8 promotion policy with state and local standards
criteria begins,

School Year 2006-2007 and beyond - Social Promotion is drastically reduced and
ultimately eliminated.



