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JAn, estﬂﬁﬂted 326 354 Indran ch%l en 'and yuuths ttend. public
ari Afhs , tenc. L

pgpulatmn attend m}lege ‘a8 Qppasd toithe 38% of the general 1,8-
S apprommately 4% Df thgse Indlans whc dc enmll in callege wﬂl ag:tually graduate

Ind:an \:luldrgn came fmm t‘yp; lly poor envxmnmentil candltmns famﬂy mcume s po "::then' parents
educstmnal attamment mlaw and dxsabxhty fr@m menta] and physu:sl dxff‘icultxes 15 h:.gh i

Th& PQﬂf acadermc succEss of theae fg:}ﬁldren can be sttnbuted tc: a number c:f factc.!rs . Amang
'thesefactc:rsare L BT T : o v

e ar SHEGESS “in- schm)l depends ~upon- pmﬁmancy in- readmg Indxa.n puplls perfgrm
- - consistently well on-nonverbal tests but underachleve cm standardxzed tests . j
based on measures cf verbal abzhty S , SE e

=%

B ° ;. Ccmfllct. bgtween ﬂ'lE samal prlorltles and _cultural values Qf the Indlan eommumty - -
' .. and the schgcl systern place the Indian cJuld batween twe apposmg fnrces cree D

S .Qv . The pcverty and ljmi educatmn of many Indlan pa:ents hrmt theu‘ eapaclty
' e tn part;r:lpate m aﬂd ;i‘emfarce theu: chlldren S learmng pmcesses LI
o Educatmnal needs Df Indlan chﬂdren are rmt always undefstﬁad by pubhc schaﬁl
B teaghers and -program planners, . There are not enough Indian- :ducatars and edu—
catmn admmzstratars to fill the demand for thElf semces . I :

] - Tests and gadmg staﬂdards used by many SGhQDlS dc r,mt accurately chart the
: sl-ulls and knawleclge the Indxan Chlld pﬁssesses or has bmlt upcn-.- :
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In rgccgmtmn of. the 5pecml educ.atmnal neaﬂs nf Amerlgan Indiax}é and Ala can: Nanves, the C‘cmgess
"‘passed the Indian Education ‘Act of 1972* (P.L. 92-318, Title IV)\authorizifig the. U."S.’ ‘Commissioner :
~‘of _Educatmn*tn operate 4 wide vai-lety of programs mcludmg sup;iiementarygggducatm services, mﬁdel

_.=vexpe‘ ments demonstratmns, and dlssemmatmn actmtles S P R DU

‘Fed‘eral asmstance prawde,d under the Act isin: addmon tc: thﬂs »*funds which may beneﬁt Indtans and

- Alaskan- Natives: from other U. S..Office.of Education (USOE) programs such as School Aid to’ Faderally

. Affécted Areas, Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Head Start and Fallaw Thrﬂugh,

'_i.'the éac:her Corps Adulﬁ Edu,satlmi snd Emergency Schml Aid. N B R R

' 'fThe Indlan Educatmn Act nf 1972 addresses the pubhc elsmentary and seccmdary educ;atmn of Indlan 5
fghlldren and, to some extent, adult education, : It Eﬁntams ﬁve parts (a) fmancxal assmtance tq publ;c. v

' school districts and schools on or’near rese ions

r'"‘prcijects- (c)-funding-of-adult-educati rojects; pn'manly*m the- area of: hteracy—and hxglrschae’l equw i
“alency, (d) establishment of the Natio 5'Advxsary Council an Indian Education'and the Office-of Indian* .
" Education, and: (e) a Set—asude under tha Educatmn meessxnns De-velnpment Act fgr the trmning of o
Iﬂdlﬁn teachers RS P L St R A

é

The Educatlc:m Arnendments of 19‘74 brgaden the trammg mgram far teachers Df Indlan chxldren
plac:mg 1t Lmder IEA’ fIhe' -also ‘create. a- fellowshlp pmg’a fcar. Indlan students in engmeermg, med- 3

i

trammg pmgrarns enhancement c&' Indxané self—mncept prcmman or expahsmn of munseimg and guld- ' .
_ance for Indians, vocatiopal trammg of Indian students and attemptﬁd sc:lutmns to health prablerns RO
affectmg educatmn of Indlans amcmg ::sthers SR - i el - i
Parent c@mmlttees schacl persgnngl and Im:han cammumtles strcmgly suppart the ccmtinu
~§ievelapmentAand expansm:rﬂf th&lndlan Educatmn Act.- R . —

edu‘c.atloﬂ of' In\ilan puplls be clgsely related to, and largely determmed by; Indlan peuple

The Tléw awareness af the Federal Government of the need for changes. in- curricilum, attxtudeéi tgachmg -
-techniques and relevant materials, as evidenced by thexenac‘tment of the: Act has afforded the GgpartUni
ity to address the ‘special needs of Indian pup;ls in pubhc schools. - The already growing Indian.jnterest
in-the education of Indian children has been’ mtenﬁﬁgd and expanded by the mtent of the law aéd by
the reqﬂu’ement for Indian mvglvement ) A . T L

Relevant Indian educatn‘:m shaped by Indlan partlczpatmn msdetemunlng pragrarn fucus, Jdennfylﬂg T
-staff, selecting activities, and evaluating the ef‘fectlveness of the pmject 15 the mam thrust c:f the Act "
It is the only legislation within USOE which %
tion to standard ‘academic g#adition, in order tg remfgrge pru:le in Ind:@n herltage and ta create a more
WQI‘thWhllE relatmnshxp between the Indlan child and the s;:hc:nl system in whzch he or. she learns /

2 D : CGNCLUSIQNS

“The fallcwmg major c:)m:lusmns have beef}generatéd fmm tha analys:s t:f avaﬂable data related to the
3 year prcsgress c:f the IEA program.. : . ‘ ,




There. i lS evuience lﬁa sugg

‘;’Fléld study data tagethe’

2.2 'T'he Indlan ctammumty and In 1ans w1t11m the sch@al.system, pa txcul_arly the parﬂnt c.om-'
: ;rrutteeé iare increasing’ the 8C f)e of their involvement in all phias of the' pre jeots, including

‘neec)s assessment, plannmg, Zperatmn and evaluation. There is, hbwever, a widerange of

"commynication problems between the school administration, #id the Indian community.

- . This.situation indicates a need for rapre ‘involvement of Schagl adl'nmlstratlgn and.Indjan
- mmumty at the Iev:;l cf s_ 3 nda?‘dlzmg termlnolu and m;:epts :t‘ﬁr mutual understandl
. 2 d L - : =
2.3 F ,eahstn; prggrams and pf)’hmes are bemg df:s;gﬁed and Jgnp ented arcund Indlans specla‘l

::duﬁatmnaleneeds, thu&mdlca,__, g that-effbrt&a:e bemgﬁ}’;ﬁa

4/ Altf‘mugh ewdense dces exlst in suppart nf pupxl acadermc: achlevement ijechve test score -

_ /"7 “datais stlll relatlvely ﬂDnE‘XlStEnt In addition, where such hard data.is availdble, ‘the use of: ‘
s vanety of testing instruments and-test score interprétation militates'against-the aggregation =<
... of these scores into an overall summary which could reflect achievement across the program - T
o as a whc::lég Thnse pmjects w}uch d;d pmv;de achlevement data mdlcate app,rupnate gmns IR

F R A

25 . F ‘l'ﬁe evldence also suggests that attempts ta eva,luate IEA PIDJECI:S on a natlgnmde bas:s cgn-f

itmue to be hindered by T = : _ e . o

' s oyt
a, the mdmduahty cf the funded pmjectspmakmg evaluat,l,ve cnterla unc:lea.r LI
_ f_-,‘,b,, ) abllltyfta,ldent;t‘y eff fii‘:]EI’lt unbxased autcnme measu;‘ss whlch can be admlmstered
o b}? gencies external to the prajet:ts . . , -
e the absence of msthc:ds Qf standard}zed termmalqu and umfarm desc;nptmns af pmject ;_",f
o ‘ pmcesses S . o _ R _ : N C
, h cl; the mablhty of Federal staff to agree upm*l the purpase Df evaluatzcm and to generate a -
; o pnontyrstructure to thar pnhcy questmns* Lo , R e: e '
the dlf'f'erencze ‘m schm;xl famhf%s and sclmnl years (bnth duratmn and Staﬁmg dates)
-f. the paumty of traimed evaluatlcm staff in the prajects -
“ g ;ﬁ the loss of bnth time and data due ta pnpula‘tmn moblhty snd madequats data*starage :
B © .. -or subject tracking procedures.” . . ., o N A e
26 " There is.a need fm‘ the design and unplgmentatmn of a natlanal a§essment of prc»grams am:l
" projeets funded under TlﬂE IV Tl'us study shauld address the fgllgwmg mamr areas af S
. concern: : _ . RN 7 » _ .
A thg GDUEEtmn and analysis of data in support of p‘lannmg,,;n,tenqs qf recgmmend d .} wx}
changes in pmgram dncumentat;uu, pmgam lmplemeﬁtatlcm, atldrgant admmlstratmn

-1:1:




1 d; - the rev;ew af Ieglslatmh related tn the educatmnal necds cf Natxve Amarmans \mth a _
T v1ew toward the gene: { lcm Df a more ung‘crm apprcach {n meetmg the ne'eds Of thls 3

=!_, : ;

WDuld be avallable tt‘;) all Title IV prmects‘ v

‘de}ivary,,@f@fcrmatmn neadeiby projects;: perceptmns of: schdol system pErsannel an :
Indian cammumt% membership regardmg the quahty of, Inchsn edUCatlcm wz,ll be strengtﬁened 'ﬁ L
;.- tf;i an e\«an hlgher egree than at present : - T

- .

be rephcated as mndels
P "f see page 1I-1., )

‘~ ‘\, :
. 1

;i 32 C‘cmtlnue to suppﬂft and encourage the recn.u sreent tra;mmg, and placernent uf Irldlan teachers
: a‘nd admmlstrators f@r dlstncts that have Indlan p’upﬂ enrgllm’nt SRR EIE

33 : ) Cﬂnmdezr;atmn,shnuld be g:lven to extend the patentml beneﬁts of the Act more, broadlyi tts. o

.. Iridian children and youth:not now reached, while - seek:ﬁgta targ t. currenLle,vels nfjuppcrt
' effe‘ _ rly on thase numbets of puplls whc are served ‘ R , :

T34 - TD insure: full partlclpatmn Qf the Indian community in the plan' ing, 1mplementat;an and

v ~ evaluation of Part A local education agency (LEA) projects, a management reporting system i

: should be instituted in which Indian parent committees will reveiw and repdrt on the manage—
ment of LEA grants. In addztmn, provision should be made to distribute informational - R
materials to parent cnmrmttees related to the plannmg, develnpmﬁnt and nperatlan of pmgams :
under Pa : Py . . i T . -;'

35 - Tcn develc ,farmatmn base far ldentlfymg Indlan educatmnal needs as jnfluenced by tl]e
: ' total'educational environment, a national needs assessment study should be designed . and im--
“plemented. This study should not only address needs; but alsa the altgmatlve ways fc:r meetmg
s thnse needs and the cnsts ESSEC‘.IEtEd thh them. -~ . S S ER

36 Deveinp a.nd implement more. extensive dehvery of techmi;al asmstance at a],l levels af IEA :
: projects. In this regard, prmnty should be placed upon pmgam management and evaluatmn o
- practices, as well as ct:mmumcat:cn/repartmg techniques angorocedures. This tec:hmcal AN
- assistance ccmld be realized by establishing a process for provi ing grant recipients mtenslve B
management and evalyation training emphasizing the particular provisions of the Indian Edu- Co
. cation Act.gnd.their implications with respect to evaluation..These. project. peﬁannelxwauldﬂ e
~.then prani}e ‘data tb be used in the pmgra[ﬁ decisionmaking pmcess viaa standardlzed ’

=

|

repnrtmg system far data collectmn and aggegatmn SR o
& . . v . : ’ P A
) . . ™ ] s &
4
» A . T . ;
. SR ) 1
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e SECTIONN =~ ™ = ot
| REVIEW OF FIRST AND SECOND YEARS FFRQGRESS e
10 INTRGDUCTIDN o o - T

In recngutlon Df the special educatlonal needs &f American Indlans and Alaskan Namres the Cangress
passed the Indian Education Act of 1972 (P. L 92-318, Title IV) authorizing thé U. S. Commissioner of -
- Education to operate a wide variety of programs mcludmg supplementary educatjon services, experi-

. ments, dem@nstratlons and dissemination ‘activities. In keeping with a policy of Indian self-determin-
ation,.parental and cammumty partlc:lpatlon in program develapment and ﬂnplementatxon is requ:red
© for all projects. . . : o . : .

= . R . . LE = . . c e

’Through its service, demonstration and training activities under the Indian Education Act, the Office of

" Education strives-to assist the educational system in strengthening its capacity to provide an effective ed-
ucation for Indian students. Federal assistance provided undgr the ‘Aet is supplementaty to those funds
intended to benefit Native Americdns from other Office of Education programs such as Impact Aid (P.L.
874), services to educationally deprived children (Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title I),
and education for the handicapped, as well as education programs administered by other Federal agencies -~
such as the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Indian EGucation Act funds are used to complement these services

- and to initiate benefits in areas of unmet need.

Tbe Act has five basic pm\nsmns

Part A: Amends P.L. No. 874 to permit grants to be made to local edu;‘atmn agencies (LEA’s) for the
purpose of developing special educational programs to meet the special education needs of
Indian pupils in eleméntary and secondary schools.

Part B: Amends Title VIII of the _Elémentary and Secondary Education Act.of 1965 (ESEA) to support
“plannihg, pilot, and demonstration projects for improving educational opportunitites for Indian
children, including the training of teachers of Indian pupils and the dlssemmatlgn of informa-
‘tion mm‘ernmg cxemplary educ:atlonal practices. - - o

Pt Ci Amends Title IU of thg Blementary and Secondary: Educa;ien Amendments of 1966 to provide
" grants.to State and local educational agencies, and to Indian tribes, institutions, and organizations,,
to improve E(ﬁJcﬂtiOﬁﬂ] oppartunitic% for adult Indians. :

_Part D:  Establishes in thL U. S. Office.of qucatmn an Office of Indian Education undt: a Dupuly
Commissioner of Indian Education. Part D also provides for a new niational advisory committee
of Indiags to be appointed by the President to advise on all matters concerning Indjan education,

: . A .
Part E: © Amends Title V of the Higher Education Act of 1965 to dedicate 5 percent ol appropriated
" funds to the prepuration of teachers for Indian children, with preference granted the preparation
of Indian teachers. Also amends ESEA to permit the U. 8. Commissioner of Educatiop to desig-
nate certain schools on or near reservations to be classified as “local guutiun ugunué for

purposes of the Act, '
L} F

20 . SUMMARY CJF REFGRT GN FIRST YE‘AR OF PROGRESS
-2 Ovorview
In the fiscal year 1973, many eligible districts and organizations did not apply for funding becanse of
time constraints caused by the late release of impaunded funds. 7

tr-1




- Under Part A, 435 LEA’s were funded. Thesé.distiricts} included 59 percent of all enrolled Indian pupils

in the 2565 eligible districts. These LEA’s, located throughout 31 States, were awarded nearly $11 million.
Ten ndiaﬁ'{ontr;jjled school districts located on or near reservations in seven States igeiv.w awards
totaling $547,618 under the 5 percent set-aside provision of the Act for such districts. ¢

fm a

Part B grant awards for $5 million were made to 51 Indian tribes and organizations, a§ well as to State
and local education agenciés. These grants were for planning, model and demonstration projects in sugh -
areas as bilingual-bicultural education, compensatory education, cultural enrichment, dropout prevention,
and vocational training. (21 States) -+ o ‘

Under Part C of the Ac:!t, 10 grants were awarded for Indian adult educationin the amount of SSDD;DQO.
Nine States had Part C projects approved. ‘

_In general, theneeds identifiediby funded districts were reflective of the special educational needs of

_ local communities. - A majority of the grantees under Parts A and B designed their projects to.attempt
to meet the most compelling of these nteds. Overall, the proposed expenditures made during this first

year were reasonably consistent with the proposed objectives, with, some exceptions, especially in the

area of staff development. : _

2.2 Restatement of Fiscal Year 1973 Recommendations

Four major considerations emerged from data collected on the first year of operation of Title IV projects
which relate to possible top-level administrative action 1o increase the effectivencss of the Act.

These considerations were: -
¢ . ¢

l. Make provision for technical assistance to local school districts in the area of program develop-

ment and evaluation.
= #

[

Muke proyisions for research grants to cover three key argas:

= 1

a.  Financing and-targeting of special programs
: L

b. Developing teaching methods and techniques for use by both Indian and non-Indian
teachers in teaching basic skills and cultural heritage to Indian students

Peveloping appropriate instructional materials to be used along with thg new methods
and techniques

[}

31 Increasing efforts to recruit, train, and place Indian teachers and administratofs in public
school systems for instructional improvement and cultural enrichment, )

4. Expanding tfie potential benefits of the Act to include:
a.  Preschool children

b Districts with fewer than 10 Indian pupils (possibly by combining grants to districts.
which are close enough geographically to develop interdistrict progrums)

c.  Out-of-schoul youth



+

‘2.3 Acupns Taken on Fiscal Yaar 1973 ﬁammmenda’iians ‘ s

Several actans were Unrjertaken to respcnd to thes: fecommendations. First, with respect IB tec!
assistance, several prajects were undertaken. A series of conferences were held at vgmus strategic fq;ca
tions around the = country to provide technical assistance relating to critical areas as identified by Pﬁs Af -
B, and C grantees. Topics discussed at these conferences included rules and regulations, role of the‘pﬁent
committees, educational evaluation of projects and funding criteria under the various provisions of TEA.
Aﬂdltlonally, a\pmjsct was initiated to develop a media kit for parent committee members dealing with'
the primary educational and adrmmstratwg issues confronting them in the conduct of their rESpDHSlelItlES

The recommendation relating to th; pfowsu:ms for g:ants in certain areas was partially 1rﬁplemente§l by
completely re Jsmg and.expanding the rules and regulations fqr Parts B and C of the Act to 1nclude a
substantial pridrity list for applicants to respond to. These priorities in¢luded and Emphasized prci sions
for early childhood education, teaching methodology; and the development bf jnstructidx a'limatgngls '
and techniques. A study, The Impact of Federal Funds on Local Educational~Agencies Enrollindyndian
Children, was also undertaken and completed. This effortincluded an extensive analysis gf the:fij gncmg

of Indian edu¢ation at thc local level.

-. Efforts to recruit, train, and place Indian teachers and admmlstmtms in the public school system;‘w::re
hampered by the lack of available funding for the tgacher training provisions of IEA. Howeve, cme-af
thc pnontma developgd fDr thE P;lrt B rtzgulatlﬂns ;md suggr:stcd m thc fscal ytzaf ]976 budge; wasa

f‘und&d from lhl;a budgt:t .

prdnslon cH the po!;nh al bLﬂLiltk of the Act to include. prcschool thlern nnd a wndef mngg ﬁfL,gl-
bility for districts and out-of-school yguth were not possible in the onc-year period between the first
progress report and the seconid. This gds because developing and promulgating recommendatians for
legislative change is a lengthy and difficult proc®s and generally takes longer than the time avml;ble
between these two reports. 1lowever, planning efforts for legislative changes have been initiated Pnd

these activities will be vigorously pursued. ’ IR
3.0 SUMMARY OF REPORT ON SECOND YEAR OF PROGRESS . IR
3.1 Overview ‘ . )

Thc, latest count ot Indian children who were enrolled in public *n.hm)ls was 334,495, an incrc.lm of -
79 from the 1973 74 school ye: ar. Of the total cnmlhnun 212,938 were receiving services under

_'Ilth. 1V as a result of a Part A grant to thejr school districts: This meant that 121,587 Indian children

in public school were not given the opportunity to benefit from Title 1V programs. The grant amount

varicd among funded school districts. For example, in 1974 the range of per pupil expenditure in

Title 1V projeots varied from $74 in Alubama to $195 in New York. Fifty percent of the grants funded
“were under $10,000; 18.9% ranged from $20,000 to $49,999.

To insure continued progress in the Title 1V projects, ¢ National Program Monitoring and Program

Evaluation System was being designed to draw from local evaluations. ‘To promote fimprovement of




field evaluatidn processes a series of three S-day Quality Control Conferences and ten 3-day Field
Capability Improvement Conferences were held. The conference participants ldentlfled the following

xtechmc%l assistance needs: . : . . . e

1. E 11;farrnatmn about how to interpret Fedgral regulatxons Qfﬁce of l’ndlan!Educatlcn applica-
“tion and reporting requirements; :

2 advice ::gnce;rning evaluation skills and services; . : f )

3., advice on curriculum development and materials,

The results of the field study indicated the following: . \1 F C.

e  Regarding the effectiveness af plj);ect operations, 90% of the ’pro_lect directors
* rated their project as very effective in some ways; 50% rated the program as
very cffectm: in most aspects; 6% rated their project ineffective,
P
e  Asto whether the projects were properly targeted, of the 93%.of the proge:t
directors who responded, 60% gave a definite yes, 33% gave a guarded reply,
one dlrecthEphed no.- Parent committee members responded 54% yes, 28%
v guarded, and 6% no responses. )
- @ ' Cost effectiveness information indicated that increases in funding levels pro-
7 - vided for appeared 10 raise the level of program cffectiveness.

32 Major Conclusions . ' fff

UIL sc,u:md yt‘ar seem lo be‘acquinng Emnmumty !iupport

2. To date there is strong evidence toﬁsuufsl project effectiveness. \

3. . ‘Ihere are severe communication problems between the school administration and the
Indian community. This indicates a need for more involvement of school administration
and Indian community at the level of standardizing terminolpgy and concepts for motual
understanding. 7

4. Financial support appears to be best spent in the ares of special 5mlf

©33 Recommended édmimstrutivu Actions s

The fol]lowing pusnhl: administrative actions were propowed in the FF Y 74 Progress Report:

T Plun and Implement action to unpmvr Tommunication, both horizontally and verlically,
among all people involved in Title 1IV. (Field study data shows that 1% percent of parent
committees and 19 percent of the project directorx u!cnuhcd lack of communication as

a major problent.)



2. Develo;: and implement immediate dehvef‘y of technical assistance tﬁ projects at\all levels of g
functlcms Qf IEA prcuects Techmcal assistance needs uf parent commlttees prc;es:t directors
apphcatmn rrerp;:i'tilﬁg,, specxahzed stafﬁng, curnculurﬂ and materlals develapment and eval— '

uatlon are ﬁtal to improved project Eff“clency at this tl\l‘i‘le

. Support andlem:ouraga the recruitment, *trammg, and placernent of teach:rs and admlmstras
" tors for districts that have Indzan pupil enrollment . ,

o

L4

-4 b Develop arn inforfmatien dissemination u:ntc:r whc;re services are available to everyone about
- . .the Tltle IV projects. This should. include basic information about project géals, ob_je:,twes
— ﬂnd actmnes so that information about §udcessful JEL‘]VIIIES can be sharﬁ'a

5. Extend the potential benefits of the Act 2 preschool chlldmn%{t—af-school
youth and allow f'or interdistrict program r dls icts thh fewer.than 10 Imdan pupils.

§4 . Acnons Taken on Flscal Yeat 1974 Flacammerldatmns
&

l: ""‘Fcur national conft:rcm:t,s were held by the Dfﬁca of Indian Education (DIE) at Stl’JtLglC
locatmns to provide additional technical assistapce in application preparation.’ Howevgr o
the primary foqus was on upgrading the quahtfofproge;:ts L - !

2. OIE initiated the development of program informational materials for disscminatjon to
N Indian rmrcnt ccmmittees and other c’oncerﬁgd groups.

3. OIE initiated the design and duv;lopﬁfﬁ‘h@h National Progrim Momlor‘mg and Program

EV-lllldHOn Systum whose m.ucxr thrust is directed, toward the utlllz.mon of local cvaluatmns
~ .

4, OlE lmlmud tq ¢ identification of projects with hijgh potgmul for success !‘or thg purpas; .
,pf disse mumtmg these “modéls” to program pdﬂl(.lpdﬂh

5. In order to define the Federal Government’s role in Indian Educafion to be used in form-

ylating a set of legislative Jidudmmlstmhv; recommendations for i increasing the IJTLLU\L’

ness of i’un{ from the many Federal education programs intended to benefit Indian ;

children, several studies have been undertaken to deiﬂu that role. These studies include:

a position paper defining the treaty and legislative bash for Federal support to Indian

Eddcation: analyses of,the current structure, gdmmf;tmtlm and data flow for the 44 -

()Hm of Education programs supporting Indi 1] uﬁluL wtion; and a joint Bureau of Indian
 Affaies/Office of Education study ul Féderal fu I/mh supporting Indian education. _

¥

=




L © " $ECTION Il Y
% "+ . FINDINGSANDDISCUSSION . . 't T -

This section 3ddress&s several major istues, in thf: form c}&uéstmns/ggswers related tc: the progn:ss and
effectiveness of the IEA Program. The analysis of the avaﬂaﬁla data utilized to answer these questions .
. provides readers of tl‘us report with a detalled exposmcm of the trends currently existing with the program

[

10 INTRGBUCTIGN

on a national level, , - St .
“These major issues aredelineated as f‘ollc;ws: ¢ ' ) _ . .
1 To what\éxtent have Indian children received IEA sepvices?. - Lo
Il = Are IEA services addressed to the special ed‘i?éationa!l needs of Ij}:niéipating Indian *chilé_,ren? |
I What educational impuct is assm;iatéd witlr1EA services for indian children? ;

= L]

~Each of these major issuesgin tum hdS bgcn divided into sever.xf levels of pallcy qu&stmﬂ/answers This
approach, used in both the analysm of the data and the reporting of same, provides a more detailed
exgmlnatmn of the issues, and offers the reader a more logical presentat&on/dlscussmn of the findings.
The data subjected to analysm were LKII‘;]LIECI f'rDm the follawm;a SOurces, ) .
‘ i
‘s Project Appixcatlnns FY 75 Title 1V Project Proposals submlttcd to USOE -- Office - \
of Indian Educatibn in arder to obtain funds to lmplunc;nt programs. . —

- e Final Evnluatiun REpm’ts FY 75 project documeatation submitted to USOE - Office
of Indian Education — containing evaluative data of both a descriptive and' 5t.;t|smdl
nature on pro,gnm/pupll progress and aghievement,

s - Specis al Report of the lm.han Education Fmgram Monitoring and Evnluntmn System,
Contract No. OEC-73-7058: Product gencrated under contract (Jpne 1973) by cpl
Asmgmtga Inc., for the Office of Indlan Education; this document const;tut;s 1
special report on the dLVLlQp"thl ofa mmumrmg and evalugation system for [hL
Indian Education Program.

. bumnmry Reporteof the lmlmn Educhtion ijccl Monitoring and Process. I’v;‘lhmnun
System, Contract No. OEC-73-7058: Product generated under contract (June 1973)
by CPI Associates, Inc., for the Office of Indian Education, .

e Technical Report (Draft), Contract No: OEC-73-7058: Product generated by CPI

* Assotiates, Inc., for the Office of Indian Education; this document constitutes the

draft presentation of CPI's findings related (o the collection and analysis of data

related to Indian education and the development of a monitoring and evaluation

system for O usage, _ N
e Justifications of .«‘\ppmprinlimh Estimatesfor Commitlee on /\pprnminuum kY 76
and FY 77 .
¥, s
20 MAJOR ISSUES
2.1 To What Extont Hu'{m Indion Childron Rocaived 1EA Sorvicos?

21.1 Pruj;h?l Fumﬂnu

Fable | puwnrﬁ a companative overview ol the amounts of Federal monies nlluunml to Title IV of the ~
Indian Education Aet of 197 since s Lt year of funding,

s -

14
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o BUDGETSUMMARY A

. ' TMENVIEAPROGRAM - -/

™
o

e R R | R | R

ADMINISTRATION | B R
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, . P&E.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. Table 1 shgws that pm_u;u ;Lll'idlﬂg (total dollars gllacate ',) has mcreased w1th each fiscal yea The
most dramatlc increase DCCUITEd ;n tha SEC‘D,DCI year of pr,gam operatxcm (FY 74) when the fi dmg

*
=,

Eetween FY 73 and FY '76 $158 533 998 has been allocat ,d,)for the Title IV IEA nglfﬁ% Table 2
pm\'ldes a comparable analysis of Part A EmJEcts from FY 73\to FY 75, indicating i increases and/or
decreases In project. fundmg, Indian student enrollment, am’:l b up;l expend;ture by’ State., ‘
t _ P
212 . Partlclpant Characteristics = - I \ R \__,

.. Data’ on characteristics of IEA project directors in LEA prﬂ;ects indicate that they ﬁe?:lredt)nunantly
.male, ncm-Ind;an and enjoy lugh levels of education and considgrable experience. Background t:harac:— .
* teristics of IEA prﬁuect diréctors in non-LEA projects, howeveif indicated that more Indians held :
project director positiops. Both educational levels and experiefgg were considerably lawer for non-LEA
_project directors than for LEA project directors. (The profile of non-LEA par:nt committees and staff
appeared to be similar to that found in LEA prcgects )

{

Background characteristics of the staff asgigned to pmjccts at the LEA level reveal that the m-ajb'rity
are Indidn, and are generally approved for their positions by a Board of Educatlcm or by an Adv]scﬁr
Cgmnuttee Their qualﬂ’icatmns are’ most frequently estabhshed by Advisory Committees. , = ° -

Ba\:kgaund charactenstlcs of the target groups served suggest that 84, 8% are regulaﬂy in sc.hocf 7. 2%
- are out of schqnl ﬁnd 8% are both in and out of school.

" Tables 3~5 provide a variety of statistical da(a for Title 1Y serviced and nonserviced schools within
Part A funded school districts. Nonserviced schqols comprise only 25% (approximate) of the total
number of schools represented in these figures, which means that approximately 75% of schools with-
in school districts funded under Part A of IEA are actually being serviced.

Certain apparent incongruities in the data presented are attributable to the fact that the statistics pn:-
sented have been extrapolated from a stratified sampling to reflect the total papulatlon (Part A funded
districts) W1th no attempt to adjust for ﬁcnrtspons,weness A

Table 3 shows clearly that Part A funding under IEA is being directed according to the intent of the.
law, i.e., toward school districts having significant Indian student populations. The table also indicates,
however, that there are Indian students attending nonscrviced schools in districts funded under Part ‘A

)

of the Act. S .
= e o

In those schools actually serviced through Title IV Part A funds, 37% of lhe studcnts were reported to
be Indian, while among those schools not serviced through Part A funding 17%.0f thgstudents were .-
reported tD be Indian. These figures show that IEA funding is apparently being directed toward those
schools having the greatest concentration of Indian students, They also suggest, however, that there

is u need for expansion of IEA funding to include a greater percentage of schools und Indian pupils.

Table 4 presents needs.data related to Indian students in school districts recelving funding under Part A
of IEA, The data show that in three (neglected and delinquent, medical care, and psychological) of
four special target group categorics a significant majority. of the school districts report that they have
Indian students in their IEA serviced schools having needs in the particular category referenced. In the
fourth category (migratory), only one quarter of the districts reported such needs concerns among
Indians. Within those districts reporting some Indian pupil need in these ureas, the percentage of the
pupils reflecting the particular need in l]llt‘i“()ll was shown o be statistically ﬁignilluml in all four

cilegories, '

& ER
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~ o TABLE 3 )
ETHNIC CHARACTERISTICS OF PART A FUNDED DISTRICTS
' BASED QN FIELD STUDY DATA ' 7
; - "
N : Fur Schools Serv:ced Far Schgnls Nnt Servu:ed
] Through IEA Funds Through IEA Funds
x_% ——— " — < 1 —
%’of districts .| % of pupils % of districts<| % of pupils
- reflecting reflecting reflecting reflecting . &
characteristics* | characteristics | characteristics cha:acternstlcs )
%,-, — —— — _ 77‘7 . - - — — —_— —
Black . 30 14 7 14 22
Indian 8l 37 20 17
Oriental* 23 .6 T o
Spanish 35 14 12 13
Other' =~ ° 40 54 15 69
]
‘ E 4 ‘
SPECIAL TARGET GROUPS WITHTN PART A FUNDED DISTRI{:TS
: BASED ON FIELD STUDY DATA . : e
. For SchoolsServiced ° . For Sch(mls Nc@t Serviced
Through IEA Funds: ' Thmugh IEA Funds
e _ . = : _ . .
o % of districts | % of pupils - | %.of districts | % of pupils
: reporting special | in special ~ | reporting specinl |  in spewial
) target group | target group target group target group
gg!eﬂed And Delinquent 64 16 ? 16 16
M;gmtury 25 14 5 6
Medical Carg 65 29 - 22 20
,_lréychulggicﬂl 72 - 13, 21 . - o 8
20
L mé " *



o the dlstriots having schiools not serviced by EA funds, the percentage reparting Indian students:-~ -

with special needs in the four target group categories is relatively low, and among those districts the per---
centage of Indian students :_éfl;ictiﬁf the needs in question"wa$ also relatively low overall, In two cate-_,, .~
gories, however — neglected and delinquent, and medical care — the percentage of Indian puplls (16% . -~ .~
and 20%) reflecting need but not receiving service becausé of attendance at ionserviced schools seems '

* significantly high to warrint expansion and ¢xtension of IEA Tunding to include these pupils, -

" Table § alsb presents needs-related data that suggest in terms of select characteristics the appropriate
= direction of IEA Part A funding. “In two specific categories,.viz., family income and reading level, three-
fourths pr better of-the districts receiving Part A funding,report having Indian pupils with special needs
* tin these categorigs. And-among these distridts sigificant percentages-of the Indian'pupils, 32%and _:

'43% respectively,are reported to have needs in the stated catégories. - * ' P ) s

[ - . : ' L3

~~ SELECT CHARACTERISTICS OF PUPILS FROM PART A"FUNDED DISTRICTS o=
“& ... - BASEDONFIELDSTUDYDATA - . "', ="

7.
[
7 L . !

"+ " For Schools Serviced -~ . | .. ForSchools Not Servi
1. \!Thrcugh IEA Funds - -4~ Through IEA Funds

= | "%of districts | %3fpupils | %of districts* |, % of pupils | |
R R reporting select | reflecting select | reporting select | reflecting select
e - SR characteristics charnctenfisti_-: characteristics | characteristics -
; e 7-; L _ . --777»717 s N s

:';;:Fafticipéntifrcm;fam?iliés'i‘ . SR R B S SR — .
' .with paverty level incomes. [~ 75 32 ] 2 N R ) 1. )

%*Pupilﬁeaﬂ iin‘gﬁélﬁﬁ%@‘ﬁdé' -1 e — e e
s level - L : 78 .| 43 18 39 :

Pupils who speak English | o '
asa secondlanguage - 4 29 " [ N D B L

— — — 3 - — — I I SR

. — — = - g - — - . T - N - i

/% Perhaps even more notewothy, however, is the relatively high:percentage of districts (18%) having schéals _
and a high percentage (39%) of Indian pupils within.those schools with special needs pertaining to reading -~
*and yetinot receiving TEA Part A funded servicing. When compared with the comparable figures for
schobls and pupils receiving IEA Part A servicing, the picture is one of emphasis upon remediation of
reading problems with considerable need still remaining to be’met in this area. o
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~ An essential component of programs funded under the Indian Education Act is the involvément of Indian
‘people. Thé:following tables (field study data) give some insight intouthe diversity of involvement of
the Indian community and Indians within the school systems. Parent committees are not limited to
one area of planning, operation, r evaluation of IEA programs, but are involved in numerous areas of
all three processes. ' a -7 ' ' S
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Percent nf Dlsfrlctl

b ;d rzammunity mput about the nea‘ds af Indhn Ed’lﬁﬂl chﬂdren c £ o ') 83% - ':?f\ '
. Defermined which services are' more needed than others oo 82%
" Helped in devglnping the applicatian for f undlng the pmmm B B 83%
- Appmved the application for funding after it was demlaped SRR 1 86% R
Reviewed riominations for Indian Educaticn Act pfa;rnm staff ' , T
- (e.g., teachers; counselors) , o ' 61%
Detefmingd how the budget for this district s iEA prqmm(s) is to be §1 1%

lected . Tt s RS LR S STTIET TR T I = 65% ERRE ». T
Detarmined how- lndmn pupﬂs participating in this distrh:t'x IEA pramm(s) T el e e
e are to be selected . o ) S 14%
v Partimpat:d in plam'lmg IEA p,rggram(s) in other ways L L RN
TABLE 7
N PARENT CGMM[TTEE !NVQLVEMENT IN THE GPERATIQN QF THE IEA FEQGRAMS
s ' (PART A) : o )
- B Percent of msu-icts |
Selccted services ta meet the needs of psrticulsr pupxls or schacﬂs | i S 7] % i
ﬁiéppraved or recommended persons for staff in the IEA pmgarn(s) : ‘,,,-,:,,,. 69%
.| Worked voluntarily in the IEA program(s) -~ = = , - 6l ‘%
‘ o _ Wafked ﬁ:r pay | in the IEA pmgram(s) . o / L e 38%
. - . e = 7!. e — —— g — —
L ‘ TABLES ko '
T . CGMMUNITY AT—LARGE" INVOLVEMENT IN IEA PROGRAMS (FART A) >
: W v Pcra:nt of Dislrlet;
s ——— e —ree—————
* Volunteer tutors in reading Ty B 27%
Volunteer tutors in math BN L L 14%
Vﬂluntecr hglpers in other classtoom Instructional actmucs e, ' iz"" - 28%
| anunteer helpers in management (e.g., helping in the Jﬁnchmnm) A%
- Volunteer helpers‘m supervision of field trips L, . . 60%
| Pala clagsroom a;des of similar kind Df employees .~ < '. . 52%
C L Participants in pllnnmg parent’ cﬂmmltteg activities ) : _ " 65% )
B Pamcnpznts in :vn]uatmg IEA p’mgnms e e | e 53%1“?"
Paﬁlcxpants in other ways o _ ) 26%
‘Partnfs of Indian Cm}dren \\_’;
" - 11-8




s statistical data contained,in'Tables 6, 7 | suggest that project directors and parents; both parent -~
ymmittee meinbers and the community-at-large, have interaction and communication in planning and Rt
mplementing their IEA programs. Moreover, the degree of parent participation in'the.determinationand '~ "

Jection of IEA services suggests an awareneas on their part.to the kinds and types of educational pro-" " - - .
grami needed by.individual pupijgisnd schiools. At this time, however, available data speaks more to the -

f paréntal Involvermefthan to the-effectiveness of that involvement: Absence of complete ~ "
ata pt this time suggests the need for a comprehensive, well-planned ¥nd developed needs assessment <~
. In order to insuré a more effective parental involvement. s e

1

. 'The extent of parental involventent jn IEA program planning and operation further suggests amovement -
- away frot making the Indian child fit the school system and toward niaking the school ‘program conform T

©  to the Indian child’s needs. If, indeed, correlation between the program and pupil is increasing, it might . -
. very-well explain in part the improving attendance ratés reported for districts participating in IEApro-

" ‘The apparent sensitivity oh the part of parents to the academic needs of their childrén has "g'cziﬁrated ,

*  efforts to establish certain ‘currigulum laws related to Indlan edutation, ¢.g., special programs for ..
_ Indians in California and Montana. Indian *'desks™ have been established in some. States at the State
level, and more importantly, national leaders on Indian education are surfacing more rapidly. "~ =~
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" Table 9 presents field study-statistical data related to the xidentiﬁaﬁon 9f'itﬁe uéglivid;mls and gguﬂs ,
___ responsible for determining the eligibility of both schools and students to partieipate in [EA Part A

PIEEEEEE I

¥
-

\ programs.

.+ '+ . U TABLE9 -
. DETERMINATION OF PUPIL ELIGIBILITY - PART A

e ,‘77777 ‘_ g

Sl ’ " Sémgls h _Stu'dén!s i

= — ; e -

. Parcr{t committee ,, R : N ) v . B ' Zé% . 23%
Administ_ra{ivestaff L N | ’ _ % - 22%
Project director T ' : o 16% | 21%

School board AR R I 1) 1%

_Parents inigerjera! Lo ' o ' 6% '“%
- Teachers _’ ' / s ! 1% 0% |- .

0% | . 1%

—

“Students .

Other | o ) o o T 30% . 24%

. L . . o _ ] — s — _ — —

- . ’ 7"‘ N . ’7‘ ) ® .
~ ~Table Oagain points up the extent torwhich parents are directly involved in IEA activities, showing that ...
a significant percentage of parents are involved,in the determination of both school and student eligibility. =

It is interesting to note the extent to wlch teachers are involved in the détermination of student eligibility
+— compared with their involvement in the determination of a school's eligibility. The figures suggest that
_ teacher attention in these matters is channeled principally toward the children themselves, which in turh
suggests a recognition of teacher upderstanding of pupils and pupil nceds. o
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i st that, other thnn thg vgry faci afba gIndian, the gréatest single dete
“minant qf pnpil al!ﬁbimy is nﬂldemie deficiency. It also hppam that the long years of academic ‘deﬂcleney
.among Indian children have been caused by low self-concept and-an absence of pride in heritage and cul-
-ture: . Programs with a g'mm academic remediation thnm and adjustment activities have been less -~ -5
... successful than programs and activities focusing on ualf-coneapt and cultural heritage. Parent mmmitteus o
" and project directors’ have‘judged pragrims that pmvide t‘ar Imjim culturﬂ pﬂde and gmwth m glf- S
mn@pt to be most suceeuful. —
; 4 g

R ;’ With this Ln mind it ippem that emphuﬁ ahguld be placed Dn :m:lal mativntian ﬁrﬁmms ‘and academic
R nchievemam throuzh mutivntion and ittituda chanm S _

- 215 c@mmunltv Involmnt in IEA Fraﬁ’imi Plrt B A- c - N
deiimr ﬂﬂ‘ﬁ“ﬂlmﬂ llw tloe: mtmdnmnml and comm ;;nj Qg@@mg o Part EI arama in the. n
wﬂy that such involvement is required for Part A pfogmni; fiold study data does reveal a limiﬁmt

- amount of community involvement in Part B programs.. ?nbh 10 indicates the extent of this overall - )
"/ involvement while Table 11 indlcates in” san;a detgﬂ the dcme af that invclvemem which rclates to
pmmm Bﬁluaﬁan ’ .

Te ' T . ~ o
. IR | CTABLENO _
/ R LOCALCGHHUNHYHWVGLVE{ENTIN!EAERDGRA‘BQ:PARTB B
R ‘, - Lo e RN . ‘. Pa‘u:ntof!)htﬁﬁ:
. B - — 1 .
'J_ Mlcipantsinplanmng IEA pn@yﬂm actlvitles . S . " 66% -
, Pa.mc;ipantsin planmng ex:mmumty activities -; e T s 63%° o
Part:cipants in evaluating IEA pmmm ' C ' ’ : 55% '
_ Paid Flassroomaides T o o o o a8% |
“Volunteer tutors - . - . . L i Lo 8%,
7 Pamclpants in gther ways : ‘,« o o 7 . 34%

= 'S TABLEM
LOCAL COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN EVALUATING IEA PROGRAMS — PART B

3 | v | percentof D{s&im
' Rewewed the way the IEA prag:am(s) is (ir:) going - : . ;79:%
Investigated the suggestions,*problems, or complaints made by te,achers R S
; parents or students about the pmgram(s) A . 73%
S Rgﬂew=d the way staff members mnduct the IEA program(s) . , ‘ 77%
R B Review;d budget allocations far the pr@g.ram(s) after the program(s) i ;
S 418 (are) in operation : AT ,
# Intemzwzd parents, teachers and students about the way the pmgram(s) 1 L *
. is (are) going : . 11% : )
_Reviewed the reports evaluatmg the. pmgam(s) that is (are) subml;t:d S S A
by district personnel : T 59% :
1 Part;clpated in other evaluatmn actwitxes e _— 39%
_ 30
)y S - HI=10




2.1!5 Ellnibiilty of Srudents -

A variety of groups and’ individusla are involved in the deierminnticm of pupii eligibility i':)r participation B S
“In IEA Part B programs, It is noteworthy that this extremely important decisionmaking factor of program .. - ..

planning has apparently not been either usurpcd by or relegated to any single individual or gtoup, but,
" rather that both professional an;i nunprgfaasiunal ‘an{ both school-related and nan-schml-paiated

-~ persons appear to have a significs
- tages in Table 12, =

lsay in the detsrminatian of pupﬂ eligibility, as shown by the perc:enﬁ =

TABLEI?; ; oy
i oo DETERLHNAT:QN OF PUPIL ELIGIBILITY - PART‘ B
- | 77”7”.?,, ) 7&“‘2‘“
Parent Committee ' ) 7 214
Project Staff \ -21.4,
- pmje.:f Director § 1 : i 179
Tribal Officials . R | e
5;119:61 District Personnel. \ " AR 10.7
,'Pa}ént_s of 'iijidiaﬂ Children B wa;g - | L 14
‘F‘axents in General (inéi\jdes r‘ii;.in;fndianl L - 3.6
Repi‘esentatlvgs of Cummumty Drgamzatmns o | 1.8
Consultants ' ; 18
, Others e i ,, _ 393
— g - —

Table 13 presents the various factors upcm wh;c.h the deterrnmatmn of pupil ehgi.bihty was based The

single most frequent determinant of eligibility was the fact that a student was Indian. Prescmdmg, Low-
. ever, from that expected determinant, the-other deterfnmmg factors were s:vera] and vaned with academic -

'cuncerns h,g]dmg a siight edge on all athers

N1 .
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e TABLEH
BASIS FQR DETERMINING PUPIL ELI JIBILITY — PART B .

I“d“m SR : b DRI

Academic Data N ; j 7 143 N
. V.; E ‘ ‘v“q . s .‘-.. ] !‘.‘v, 2. . . i ) | X . i v . vﬁ - D . . ,_
’ __Interest E . . 3 B S

l Valu'nfxee'r

Parent Committee Referral

e *meertylndises . S B
BRI . e 77 — — 1%{; ‘
L e . , o " ) ( Lo -
g ?Eercentsges inﬂigate"‘é selectianigf ' two criteria by prqjec’t directars.*;}f S b e e T
22 Are IEA Sarvmas Addrassad to tﬁa Speelal Edu@tmnal Néed: of Fartmcpa:tmg lndlan Ch;ldreﬂ i
- e, .
: * ! ' - A v o
2.2, 1 What Is ‘the Relgtionship Eatwaan As:essad Ne?s and lEA Prag‘{m Clbjactlves? ) Q

_The specific needs for assistance under IE.A as perceweg at the local level, a.rea‘eﬂeﬂted in’ the pe:rﬁan—
tage of funded. pmgect ‘applications expressslg those needsdurmg the ﬁrst 3 years of fEA pragram
. funding. Theseq:ercentages are shﬁwn in T: blei 14, \' " _ ,

No ccmsxstent pattern of degrse of need-is reﬂecd from year to year for the prmclpal needs areas, B e
although certain trends-seem evident when it-ignoticed that the same areas retain priority status thrnugh-w
out the 3:year period. Thus, among.the thfree areas most freguently meéntioned over the 3-year §

o
. period, dne area (educational needs) showed/a steady increase in the frequency with which it was mep- Af,_'i-
tioned for Part A and’ Part C projects, but # steady decrease in frequency of mention for Part B projects;
another area (curriculum inadequacies) sifowed an increase followed by a decrease in the, frequency of ;pxh .t
_ its mention for Part A projects, a steady d'e sase in its mention for Part B, and a consistency inits 41 |
-mention for Part C projects; the third Zrea{Special services) reflected a steady dec:rease i‘c:r Parts A, it ¢
B, and C. : o . S

u

s ) i 1%
\
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TABLE 1

F‘!‘ 73 FY 74, AND FY 15

PERCENTAGES Of FUNDED PROJECT APPLICATIONS REFLECTING SPECIFIC NEEDS:

thrduet a
;mllv R i
1 Ad

i trvin
Euleldi B
. Dalingueney ~~
Ealtdmage
Other T

FAK‘I’ A

- Mgrtatity Ree

AloohobDrugs . -«
Child Disetos .. . 7 =
thumlﬂ-ﬂlallﬁmm

o
©
.

¥33z 2332

e

U!wmiﬂgwmn : i"
- Inwriribal ﬁnﬁlﬂm B
Incore Level - 7
: Inwrracisl Froblarms
, At Wit scy
ur;a'ﬂnmﬂéiﬁﬂumlnn
. Gﬂrgphiul Iwlation

’ Educationsl Nesds <! 1% 0% ux | 1ax
Dropout Fata - ” 20% 13% ,zai %% | A% | 2%
Low Test Scorel il Y A% "% | 2% 1% | % . -
. Lack of Sucomt 0% ¢ | B% faax | [ 2% ] 1ex . ’
tow Motivation : 0% 17% 7% 14% 1™ 12% 12%
Alrienteaism ’ . 20% | 4% [ 1% ] 4% | U% | 3% | 6% |
Lack of Basic Skitls - / ox | Bx | 2% | 1%+ 0% [2% | Taw |
Low Grchin /’ 20% | -26% 9% | 1% 1% 1% %
Othar o ox | ox | ox | ox ] 1% | ox | 1% '
P Tr— / sl | o [ e | oex | owex | oax |z . 5
Understatfed -/ . % ] 2% | a0 | 2N | mw | niw | 0%
. r Lack of Teachan / 1% | % | 21% | 4% | 1ex | 2Axf] ine
—e B LA N A ST W] - T . Azt b b S S
a% % %

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Poor Attitudes, I

uﬂaixm e

Ortwie

Flﬂ“ﬁ'lnﬁﬂiﬂhﬂ .
L Buﬂd;np .

Equiprent
Maierisls lﬂd Suppliel
= Other

: :ﬁiﬁﬁum In-fj-miéﬁ

Larpisge Arts
Lisapatura/English

Arta snd Crafus
Non-Indian Musie

 Social Studiss ’
En.ilhﬁ #1 5 2rd Language
Spawch and Drama

Indian Studies

Physies! Eﬂuﬂlhﬂ

- SEince .
Rsrmwdial Rasding
Rernwdial Math

* Voeationsl

Legal Courses
Bthlvr )

Siﬁlﬂl : "",

Testing Program ... .~ .
School Readiran |
Playhowms Thaater
Counsaling Program
Tutorial Program
Speclal Broadcast
Community Ralstions
Work Study Program
Patraation .
Tramnm .

. D\hﬁ

| 5% | 4%
&%l 8% 4%
% 0%

1% o%’| 0%

4% [ 0% | 0%

- 4% 2% | 7%,
% o% %

4% 2% | 2%
1%| 23% 3 )
1% 9% o

10% % 8%
a% Fo 1%




‘The year to year incnnsis&ency of’ statistica within cer a!n neads
‘of a program still In its'carly stages, Whila the consisteng
v‘“ﬂﬂp 10 other areas mentioned reflects an established y

mittingprqject appiica ;ans. o ;{ ek

3

of priarity for specific needs areas in relation=
e_mtqndlng af ngsds nn th_e part of: those sut;- :

N T R e e ‘f S 2.;. \- :

f Qvar the smng S-year peﬂgd as shnwn by the data p:esented in Table 15, thn vébjectives established
- for funded projects showed a trend of consistency with the priority needs. The three@bfm:tives aréas -
" mentioned most frequently over.the 3-year period were "stnf f development,” “curplculum,” and:
" “counseling program develapment ¥ The curriculum objectives corresponded closely to the cumculum
“inadequacies needs ared, while the counseling program development objective corresponded witha *-
principal sub-area of the speeial services needs area,. Ohly the most frequently mentioned of the
objectives, staff development, ‘did not’ reflect one of the three most frequently mentioned needs areas,
althnugh staff inadequacies ﬂld rank near the middle nf a pnonty listing of all needs areas over thg 3

~Intermso mfsxstency frnm year ta year, enly the ge - nent sl '

* 7 a'steady in in frequendy of mentmn for each succeeding year for Parts A, B, and C: The currit:ulum

 objectivgs area showed a steady decrease in frequency of timeg mentioned for Psrts Aand B, butre-

* . mained consistent for Part C. Counseling progtam developmgfit was relatively consistent in the frequency
of its mention as an objective for Part A projccts, but'showed'a Ready decreasg in lts frequgncy c:flrnens
tmn fcfbnthPartsBsndC Lo e , _

When mdmdual needs and nbjectwes arcas are regarde.d more clnsely w;th reSpect tg the frequency w1th
~ which certdin sub-areas are mentioned both as needs and objectives, there is again a noticeable cansxstency,
pointing to a-conclusion that the rnajﬂrlty of pmgarn ﬁbjBBtWES arg+n l.lna with the needs expressed in
each pmject apphcatmn - . .
Amcng.thé curriculum needs' and ab;ectnvzs areas most frequcmly mentioned each year fnr Parts A - .
B, and C funding are “Indian studies,” “language arts,” and ‘“‘remedial readxng and matht” Another ,
c:umculdrn sub-area, “‘basic skills,” while not among the most fééquently mentioned over the duratmn
. of the program, has shown a noteworthy increase in the frequency of its mention as an objective over
the past- 2 years. ‘The overall picture derived from the curriculum necds and objectives data presented
" in Tables 14 and 15 is one of a program directed primarily toward fundamental academic concerns -
(readmg, language, math, and basic skills) and an area of expested speclsl concern fm‘ the part;cular
;ecu:nents Gf pmject funds (Inchan Studnes) ' ,
There is an apparent carrelatmn between the lncreased concern fnr remedial prograrns in feadmg and
math and the priority already noted for staff development as an nbjectwg among funded projects.
~ Amgng the principal concerns noted under staff development, the major concern is shown to be the
- number of teachers and staff, Because remedial pmgams demand a low pupﬂ-tﬂ-stnff ratio, the priority
. of the increased staff objective- wnuld be expected to increase in proportion.to the pricfity Df curriculum
~ - objectives related to remedial mstmctmn congerns. The increased staff objective would also appear to
_~ _ bein line with the previous year’s recommendation that support and enn:nuragement be given to recrultmg,-'z
B plamng, and trauung stsff and admmmtratnrs far prnjects funded under IEA. S . .

Alsn correlative with the afnrementmned concern for mcreased staft'mg is the nntxceable Jump in FY '75 ’
in the-percentage of applications reflecting a need for tutorial programs. That special-services heed and : :
the expressed need for emphasis on counseling services would definitely tend ta mgrease the need for-

? staff to. 1rnplement funded tutnnal and counsellng prngrams o .

W,lthm the counséling program ObjéﬁtiVES area one. matter of apparent mc;reasmg ‘concern for project o
apphcants was “‘family relationships.” This concern - showed up with increasing frequency as an objec- .
. tive in applications for fundmg under all three parts of IEA. Coupled with an overall slight decrease in -

. the frequency with which certain more acadegically oriented ohjectives were mentioned, it would seem

¢  that those prepanng project applications are evidencing an increasing awareness of the expansiveness of. -
the eduatmnal universe and the relationship between emntmnal stablhty and scaﬂemlc progress.
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“TABLE'1S- LE/ E o
mcsm' OF FuﬂDED PROJECT APPLICATIONS REFLECTING spscmc emsci'nms i
g - wvs.ﬂu ANDFY7S . : e

e ‘

'-':,"EAHTB = J’ARTE

mnndapm N T T

'Tﬂhlmtirﬁid I . : B1% | 16%.
Use tutors - e S 1 o% | 10%
To recaive tnlnlnj C ] 19%: | . Bi_.
SR . Work witlppeclallsts - . o%
<. st o - Work with Individual ﬁuﬂnh}f %
© 1 Improve community relations o 0% e |
- Employ paraprofessionsls - el 0% Mﬁs
Davelop curriculum -~ - - L] 0% .
Othat ' %

R I Nurilngmvla T o » 0% | ™ %, | 1% | 4% | 13% 7%
o Physicateams 1\ o 18% | 16% | 10% | 18% [ 1% | 13% | 0%
N ,Wﬁ'ﬂ[wﬂﬂri : ol % 8% |
Nlnrltlfmprmm _ o 2% | 9% | 10% | 24% | 26% | 28% | 271% |
-Shotvand Inm::uhtlanl , 0% | . 13% | 0% 7% 0% (- 0% 0%

Lo | o7n | oan | 78% |-9a%.| 70% m

SRR, B cammnv ] e ] | k| Y% | ok ] Cox | ox
g 1. Alter/renovste S 2% | 1% | ox| ox | ox| ox| 0%
an-mmgmhm:' T ST TS AR TSN N R S
S purchate L g ox | o% | 8% | 2% | ox | ox | 1ex [.

ol ey e o | owx | % |-2e% | oeex | 70% | 64 | 47% | - -
: - |+ Conmrection - ; Coe 8% | 17% | 83% 2% | 2% [ % | 3% :
o Aterirenovats - L - o+ | eax | 4% | ox [ 30%x | ox | 8% | ox |

Othe ~ . . : o . Kk
Curriculum Objectives 7 e | e | 2w | 3

Language afts . 2% § 0% | 1% 9%
L o Math/famedial . : | 8% | @ 11% 9%
: . - Library sclence- : . 0% | 1%] 0% 1%
. 17 vocstional courses’ . 0% ‘B% 3% 6%
) Legatcourses - o T 0% | 0%°| 0% 2%
_ Englishas s 2ng Lirvgulm 5 8% | ‘2% 2% 4%
Basic skills ‘ o o% | 5% | 12% | ax
Atsand crafts ., . o, 4% | 3% | 1% | 2%
_ Musi¢ (non-Indian) * - 0% | 2% 1% | 1%
Social studies T 4% 2% [ 2% %
Indian langusge = 7 . I% | 4% | 6% 2%
Literary arts o s 1% | 1% | 0% |- 1%
Indian studies , P %] 2% | 2% | 1%
Special education - - : o% | 1% | 1% | 3%
Career sducation - g - 9% 4% 7% | 4%
Reading/remedial . . . 13% | 16% | 18% | 10%
1 and drama : : - 0% 1% 1% | . 2%
. Pﬁysial eduaation - 4% | ‘8% 3% 6%
Scisfice ' : 2% 1% 1% | 4%
" High school aﬁuivileney - " 0% 1% 0% | 3%
Oher . o :

v‘— B &hl ; l Fiff; ,Ime'Iili “ pmait o T o -20% |- 22%~ wg-}":‘ :-{ji— 7 " - {.

Social adjustment ~28% | 10% | 20% 19%
Self-image concepts |- 41% |-3@%  23% | 3%

Handling skills ' ) ' - 10% % 8% [~ 3%

" School attitudes . o ! 0% | 27% | 14% | 23%
B ) - Improve heatth o -6% |, 0% 8% 0%

e Lo . Vocational counsdling - - - . . 0% | 13% 1% | 1% |
L : F:milvrll.itionships L L T 8% 7% | 71% | 13%°

x> ; o - . ;71[71;,15:".: -
EMC . . 35 . -

[Aruiroe poviisa oy mc . 2 - E . . . . PRl S




. ¢y 8 I
sub-area under the ﬁeneﬁl abjectﬁ pnseling program develapﬁgnt,
frequency with which “self-image concepts’’ fsropeated in the same general area suggest s
correlation-between the:two objectives hat there is a definite dependency of ma ure sslf—imnge =
. upon got:d fnrnily ralg‘tfanmips. and that 16 lnsreased emphasis of ﬁmded‘ pmjacts upoh family relation-

: mc:aass in the frequency with which %t was rngntiangd This incnnsistency withjn a particular gencral
- areaof gbjectxves nccasmnaliy is repeated elséwhere, as shown in Table 15, and would seem to indicate -
.. -somie tegree of uncertainty.on. the part of prc_]ect applicants with cwerall program directions, a factar
~whi¢h should gradually disdppear as thé pragram continues to mature.

. 'Within the general needs are designated “‘ediicational needs” certain cénsist ,
" favorably toward successful project impact on participating, elementary and. Eamndm? pup 13, Th
- frequency with which. “dropout rate™ and “‘absenteeism’ were mentioned as needs areas steadily
. ‘creased in Pm Aand Part B applicaticns, augg:st' tter attendance patterns for student’ participants. -

~ based upon favorable pmject influence upon ghose students. . A decreasing frequency, pethapscor- .~ - . *
" relative to the t‘aregning, isalso noted in the®ention of “low grades” as:a need on Part A applicatio
\ althougiﬂ}us need atlll retams h;gh pnconty among those gxpmssed iﬂ”the““educahﬁnﬂ nﬂads préa

LA l:sser area cof mnccm among prc;uec:t appht;ants, as ﬂetanmned by the fn:que.nc;r with wluch it was .
- -.mentioned as a needs area in funded applications, was the matter of *‘facility inadequnexes " Of t.hase,
~ the area of greatest concern was the need for “‘materials and supplies™ shown wiﬂi increasing ﬁ'equency
edch year for applications under Parts A, B and C. A need for “equipment” was also expressed with -
7 . some fréquency by those who mentioned the “facilities inadequacies™ areas at all, although it was men-
75 tioned with decreasmg frequency among Part A applicants and im;reasi‘hg frequency among appljt;ants
" for Parts B and C funding, The matter of needs related to “buildings" seems ta have be.en of‘ bath
ﬁlmdﬂmsﬁtmﬁcem%mﬁshpphcmm :

~ In most casés data presented in Tables 14 and 15 are not ;:omparable %pﬂnclpal exceptmm hawevgr,
" is the general area of ¢urriculum needs and objectives. Table 16 presents the appropriate data from’ ,
‘that area of Tables 14 and 15 in'a manner that permits clearer understanding of proposed program . 3
, ijecnves in relatmnslup ta expressed scademlc program needs fnr Paﬂ: A funded projects. -, )
It will be noted that there was a rather ggmficant average dlscﬁpancy (6.9 p;rcentage pnmts) between
needs expressed and activities apparently d:s;gned to'meet those needs i in projects funded through
* Part A of the Act during theéfirst year of the program. That average was reduced to 1.3 and 2.5 per- :
centage points during the second ‘and third years of the program, rspe:tlvaly. mdn;atmg a better over- - _~
au cgrrelatmn between needs and a"tthtleias the prc:g'am develc»ped\ , , o
It must be noted, however that there dre presenﬂy insuffi ci:nt dgta tco enable a more detalled R
and accurate c-orrelatinn of project needs, objectives, and activities. This lack of data points up clearly
the exlstmg necd for more extens:ve and better deve!c:ped progmm Evaluatwemmcedures.

. 116




.7 ,RELATIONSHIF OF CURRICULUM OBJECTIVES TO CURRICULUM NEEDS* .

“em | |
Needs ijégt!yg; Needs Needs ijeblives o i
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| Languagearts : .
| Remedial math "
| Remedialteading ** .
~Vogational courses
_ Library sclence
ET T R —
... |, English d9a second language . : |
\i%‘i;-,'andﬂ;szcs'f B

i Non-Indian musiE/ :
\ ISsocial studies

. --Indian ;tgd‘ig;:,:;,.._.=.,.__,..A,. e ‘
| Special'education .~
A Indian lariguage . o ,
 Physical education .
Science ___. . '
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Literature/literary arts )
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_ *Expressed in percentages of Eﬂ:gm{j:pli@atians indicating need or objective, - e R
. **Basic skills needs percentage’ are drawn from the Educarional Needs section of Table'14. Asaresult, ., o
needs columh totals in this table may exceed 100%. . : .
+Needs drea not included in Table 14, o B L

&

'222 - What Types of Projrams Are Provided for Spacial Projects (Part BJ?

In FY 75 there were 16 different types of IEA projects conducted under Part B of the Act. Table17 .
-represents these types of projects and compares them to FY 74 by number of projects and amount funded.~ ' . L
Table 17 shows that there was a 16% increase in the number of projects funded between FY 74 and FY 75,
although the actual dollar amount of funding was only 4% greater during the same period.” Two areas
‘“cultural enrichment/tutoring/guidance counseling” and “early childhood’ were the areas of primary
. emphasis over the 2-year period, both in terms of number of projects and total dollar amounts.” .,
. There were several new areas funded in FY 75 that had not received FY 74 funding, two of which,
- *“local needs” and “materials development,” received a considerable portion of the total furids allotted, - - .
" 22% and 12% respect ively. On the other hagd, some projects such'as “parent tralning” thatreceived— =~
" funding in FY 74 were not funded at all in FY 75, while other areas like “curriculum development” and-.
“bilingual” received considerably less funding in FY 75 than FY 74 — 73% less in each instance.
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mount Funded e

FY74

FY‘IS '

Educmiun Plannlﬂg

"

) S Evaluation and Ensseminatian

C;l}‘riculum pgvglgpmcnt

200

S 24 ,335

l 467 167

304375 |.
471,177

*| Handicapped
Early Chlldh(x:d
. CulmrnlEnrichm_‘nt/

~-=~Tutoring/ "
Guidance Ceum:ling

, Rsmedial L

o Vacatiahal Eduaatlan oy

lnd;an Ccntmlled Schm:ls .

-ﬁilingﬁal S -

Lac.al Needs S '

L1252

Is

17

3 594 QSl

. 351 685
1‘}973;719

2 QZO 298

4060&)
| 2,655 929

495,814 |

.._' TR

163,058 | . -
'50,000 ¢

HE B Technical Asiistance
_ o oy

. Graduatc Ss:hrml

a4

Pa,rt_at,ifna Tcacher- Aide
 Full-time. Undergaduate .

V i . | Parent Trammg

: Glher -

&1

o

10

N

L

1,653,875

- .288,350
. 818,248 -

L E,,. ':M:r. 000

250 aoo
87 137

* 332,956— _

T o S "1';'5 ] 49 jsxz-,oaé_;mp; moooooo

The data presented in Table 17 suggest first af all that Part B funds are mdeed bemg addressed to .
Spec;lahzed projects rather than any. sinigle ‘or few general aréas; se:andly, that those responsible for .

i

project approval-and funding allocation exhibit a willingness to recognize new and changing project

significance from year to year; and thirdly, that there appears to be a willingness to curtail or even,elim- -
. mate fundmg in ste mstam:es even thc:ugh such aetmn nught pc:ssxbly be unpopu]ar at the lacal level

. . ) : " 2 . - . .
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1. Pilot Planning, Demonstratioh), ~~ . . |ic 0 | SRR
. Funded amount .} .. . sz SQD 000 S EOOQ DDD S‘ 3,535;522, _
Nc\ ﬂmejm;ts L M e 25 7 S 57 1 44 o

' mplary and Erm:h,ment k o

152,000,000 ] 5 4,800,000..|5.6
B T I B 54 |

3. Personnel Training’ R o
o . . Finded amount =~ o c 0 1$::350,000 . S 840 DQQ $ 1,510,393
A No of Projects - . B U T T IGn oo 14

i

7'!,., .‘::

{5-150,000 |- 5-—360,000°{ 5 559,375 |~ - e
T B AR M R

—— ~Funded amuunt e
: ) Nu of ijg:ts

ASUBTDTAL PARTB B R LI L (g
_ Funded amount . ..~ SS OOD 000 $12,000,000}1512,000,000 .
" No. amejes‘:ts e 5!7 - 135w} - 149 s

"FY74 1 | FYT5

sl 5, Cumculum and Matenals Devglapmmt
und:;l amount - ' i

$1,380,313 [$ 217006 |
R S “No. ufﬁajects : A

16 3

‘6. GEpan‘d!AEE o o o o
- Funded améunt- L S e 1% 260,000 51;‘ 187 ﬁ53 $ 2,514,500
No.of Projects =~~~ -« . 5 : “19 éi.,,- - 44

7..Survey o o ] o R :
- » Funded amount o . 18 100,000 S -352,634 b "-198.424
No. of Projects . - . | T - e e L -4

e e ,",‘ = S F,' -

¥ 18 V_m:atmnal Ccunsglm’ o
PR | Funded amnunt

s 80,000 [s . 76060
i ,].’x =N L 2 i T

_ UBTEITAL PAR‘TC IS R L = I PR
Funded amount © . |s5s0p000, | $3,000,000 |$3,000000 | .
Ne of Pro;er.:ts S 10 46 - Y .

i "ﬁ)’TALS S B
e e e Funded smnuﬁf““* SS SDO‘DDO’" 15,000,000 (815,
" : Nmufhﬂ;ects R U SR TRNNY -~ R




e data presente

g 8 8110 ;
funded increased sansidsrsbly betwesn FY.73 and FY 74, and thsn somewhat less dramsticslly hetwean
FY.74 and FY 75. ‘Fhe overall rate ‘of growth: was: -greater each year for Part C than for Part B, 360%vs.
- 167%'and 15% vs. 9% respsctxvely, althcugli"the‘ total number of Part C prq]ects wgs cansiderably lewsr

cwsr the Esysar psrmd thsn fo

[n -dc:llsr smc:unts, hnwsvs ‘the pictiire. was somew!
- from FY 73 to EY 74, but’ thsn dropped shghtly (lsss than l%) ths fallnwmg yesri Part C funding
mcrsssed SQD% frmn FY '73 to FY. 74 srld then rsrnsmed csnstant for FY '75 _

* .

¥l
¥

1v-

24

i) :'essh prsgsm area, . The. PEl‘ermam‘.‘ENDbjectwg typss, While:n

"ﬂsct a sertmn dcmmant mtent that can be def‘insd as fallnws

: Provisional DbjEEtLVBS are thmss cc:nssrnsd w1t1{ prcmdmg a servn:e that in‘turn ‘msy lsad tgsems furtheri:'
* outcome, e.g.; the prnwsmn ‘of a field trip with cultural unphcstldns, the pmv‘ismn Df a4 hsslth examin- .- -
ation, etc The emphasis’i is on the svent rather than the ﬁnal gutcgms : o

= Change ariemed DbjecthES are- those Whlf;h are pru‘nanly canssmsd with s]tenng methadc:lagy or. dshvsry—-
- systemgasa means: 'to some further outcome, such as changmg the way in which an academic subject is - -
: _ taught'in order to 1mprgve the: pupl} s grasp of that subject, e.g., introducing a readmg lab sltustuss; to

rsplsse or supplemérrt a sslf—santamed clsssnsam apprusch tn the tcsch:mg of readmg R

- Mastery type cbj-gstlves are thasé dusstsd towsrd the acqmsitmn af a partlculsr skill or ths attainmer
of alevel of academic, .understanding. They dre the: type of c:b;sctlves that readily Ism:l themsslves to
measurement by standardlzsd testmg devu:ss T g.y;h -

Indn‘:star charzgs abjectwes ars thc:se desx@sd tc bnng sbgfut ststxstlcal cha«ge in soclal factc;r md’catafs |

“of progfam success, sg sttendancs, figurss drcpuut rates, psrsntsl mtsrsst‘ sic' ST -

lications were’ ‘considered. to be pramsiansl type objectives. Only 1% of the objective wEre ‘

hstsa as tery objectives. These ﬁgurss clearly indicate the dearth. ‘of program. measurement sapablhty
espetrslly th regard to- scadsmlcally oriented programs. . The need ‘for: immediate attention in "this.area

‘seems obvious, Technical assistance, for pmject directors and program staff.in the area pf program objec- .

~ tives develgpment ; and follgw-thr@ugh program evaluation is recommended as one readily implemented -

' remedy for this’ need ! A more long-range approach toward meéting the need might be the establishment .

. of.a"*national center“ in which project, participants would receive more intensive training ii:n manage-.

ment and svaluatmn msthgdalogles and prac:tlces as well as gommumcatlan/repartmg tectmnques and .
prgcsdurss s o : o : R

+The dsts presented in stle 19 mrmborste the data presented ptevmusly in Tab]e 15-regs:dlpg pmgam
ab;ectwss oo A R L

= Tabls IZG xllustrates how the ssvsral types qf perf‘nrrnsnce objsctlves are measursd ! ;

ETA-. %

- e\
' stls 20 péfﬁits up a def’mlte Weskness in prsssnt IEA assessment techmquss mdit:anr‘g a hesvfy emphasls
" on subjssm*e (testlmcrmal) assessment rather than. more nbjEcstnge methods of ssssssmeng such as
' In order toprovide motre comprehensive assessment t of the total IEA‘effort, | greater a i

ention w h v
..to,be devnged to the matters of objective measurement and program evaluation, These d%sa.,servs to.
*cnrmbarats the need, mentioned previously in conjunctjon: mth Table 19 for a “‘national center”and - .

‘the svaﬂablhty of techmcsl aSs:stsnce to ssSIst pruga:n dmsc:tnrs w;th design and eValustmn cnmserns.r RN




TAELE 19 - =
PERFC)RMANCE QBT]ECTIVE TYPE BY PRGGRAM - PART A

_ . S _ —

'Fmgram/f)b‘gec’twa * | Change | ‘lndii’ﬂmf No Type :
Type - |Provisional Qnented Mastery | Change | Indicated | Total |

Lénguage:— Arfs ’ 1* 4 0 0 0" 5
English 2nd Langu}age 2 2" 0 0 0 4
Indian Language N 3 1 0 o 0 4
‘Reading (Remedial)  |* 9 S 's 0 .0 25
Math (Remedial) 4 6 0 0 -0 10
| “General Academic - 17 16 0 0. r 1 34
~English Literature ’ 0 0 0 0 0 0
[ ‘Speech, Drama . 0 . 0 0 0 0 0.
Library Science . 0 - 0 0 0 0 0
Arts &€rafts 19 0 0 0 0 19
" Indian Studies = 38 4 0 ! 1 44
Physical Education 9 1 0 0 .0 10
‘Voctional Courses 2 0 0 0 0 -2

| Music 0 0 0 ‘0 0 0.
Special Education ! 2 Q 0 0 3
| . Science S0 | 0 0, 0 N
Law ' . 1 0 0 0 4] ]
SDC].‘JI Studms ‘ 2 2 0 0 0o 4
Carcer Education 1 0 0 0 o |
GED 0 0 0 -0 ‘0 .0
-Eq\upmcnt Dev;lup 2 0 0 - 2 .0 ) 4
;Physxul Plant ngglﬁp 1,6 = 0, 0’ 2 0 8
Health Pr@gmm‘[)wglap “’1,'12 0 0 1 0 13
L Staff, Davelopment 10 CT 0 3 ;0 20
CurrlLqum Develop. 8 f I 0" 0 0 15
Social Adjus(lm.nf; 4 | 3 0 2 0 9

' Self-Inyge : -5t B 0 0 0 16
| Counsghng T 26 | 9 0 7 0 42
. Cmnmuujty wplw:mcm ) 19/ 6 0 1 . 0 26
| Reereation_ > 3 7 f 0 o 0} O R
TGFAI% o 218 K7 5 «25 2. KRy

- 3
SR SR —_ ] ) 1 i

~

K} . o
mpled Evaluation Reports Indicating type of objective. Sample Kall6,
A e , . :

L4 £

-1

*Number of 5
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TABLE 20 T he
MEASUREMENT OF PEFLFQRMANCE QBIECT[VES - PART A.
7 Ch:nge g 7 ' [ndlmtar )
: Provisional Dnenied Mastery Change
:T}i?iﬂf Mea.ilremnt Objective *| Objective Objective Objective | Total
No Measurement ) T 24 3 0 o | 2
- Obscrvation (non-sys.) 9 17 0 I 27
 Observation (sys.) 0 3 0 3 6
Attitude Scales "3 2 0 | 6
Questionnaires 8 6 0 0 14
Interviews 4 ! 0 L, 6
Tests (non-standard) 2 3 I 0 6
Tests (standard) - ] 21 3 0 25
il’:’rf%fm;nct Ratings 5 5 0 | 1
Tes_!im:::'nj;\,ls o 110 o224 1, 3 138
Matter of Record ’ 52 2 0o 15 1 69
TOTALS ous | 87 ' 25 333

*Number Qfs;nmfslgd Evaluation Reports indicating type of measurement. i&implﬂ N=1l6.

256  How Effective I3 the Planning and Eulum&n Proces?

The denial of IEA applications tmlwnhslanding. the following table mdmm:s th: degree to whu:h
IEA project objectives, w!n;h were approved, have been melt,

1
flge figures presented in Table II show an 84'}( majunty of all respondents imhuung program
success in terms of stated objectives. Accorling m the same criteria less than S% indicated fajlure,
and appmxumtcly 12% were inconclusive, ,

The thrust of the evaluations was mdlulezd in the IEA* Project applications; 78.4% of lhé project

evaluations were designed to measure educatiqnal change, and 56.6% were designed to measure pers
sonal and socls) growth. ‘These evaluations were comducted on the following basis; 4'1.8% utilized
reposts and 45% utilized tests, .

2
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TABLE 21

Objective Success - Failure No Results Total |

DEGREE OF OBJECTIVES SUCCESS — PART A !

Language Arts -
"English 2nd Languag*c .

- Health Program Dev.

Indian Language
Reading (Remedial)
Math (Remedial)
General Academic
English Literature
Speech, Drama
Library Science
Arts & Crafts
Indian Studies
Physial Education
Vocitional Courses
Music

Special Education
Science
Law
Social Studies

#

Career Eduaation , -

GED

Equipment Development

Physical Plant Dev.

Staff Development

Curniculum Development

Self-lmuge

Counpsching

Community Involvement

Recreation

TOTAL

M
SO

Tud = D R D e O

S T e

8
"
20
14
8
1
34
21

4

2482

LR R R o o

o=

Podh g\-—

O C oo o o —0O0cC o Coo O

L] p

fa)
v

16

13

mi-23

Tad Atk

—

*Number of sampled Evaluation Repotts Indicating degree of aucceas. Sample N = 116,

@
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—
—

16
42

26

337,
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‘26 What Effects Are Associated With the Fedéral Delivery System?

2 6.1 To What Extent Were Applications Demed?

ﬁ’ T4/FY 75 sppheatmns wer: denied for a varlt:ty of reasons, as illustrated by the fallamng tables:

TABLE 22
REASDNS FOR FUND[NG DEHIAL FY-74
Number
Application i{na‘;mpletg ) 23
Application ineligible 11
" Monetary arrangements unacceptable 1 4
Proposal narrative weak ) l 20
Ev*lua’tmn/dlss:ﬁunahcﬁ lnckmg/vague 30 .
Indian community involvement low 84
Low -i:riarily/nm worth funding 2
Other _ - ”77 - 8
7 TC)TAL B - . o - 182
‘TABLE 23
o REASONS FOR FUNDING DENI&LZ FY 75 B .
Part A Number
No fiscal control & funding accounting procedures 301 -
‘Spedal education needs not mentioned 293
Nonutilization of talent & resources 237
Parent commitice not selected 236
Applicant not cligible LEA ) 3
PartB - B - E, o
Indian community & parent invc:lv::m;nt unclear 160
Evaluation techniques unclear 156
Implementation plan inadequate 140
No coordination to other related activities 123
(.‘liari{iq;;lripgli of objectives ) ) ez -
PartC o ) . '
Attainment of objectives unclear 44
Evaluation techniques unclear | ‘ 3
Ql;jcclivv:s unclear o~ ‘ 28
Expenditures not clearly stated 28
_Indian community involvement unclear o o 24
TOTAL 1916
1124
& .3




* ' o . : t
Tables 22 and 23 shaw a number of different reasons for the depial-of applicatibns over the FY 74 —
FY 15 Zﬁyesr permd NQ r:le,ar pattern seems to b: rtveall:d exther or the 2 ycars or Lhe t.hre; Paﬁs

most frequ:rlﬂy mentioned and those less frgqueﬂtly mentmned is m:ghg:hle in most cases. The vanel:y
of reasons expressed suggests a need for more detailed gmdehn:s/mstrur;tmm and tcchmcal assistance, as
‘required, to assist those whcv Qn:parc applications at the local level

262 What Changes Have Q@rrsj in Funding?

Table 24 illustrates the changes that have occurred in funding between 1973~ 1976.

 TABLE 24 -
IEA FUNDING EY PART: 1973 1975
S PART A LEA‘
|73 Actual - | 74 Acmgl 75 Actual 76 Estimate
* No. eligible local school districts 2,565 2,621 - 3,088 3,200 °
" No. applications received or ) _ ' '
anticipated 553 1,098 1,169 1,550
No. grants awarded 435 854 845 1,200
NQ Stan;s in which awards are made 31 36 38 40
Avcrﬂg: cost gf awards 525,172 $27.881 $26,896 . | $26,515
Av:rag: gmnl txpcndxmn: per child § 81 $ 11 1 s 85 s 107
o FARTA - NON-LEA's o L
_ FY 74 FY 75 FY76
Applications received or expected 35 45 45
Grants awarded or anticipated 2 ) 23 25 *35
Average cost of award $5%739 (3 90,909 $ 90,909
No. States in which award is made , 12 15 20
Average duration of projects * i ] I 1
- PART B
No. applications received orexpected 438 442 525
No. grants awarded or anticipated 135 149 213
Average cost of award | $88.848 |$ 81,081 , |3 75,000
No. States in which award is made .35 28 30
Lsmna(fd no. of Lhildr:n served 80,000 90,000 120,000 -
No. applications received ur expected 110 140 150
No, grants awarded or anticipatad kL] 53 65
" Average cost of award $78.947 |5 so.604 [s61,538 T
& i i .
Na. of States in whicl awards are made 1) 1 2%
Uatimated no. of adults served : 4,000 2 (K0) 15,000
Average duration of projects 1 I | |
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, abfe 25 reveal a pattern of more or less steady growth in all areas except the
+. average cost of awards, which showed a steady decrease in'every instancgsave one: the estimated
- average cost'of non-LEA awards for FY 76 vs. FY 75, which shows a projected 1% increase.” These
. _ patterns corroborate what was suggested previously in subsection 2.3.3.1 concerning the&haracteristics
: of IEA services: . in spite of apparent budgetary limitations, an increasing number of petsons and districts
L :

5\ ©* 7 are being serviced by an.increasing number of projects and programs. - . »

'~ The several s¢ctions of Tal

3 ) = {
27 | Wnhat Changes Have Ogcurred in Pupil Achievement? ) A
- Inatiempting to determine project impact in the cognitive area, it was hoped that collecting data
’ ffom the multitude of projects would provide the basisfor establishing criterid for statistical and educa-
~_ tionally significant conclusions. In the process of collecting, categorizing, and classifying the data, how-
1 ever, it became apparent that the variety of tests employed and the variety 6f methods used for reporting -
results, linked to the vast number of problems faced when dealing with normative data co vétructed for
different testing intervals, etc led to the conclusion that any so-called impact evaluatiop] though
°  reportedly based on hard data could not be lodked upon as represen{ing more”than inferential
results. Difficulties encountered were similar to those reported by TallmadgeTind Horgt in their attempts
to develop guides for validating achievement gains in educational proj@%ﬁ) j .

Another major difficulty encountered was the lack of achievement test data available for most projects’
which either did not use testing as a means of gvaluating progress, or hgge just begun 1o implement such
- * methods of validating impact and therefore lack any pre/post comparitive-data at present. oo
&

With thefé limitations in mind a sample of existing data has been collected and, where possible, summarized.
Reading achievement test data collected from a random sample of school districts across six States and,

eight different school districts revealed achievement gains of better than 1 year (i.e., 1.0 grade equivalent)

in every grade from first to twelfth. The results appear in Table 24. They.indicate that the pattern of
achievement was fairly consistent whether the individual district concentrated its attention in the lower,
middle, or upper grade levels or spanned all levels. = Co :

The data presented in Table 25 reflegt test scores collected through pre/post administration of the
following tests:

District Sample Number Reading 5chievemeht;T:st

A Not identificd

= Metropolitan
Nelson -

Gray Oral -
Metropolitan
Gntes-MacGinitie
- Gates-MacGinitie

lowa Silent Reading .

No.
No.
No.
? " No.
No.
No.
No.
No,

fo RN o LV NN R N

The columm in Table 25 which registers the average gaing across districts shows an impressive average s
grade equivalent gain in each grade. 1t is possible, however, that these data, because of the limitations
previously indicated, may not stand up to statistical validation. ‘The impact of the projects upon the
Indian students is therefore questionahle because measurement methods, as in characteristics of other
: federally funded programs, are not standardized. While the results apparently do imply acceptable

progress, the weakness of methods may lead to sonie jumping tQ conclusions regarding progrun impact.
It is stiongly recommended that procedural guidelines for validating impact data be prescribed for the
projects, and duta be collected and regorted to OF in a fashion .unicnable: to valid statistical measurement,

s .
. A L‘
Y » . ) . : - L
1, T " . ; 5 -
TA Pl sdural Gulds for Vaelldeting Achisvamsni Gabss b Pduistiongl Fropte: G, K, Tallmadge, 1. P, Horel; HMLU Hapidt 340,
tH kw oof Folucafben/(HTIcs i Fanning, Dudgeting snd Fralusilun; heihsads, Muyland, Dec, 1972
) ' 20 '
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2
o
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- TABLE 2
GRADE EQUIVALENT ACHIEVEMENT GAINS - READING ~ FOR SAMPLED DISTRICTS
BASED ON STA.’JDARDIZED READING TESTS - SCHDOL YEAR 74575 o

| Sampled District. -

R 2 3 ¢ | s 6 s ]

N-T3 N<t | N-645| N-162] N-260.] N=1048] N~1423| N=237 [Awrme
—rT T S R ——T —T1T 1T "[0t4in | ,
' Number | Avarsge | Number | Avarage [Numbar | Average: [Numbar | Ararage {Numbar | Average |N'umnr Avwage [Number| Avrge [Number | Avarage [OvrAll |-
Orade | Tested | G.E.Galn| Tested |-G.E Gain Tosted | O.E.Gain| Tosted | G.EGain] Towiad | G.E.Galn

i

P09 ‘ 10 | L1 {4 (09|51 Ll - 13
SR F S— 193 1§ f———t— —r— S R b 1
41 * |06 18 |15 |13 )08 |'S.[09 |8 L] RN LR

LT-TET
\
\
I
[
|
I

sl e e g I
) | Ll Jujuls

0] | L L L e

1| %5 | 16 o | RN

- s
Ti‘d Annp JTE\ )
anfor {304 | 18 (45 | 15 |44 | 13

' Blmhﬂ

LI
e

08 |46 [0 149 | 10 [22 18 |14

N= Numbc:r of Indmn students in district,
"erl Noinformation provided.

Toited | G.E.Gain Toetsd | G.E.Gain| Tstad | G.E.Gain|Distriets | .




=

A

Impact data in mathematical achievement were even less available than thosg on reading achievement,-and
jt was impossible to collect data on a representative sample of districts. Mathematical impact data were'
collected in two school districts in two States. One district employed the Comprehensive Test of Basic

Skills and the other employed the Stanford Achievement Test. The comparison of the pre and post test |
scores reflects acceptable educational gains for Indian students whose initial scores revealed them to be
well below expected grade levels. ‘ ' ; ' i . I

- TABLE 26 3 ,
MATHEMATICS AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENTS AND GAINS
-7 TWO STATE SAMPLE, 1974~75

G}sde’ | ,,N o 7P;r;etest? 7 73@51 Test . Gain

T
~J
o
o]

2, 11 IR E N

1w
b
b
H
"
.
o

5
s
Lo
T
~J
1
lad
m~
I ow]

Impact of programs on studentsis not limited to educational achievement gains. Other areas can’indi-
cate program effectiveness, such s changes in absenteeism and dropout rates. In one district comparison
between documented absenteeism rate of Indian students in 1974—75 and 1973-74 showed a marked
improvement following, the second year of the project. The second’ year revealed a mean of 20 days
absence per Indian student per year versus a mean of 33 days absence per Indian student per year in

.1973-74. There was thus an average 40% reduction in absenteeism in 1974—75. Although documen-
tation was not available for all cases, sifnilar claims for reduced absenteeism were recorded by the major-
ity of project coordinators, : '

One factor possibly contributing to improving attendance rates might be an increasing correlation be- .
tween school program and actual pupil needs and interests. Another possible contributing factor
could be the degree of parental interest and involvement in both program planning and operation,
which is reflected favorably in pupil attitudes that in turn are carried over into attendance patterns.

Documentation of dropout rates of Indian versus non-Indian students continucs to reveal a higher drop-
out rate by the Indian students. Many project coordinators, however, indicated that they were of the
opinion that the added services provided to the Indian pupils were helping to keep the dropout rate
from climbing cven higher. ’ '




