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ABSTRACT

. . . . ’
s+ « This study analyzés implementation of Alaska's

" bilingual- bichtural education policy in the Lower Kuskokwim

School District (LKSD) which serves a predom1nate1y Eskimo

‘o population., :The research obJectives were to describe policy

&

implementation, analyze problems encountered.during imple-

< ¢« ‘mentation of LKSD prd@rams under Alaska's bilingual-

v -

‘biculural education policy, and expiain why the pgograms di-
e, \ .
- verged from the intent of state policy,

N i A standard Yjualitative research design was utilized,
- hecause the research focused on the,program participants!
LY

perspectives of the implementation process. Three data col-
lection techniques were employed* intensive interviewing,
transient observation, and docunent analysiSu These tech-
niques ‘were trtanguiated to develop findings and interpreta-
’tions. Interview ;\bjects included-sthool administrators,
bilinguar teachers, d individuals selected randomly from
ffvelgroups: school peksonnel working directly in implemen-
ting bflingual Programs, individual’s external to the daily

. operation of programsg, - scﬁool board members) high school
students, and parents of paéﬁicipating students.

The state's bilihgdal-bicultural edgcation policy, ini-

tiated in- 1977, is complex and a tempts to addresk a variety

of local situations. Based on '1 xanination of ten LKSDv
programs, the policy -appears to have fostered three basic
approaches to bilingual program de:>iepment transitional’

cenrichment, ehriphment maintenance, and-enrichment restor-.

~ . . . -

(4
SE -




}

A - L4

4 ’ * »

ation. )Each approach suffers from four major implementation

problems: multiple, vague-policy\goals creating conflict

. . 1] «
among local implementers ds to program goals; inadequate
. g ." oo . / ' ° s
state personnel to ‘monitor: or enforce policy guidblines; in-
adequately trained personnel to implement thé'po}icy:

b .

guidelines; and lack of spécific gufdeliﬁes'for.identiﬁiiﬂg,

. LY - -
or measuring program outbomes, making program success or_ '

X \

-

fallure difficult to evaluate. ~* , . o .

. . N .w .
Broad, general -policy .guidel'ines prqvide latitude and

’ flexibilify for local prfementers té’dgvelop'p}ogqaps qé-l

%

cordiqg-to local needs and-goals. .Local prioritties contr&l
bute to prog}am variéxib?§a krom'Qhe‘local perspectfve; the
) programs aré‘a'suééeé§, because they reflect a§Aec€s of com-
muqftx needshand\aspinatibné: From the state-federal per-
;pective,'the’c;ng and hhiforﬁ qutcome§ co;t;qﬁlaﬁea by

N t

federal criteria are not achieved. This experience suggests

\- ”* '. . * s r . .o ; .
that' fiederal ‘reform .measures intended to produc¢e similar’
outcomes in‘a'varietx of community cqntextsrwill continu€ to

result in’variable outcomes.
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ENTRODUCTION. -

The introductidn of bilingual education programs as an
N \ 7 ‘. . )
alternative for language minority ch;ldren in elementary ‘and

_secondaryvschools has sparked s1gniflcant controversy among

~not only community l'eaders and parénts but also among policy

4«

mﬁkers at dlfferent governmental levels (federal, state,-and

< N

o . local) ‘As b111ngua1 policy in Alaska has “evolved through

. s1gn1ficant alteratlons ‘caused by federal 1nterventlon and
the influx of large sums of money,- it is 1mportant to exam- '
’ -

ine thve impact of- the pollcy in terms of its implementa-
. \ A

i\ - tion. Analysls of the lmplementatlon-process should y1e1d
’ valuable information as to how the pollcy works 1in practlce,
L identlfication and explanatlon of.1mplementat10n problems, )

N v

and!lmpllcations for federally 1nit1ated educatlon reform.
3
Thls paper is d1vlded into flve chapters Chapter I

q
*

outllnes the historical events lead1ng to maJor state pollcy
- m -
changes Chapter II describes the research problem,

‘methodology, and settlng" Chapter TII- descrlbes the reform -

1n practlce, the problems encﬁuntered and'local perceptlons

« ™ B

of the program Based upon empirical research studies and
conceptual essays, three competing views of the 1mplementa-

tion process “are presented 1n Chapter IV , In Chapter‘V, the
three concepts of soc1al policy lmplementatlon are applied

to anmalyze and e»g%aln the Lower Kuskolem School District' s,

’
A ! . ’
¢
./ . . .
’
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Bilingual p}ogfam implementation processes. In Chipter VI,

a summary and conclusion on implementing bilingual education

reform ip the lower Kuskokwim School District are presented.
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] Chapter I. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND §  ~ .
: ; :

5 -
3
. - ¢

FEDERAL INITIATIVES

—

A

)

Mandéted bilingual education programs for students of
leitedvEnglish speaking ability are spréading throughout
the nation. Bilingual eéJcation, as an educational alterna-
tive to.English only'curriéuiumsx is a growing -part of a .
greater demand for equal ‘edycational opportunity for lan-

:guage mindg%ty students. Bilingual education has.a150'
becomg increasingly controversial as a resu%t'of federal
epfofcement and litig}tion-initiated gh behglf of language
minority students.

. The first expressign of a fede{alky mandated equal edu-
cation oppqrtun}ty policy for language minority s%udents
came 1n.1970.Qhen the Department of Héalth, Education and
Welfare (HEW) issued (Its ﬁa; 25 Memorandum which required, ’

‘ fe@erg}ly fynded school d}étricts,with more than five per-

cent national origin minority group children to provide‘

special-assistance to these children. Failure to provide

such assi;tance wouldlbe‘considered a violation of Iitlg,VI

of the Civil Rights Act (1964).‘ Although scho;l districts

were required to'provide some form of ‘program to meet the -
) neeés of language minority ‘students, thesMay 25 Memsranduw

-

~did not specify the type(s) of progradm .that would he accept- .

|

\

! N LY . ‘
| [




' able. .

It was not until 1973\\whén the United States Suprenme

Court decided in yau V. Nichols,1 that school distrlcts were'

’

compelled under JPitle VI of the Civil Rights Act (1964) to
provide children who spoke little or no Engligh with apecial
language programs that® would give.them an equal opportunity

to education. Lau v. Nichols'wag a class action suit which

Y ‘charged the San Francisco. Unified School District with fail-

ure to provide all non-English speaking 'students with spe-

1]

cial instruction to equalize their educational opportunity.

L3

The court held fhat equal educational, opportunity had been

-

denied: k‘ . ' g

P
’

Under these state-imposed standards there is
no equality of treatment merely by providing
students with the same facilities, text-

. books, teachers, and curricuium; for stu-
dents who do not understand Ehglish are |
effectively foreclosed from any meaningful
education. . .

Basic English skills are at the very core of
what these publlc schools teach. Imposition
of a requirement that before a child. can
effectively participate in the educational

nolos Erogram, he must already have acquired those i
’ asic skills is to make a mockery of pubplic .

. education. We know that those who do not .
) understand English are certain to find their
classroom experiences wholly incomprehen-
_sible and in no way meaning‘ful.2 ‘

The Suprqme,CSurtfand, in turn, the-distritt court

refused to prescribe an,dpp}opriate remedy in the form of

o )
hd ~
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'and HEW worked with t

specific acceptable progr}ms, le'aving that to the San
Francisco Unigied SchEol District. A citizéhs' task forcée

e District to develop a remedy con-
sistent with the court's decision and to develop guidelinesB'
for determiniﬁg whether other school districts are in com-
pliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (1964).

A}

BILINGUAL EDUCATION IN ALASKA

Prior to 1970 there were few, if any, institution§ for -
mally involved in.éleE%néary.and secondary bilingual educa;
tion activitigé. Early efforts were fragmentary, sporadic,
and depehdent on caFegoriéal,féaeral funds; however several
fedeqal'and'state funded institutions began to emerge: t'he

Eskimo Language Workshop (1969),'the Alaska State Operated

School Systém (1571),_the Adaska-Native Language Center of

the University of Alaska im Fairbanks (1972), and the Aladka

Native Education Board (1973). In 1970 two Central Yup'ik

bilingual educ?tion programs were initiated .in the Yukon
Kuskokwim Delta area. The Seventh Alaska Sﬁate’Legislature
established its first bilingual-educatioﬁ law in 1972 ."call-
"ing for the establishment of bilingual education programs in
those'schools,of the [Alaskal] State-Operated-Schools-System

with 15 or more students of limited English speaking abil-

ity."4 Thus, the state bilingual mandate was directed to
. \ .

only one school district itn the entire stdte (the Alaska

3
W




‘ ) _ State Operated School Shstem-AS0SS) which enrolled a major- .-

v

*ity.-of the state's Tanguage minority students.
While all four of the foregoing institutions were

en@aged in some form of bilingual education activity--e.g.,
*

“materi.als-development, bilinrgual program operations, scien-

tific studies of the various Alaska Native languages--there

b

was little direction and no leadership provfdedoby the

state. Bilingual programs-and activities foundered due to “
lack of centralized leadership and technical knowledge

regaraing the'operafion of remotely scattered prég%ams with

vafying Native language situations and usage. There was

uncertainty about program purposes and goals; .there were .

.

conflicting territorial interests and agendas among the
) . b o R

agencies for the few operational programs. Until 1975, the
primary agencies involved 1in bilingual education s}ruggled

autonomously with limited plans for hilingual education '

-

statewide. ’ ] -

. . ' “ )
Comﬁfncing inf 1972, the Alaska legislature appropriated

/o .
 $375,000 per year for bilingual education in the AS0SS. The -

* appropfiations remained at that level until 1976 when the
bilingual budget was increased to $600;000. Prior to that
time, state funded bilingual programs in public elementary

' and secondary schools existed only {n those rural schools
. R N . Q

under AS0SS's juribsdiction. Because the general program’

pldns covéred such a large geographical area, it is diffi-

s 3
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cult to.determine Wwhat waiigeing ipplemented &t the local

levels.  ‘However, it may be assumed that any programs which
v 3

b were implemented .functioned aécording to local discretion
~ . 'g" . . N

with little directioh.from thgfébntral admingstrative of fice

in Anchorage. B %

CHRONOLOGICAL HISTORY OF EVENTS

_LEADING TO THE STATE"“S FEDERAL COMPLIANCE

~ - -
N
hJ

_ The-impetus for the state bilingual education reform
and.thé ;dpérsarfal climate @moqg-intergovernmental\aéencie?
R at tﬁe fede;al, state, and local’ levels must.be understood

in the context of two events: the findings‘og the United
o . R Stapes Office for Civil Rights (OCR), and the.decentraliza—h
tion of ASO0SS, then tm{ largest,scﬁool disfrictg}n.Alaska:
The educational p;Licy chanaes resulting from OCR's findings
and ASOSS s decentralization aré closely 1nterwoven° both
impacted rural Alaska signiflcantly in terms of instituting
- local governance and incqeasing local input into education-
policy and prgétices. -
In Januar& 1975, OCR issued lepte€s of ipquify to three
schodl di;trictSan Alaéka: the An;horagerSchool District,

the Fairbanks North Star Borough School District, and,

"A50SS. OCR requested information pertaining to compliance

{ssues under the Civil Rights Act of 1964, i.e., identifica-




J

- explanation of the,spéciél services. provided ‘to those stu-

L3

tion of the language characteristics of.students and an

dents whose-first language was ofﬁe} fﬁgn English. In March &
1975; ASOSS subyitted its data to OCR in Washington, D.C.

On June'9; 1975, Senate’ Bill 35 was enacted by the
Alasﬁf pegislature;decentralizing ASOSS into 21 ihdependenf-
ly managed school dist;icts., Senate Bill 35 abolished ASO0SS
and established an interim §chool district known as the
Alaska Unorganized Borowgh Séh;oL‘Distrfct (AUBSD) which
would function until July 1, 1976,.at which time the 21 new

-

school districts would be activated as set forth in Senate

N~

Bill 35. 1In addition to decentralization, Senate Bill 35
greatly expanded the state's bilingualﬁedJZation mandate

. .
("calling for bilingual-bicultural education programs in®

those schools witﬁ eight or more' students of limited - <

e

English-speaking ability"s) to include all public schools
with at least eight limited English speaking students. .
" In Aughst 1975, OCR }equested additional data from the

then defunct AS0SS. AUBSD respondéa b} advising OCR b?,its

transitianal nature and:pointing out its limited existence .

s

and responsibilities for the.schoolé in question. In Novem-
ber 1975, AUBSD was informed py OCR that it was in "presump-
tive noncompliance"{-speéifically, "ASOSS/AUBSD had failed T }
ta se;ve its students whb had language problemms"6 AUBSD *

] 1
was ‘given thirty days to "(1) assess the number of students

v

!

1y



with language prpblems; (2) develop a co$prebensive educa- ‘

) - -

;iqnal plin specifi‘callly detailing how children with lan-

" guage proplems wodld.be served, with appnbvai of the plan to
. ’A ) ' \ \ . . “‘“ . -

be made by OCR; and (3) impose on the [twenty-one] districts

then ?orming under Senate Bill 35 the co prehensive educa-~

tional plan developed by AUBSD and approvéd by OCR. "7 *In
January 1976, AUBSD £ ggther advised OCR thpt it neither had

the authority, resources, ndr time to comply with OCR's

each of the

demands, requesting that OCR negotiate with
twenty-one new districts.(’

On March 26, 1976, OCR found AUBSD to bk in non-

dents'and develop an-approved educatipnal plan for the
twenty-one new.districts wouId result }n a wgthdramal of
federal funds from AUBSD and the nedly created districte; A

With less than four months of legal existence remaining, ,

AUBSD requested repreeentatives of the Alaska Department of
Edgcatioﬁ#(DOE) and the University of Alaska to meet with

OCR. “As a result of this meeting héld in April 1976, the .
DOE assumed .a leadership role in the reso}qtion of its prob- )
lems wfth OER. W{th the approval of the Alaska State Board

of éducation, the DOE entered Title VI cpmpliance negotia-

tions with OCR in behalf of all school*dfstricts in Alaska.

‘The State Board of Education‘directed its staff to identify

L 3
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and assess the - primary or home language of the state's stu-

©

dents, deveLop minimal guidelinesnfor use by a}l school dis-

e

tricts, and prepare ,a timetable for the assessment develép-

13
. . LI
- .. . oo

ment, and implementation of a bilingual plan. .
+ In S'e’pctembe:r 1976 with the abolition of AUBSD OCR

informed~DOE that it was being held in noncompliance wYth

¢

submit a cbmprehensive compliance document detailing student

‘ assessment, progcams to remedy needs of children w1th lin-
. 4 . B £

guistic problems, staffingﬁ and, funding resources. DOE's.

e - - v

efforts to develop minimum guidelines shifted to preparation
i (A [
of an OCR compliance document--a Lau compliance plan ﬂ‘
4 3 ~ . 4

reflect‘ng che requirements of the Lau Remedies (descriqu

on pagg 1h) ) . o .

' on March 6 1977 after two sets ‘of DOE compliance

plans were nejected, OCR notified the twenty one_ school diSA "y

100 i
tricts of the official deferral of federal funds. Prepara-
R S .
A * '
tion for federal administrative hearings was quicgly initi~

»

ated,. beginning with a prehearing conference on March' 22,
&3 .

1977, attedded b&«attorneys'forgghe school districts, bOES
' ‘.and Oé; R ) l ) ' ’ .

A third compliance plan was regected by OCR DOE con:

.tractg;d with the Center for Equality o‘zOpportunity in ]

’ P

‘;, Schooling fn Anbhorage, Alaska, to develop‘a satisfacii::)i,

" .plan. * Negotiations betwéen-DOE; OCR, and ‘the Center res

.

2

3 ,,‘

®

Title\VI of the Civil Rights Act (1964) and requested DOE to,

-
©
s




N 5

_ed in the publication of A Handbook for Bilingual -Bicultural.
; . e

Education Programs in Alaska {Handbook) which addresﬁes

. . « 3 -
* Title VI ndncompliance issues.8 -~ In Juse 1977, OCR @n& DOE
- £

reached agreement on a three part compllance plan . the
Handbook was to be adopted as staté requlations (all 217

pages) by the State Board of Education, a management plan

-

was to be, .adopted by DOE implementing the prog?&ms set forth_,

. in the Handbook; and .a DOE/OCR memorandum of agreement was
to set forth monitoring requirements. Although’ the manage-

. . . - ' . ' ..

ment plan and memorandum of agreement were yet to be devel-

3

oped, the DOE began ‘promulgating the Handbaak, and the par-

ties agreed to,postpone the administrative hearings until

October 31, 1977. S ‘

¢

In June 1977, the Anchorage School District and the

. « N
Fairbanks North Star Borough School District were found by
’ : . : ' > ®

GOO& to be in presumptive noncompliance with the Lau Reme-
dies. Hence, at stake statewide was approximately $19 mil-
lion in federal funds;9 pressyre to settle the dispute

fncreased. N
. A I . .

Public hearings”on the new bilingual regulations
(incorporating the-Handbook) were conducted from August 24
until October 5, 1927; in Anchorage, 3Juneau, Fairbanks,

Ketcnikan} Bethel, Nome, Kotzebue, Dillingham, and

A)

& . oo
Soldotna.: After significant adverse testimony against

"adoption of the regulations, the DOE resumed negotiations

’




l N . . . '. - X N -.. . . u’ ./
with OCR. ' On October 12, 1977, the DOE announced that its ¥
‘negotiations had failed. Commlssioner of Educatpon Marshall\,.

Lind explained: “We. redrafted,proposed state regulatqons -

for bilingusal education, following a series of public
hearings. . . . OCR responded.negatively. They refuse 4o

>

negotiate further. There appears td be little prospectlve 9

)

of settlement between OCR and the . . ..dlstrlcts held 1n

i .noncompliance w10, . AR

The DOE- proceeded to reylse the, proposed regulatlons ‘to -

be more compatible w1th public needs and the Lau.Remedlesy l
ReVised'regulations were presented to'tme.State Board of .o

- Education; Commissioner of Edycation,MarShall Lind .
explained: " .

o ' ’ v }

We shortened the regulations from 217 pages "

. to ten ‘pages té make it more concise. In

R ’ . response to, public-input, we also allowed

more flex1b11ity, so the regulations are now
appropriate for urban ‘and- non1nd1genous 5

» . groups as well as rural . Native situa- N ‘ .
“ tlons. . PR . o =
\>\' . What OCR seems to forget is that stat DA o

regulations need to be appropriate for all . -
K .51-school ‘districts. ) '

.

-

/. Marshall Lind concluded®

-
cL T A S B vy _ ,
We have a state law calling for bilingual . -
. . - education for children of limtted '
O ) English-speaking ability and whose primary
.. B ’language is other 'than Engllsh the . ., x
‘ % commirment to blIAngual is claar, and wef . S
. ’ hd ) \, ~
$° ‘. I ) Vad .




will move ahead in the area regardless of
.what happens in the dealings with OCR.12

(]

The revised regulations were adopted.at a special meeting of

[y v e

" the State Board of Eduoation,ﬁeld in Anchorage on Octo- .

W b3

ber 22, 1977. . ‘o . .
DOE continued negotiations .with the Washington, D.C.

office of OCR. In May 1978, a DOE/OCR memoranduh of agree-

‘ment and a management plan for bilingual programs were

.

signed The agreement stlpulated the followihg crifical
. 7

points (f) DOE would file .semiannual progress reports with

.

QCR, (2) DOE would provide technical assistance to school’

"districts,,(B) POE would seek adequate funding frdm the

Alaska Legislature to meet the compliance requirements of
Title VI of the Civ1l nghts Act of 1964, .and (4) DOE ‘would

adopt bxllngual regulatlons consistent with the Civil Rdghts
L

Qct of 4964. The Agreement would be effective for five

years. ,
As previously mentioned, although federal) bilingual

policy was first expressed in HEW's May 25; 1970 Memorandum,
it did not specifiy-the type of program that would be consid-

5
ered acceptable. In 1973, the United States Supremg Court

held in Lau v. Nichols that school districts were compelled

to provide children who®spoke little or no English with
special langUage‘programs which would provide them an. equal

educational -opportunity; again, the question’ of program type

iy

4
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was not addressed.. A remedy was to be debeloped among HEW

v

ofFlcdals, the San Francisco Schogl District and a citizen's -~
f- "~ task force. This group developed guidelines (the so- called
. . \
Lau Remedies) to determine whether other schdol districts

TN were in compliance with, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act

. (1968). ‘

. - I

~

The impact of the Lau decision and the Lau Remedies on

Alaska' s*b*lingual education pollcy has been significant. :

?‘Thc DDE and OCR negotiations r:sulted in & reform policy
eﬁfectlve for the entire State of Alaska. The reform, re1

sulting in significant chapges in bilingual %ducat}on~re<‘_ x

quirements, primarily addressed policytcon§idefation£; not
s . N .
the implementation aspects of .the policy. R

- - -

Al though the.negotiatdons_continued for approximatélf

4
two years before a final settlement was achieved, OCR's in-~’
Co- ’ .- P
. <., . N
tent was to create as many‘adequately funded bilingual edu-

4

: cation programs as quickly aS—pOSSIble on * the assumptlon

that ALaska Native(chilQren were.subJect to acute linguistlc

‘ ‘ dlscrlmination and educational depr1vation. DOE' intent

was to placate OCR and return to its routine activities of (

~

administering programs. '

wn -

The desire to immediately implement the.reﬁormed state

v

regulations led OCR and the DOE to ‘overlook wa&s in which

A}

~
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rutal environments differ from urbaw‘oé;§-~diffenences in
. - ¢ . . * .

learning and communication styles between "Alaska Native

children and other ngn-Nat}ve‘children, and the diverse en-

vironmental contexts in which education occurs, Some of the ". .
t .

initial problems encountered included: lack of ﬁatiyq\lan~ )

4
. L 4 .

guaée proficiency instruments or any other method of diag-

nosing and prescribing a program of instruction for students
;j different proficiany levels .in two’ languages who were
c

ademically behind; absence of functional career‘laddérs:' .

| . \‘}*?ot'xlasga Native bilingggr teadéefs which recoép%zed ne:es-' .

ST §A;y bii%hguag teaching skills, yet were compatible with

: state.certification requirements; lack-éf‘meaningful in-
- S

. volvement of parents in the prdégrams; inappropriate adapta-

&
Alaské Native languages; and _insuffjcient bilinguwal curricu-
)

" tion of nationally accepted‘pilinguél 5rogram models to

3

lum materials for thé various grade levels and Native lan- .
‘ & ad | §

7 quages.

~ \ d N
-/ T -

.
-

Chapter II. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY .

’
©
1

This chapter identifies the research problem, delin-
eates the methodology utilized to conduct the invesnfgétion,

and describes the context in which education programs arg

implemented.




T~ » THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
Given the fact that -.there are initiation and-develop-
T ment problems associated with ény school program,. it is

important to~6xéminé recurring implquntation pfoblems if .

y educators and community members are to expect schools to
. . “ . Y *

fulfill their responsibilities in educating its youth.

-

’ " Examination of schopl outcomes in terms-of federal.prograﬁ <
audits gnd\domparison of student academic gains with program

treatment mdéebsahas not brovided the kinq of results needed

to degermine why there are differing program'qu}q;mes under

a single policy. Cdrren%}y, attemptz to increase our under- .
standing of social policy result; are being fbcuse& on the’

implementation process.

LA

. Recent research efforts .in social poiicy have focused

on the relationship benween the implementatiqn process and

L

programfoutcome§. Although "there seems to be ‘a common
understanding of implementatlon as the carrying out of
policy through a program of acti\! it's what happens

v

between policy announcement -and poliCy execution that causes

different ocutcomes. bolicy analysts agree that in order to

.

understangﬁvariable outcomes among programs initiated under
X . . .
a common policy, the interaction between the. policy and’'the

program must bDe examined in terms of certain ;mplementation

*

Factors. In order to understahd the\variations among pro-

grams implemented under a éihglé state-wide policy, it is

o . ’ ’
.
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important to assess the poliéy, how it has been iﬁplemented,
and the results.of .the programs. The question is’fmportant

to educators who are attempting to understand the relation-

.

ship between policy and bractlce for its ideological, fis-
cal,“and administrative implicatiohs.

K13§kals brlingual policy is to,provide bilingual edu= |

.cation for underachieving children with the following lan-

1

guage characteristics: (1) students who speak a language

Séﬁgr than Eﬁglish exclusively, (2) students who speak most-
’ ,:‘, w‘ z‘ . ' , . ‘: )
ly ‘a language other than English but also speak some Eng-’

+

lisﬁ, (3) stydents who speak a‘lahpuadé other than English

and fnglish With equal ease, (4) students who speak ‘mostly

Engli%h'but also speak a language other than Eng}ish,

(5) students who‘sﬁeak English exclusively but whose manner .

‘of speéking reflécts the grammatical structure of another
_ﬁLangggge% and (6) students who speak English exchsively but
do not Fit the lasg category. ,Given this mandate, how havé

schoois implemented Alaska's'refdrmed bilingual policy? i
\ ’ N
.The realization that. social policy eutcomes are somehow

Y

linked to the translatioen of‘poJicy into practice has-

4 v

resulted in:va;ious theories as- to what kinds of factors

influence hnd'ultima;ely shape outcomes. .-This case study
. *, .o

analyzes the impiementatrom of Alaska's bilingual education

policy in the Lower Kuskokwim School District which serves

predominately Eskimo (Central YuR'ik) Villages. It

' . 7



-
describes. how programs are implemented, anal?ﬁes problems
encountetred duriqg the ihplemqntation of prodrams in, the
District{/and explains why %ﬁe probrams naQe diverged from
the’intent of Alaskd's;bilidgual education;policy. This

. étudy dillhattempt to answdr such guestions as:;How do bi-~o
lipgual programs fuﬁctioq in prqctjde? Are the-programs
meeting tbe:iﬂtendéd gdals of thg'staté bilidéual policy?

. What are tﬂé.implementation problems encountered in P%ac—

{ticeé Whj are they probleps?" How_are the problems relatéd,

if ;t all,cto thelcodcqbt underlyingﬁthe state's policy?*

-l

-

.+ THE RESEARCH DESIGN S

-~ » . «
.- v
0 . '

A standard quglitattvé research design was utilized in

this study The three techniques putlfned in Jerome T.

Mw(phy s Getthg the Facts: A Fieldwork Guide for Evalua-

tors and Policv AnaIysts 2 -—intensive 1nterview1ng, tran-

»

'sient. observation, and document analysis--were employsd.
The;e techhings of. data collection wer; triangulated to
develdp‘the‘most accurate resgarch flhdiégq and interpret§-
tions. A quélitative research de;iq;~was uttlized becahse

““the focus of the research study was on the program partici-
\

pants' perspectives of the implementationvprocess.

¢+ The pri%fry method of data collection was intensive

)

.
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intervi‘ewing to optéin'informatlon‘about progtam history,

-imdact, and implementatkon, and about alternatives for
. ‘ -

.o N
imefoved practice. Transient observat.don was' empldyed to -

corroborate interview data and develop additional informa-

*

tion for‘investigi}ion. Field notes were taken on the
interaction -of individuals relating to authority relation-

! "

ships, decision making processes, current issue$, pressing

-

crises, administrative styles, important actors, standard

1

proceduﬁbs and;activitles, attitudes toward agéncies, levels

1

of enthdsigsm, and general climate. The physical surround-
ing of the progr.am gave-clueé as to how the programs were
regarded; the-props surrounding the interview subjects pro-
vided clues about their baékgrognd, interesfs, values, atti-
* tudes, and intellectual orientation. Lastly, the author was
sensitive.to those "unobstrusive measures" whiéh\Murphy
describ?s as the "less obvious signals of problems or
performance, "3 . , . <«

»

. Document analysis was also employed for collecting

-~

background program data relating to program goaié, proposed,
activities, and other retrospectiye data,land for providing
credibility to the final analysis of the program. Data was.

obtaited from program plans, evaluations, budgets, 'school

board minuées and reports, state program reviews, conference ’

reports, newspaper articles, federal program plans and

agreements, correspondence, and other pertinent documents
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. M4
availables for review. _///‘
Interview ﬁuestions relating to{bilingual program prac-
- tices, implementation pfoblems; and lécal perceptions of the\

program were divided into ffve major categories: (1) organ-
. ’ & ’ ,

fzational and political setting, covering history, tradi- -

“tion, and structure of the organization, accepted proce-

.

. dures, training and expectations of the staff, etc.;

(2) fundamental program "characteristics that demonstrate how

M ’

the program works, suchaés available resources, program
cost, personnel $perating»@nd‘benefiting from ;he program,
district practices and ptocedures, and the effect of state
monitoring/auditing; (3) key‘inaividuals and institutions
responsible for poiicy implementation, thg function of these

>

individuals and institutions, and how they exert influence;

R (4) program development, demonstrating how the program's

goals, its impact, its participants, and its environment

have changed over time, highlighting continuing issues and

problems; and (5) how well the program is.operating. Data
-~ i Erom field notes and document analysis were employed to
obtain additional data in these five areas.
. Interview subjects iﬂclu&ed éey school adﬁinistrat;rs,
bilingual teachers, and individuals who were selected range
domly\from the following five groups: (1) school pers;hnel

NN wo;king directly in implementing bilingual programs, .

(2) individuals and institutions external to the daily ope- [Za

\ ’ ‘

)
o
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”,

ratibn”of the programs, (3) school board medﬁers and local

advisory board. members, (4) high school students participat- "’
LR . .

ing in btlingual programs, and (5) parents of the inter-

viewed students.

THE RESEARCH SETTING

- A

E
jhe Lower‘KuskokWim School District is®located in the

tundra-covered southwestern .region of Alaska known as the
A

Kuskokwim Delta. About 90 percent of its population is '
Ydp'ik. One of the mdst populated Native rural areas of the

-
L)

state (15,126 couffted in the 1980 census), it also ranks

among the poorest (in 1974 the region had a per capital:

1]

yearly income of $4,000 to $6,000). The cost of living on
the other hand is high; a representative sample of food

items in the region costs more than twice the cost in C

Seattle. ' -
Bethel is located on the lower Kuskokwim River, about
eight&-six miles .inland from the Bering Sea. From'the late

nineteenth and early twentieth.century, Bethel has evolyed

-

from a- trading post with a population of 370 with a’

primarily subsistence economy into aiﬁajor-service and '

supply center for fifty-éix vfllages. Bethel, now a second

“

class city with a mayor-council form of government, acts as

» the goods and service center for the surrounding villages of
, .




. @he lo&er Yukon-Kuskokwim region.

) More than 90 percent of the region's population is'
Eskimo or AtnaQascan Indian (total of.17,000 in 1980).4 Iin -
1950, the population of Bethel was 650, then it increased to

A 1,200 b9 1970. In 1979, the cit‘ had 3,900 with 65 percent
of the population being Yup'ik/gf Aecoréing'to a 1980 survey .
of the Bethel conmun;ty, "one-half of those surveyed tak;\s

‘subsistence food'resources from land in BetheLxﬁé

)‘ -

A community lifestyle that mixes both )
tradltionai and modern activities has become:
a pattern tor the community as-a whole. An
economy based on seasonal employment,

. coupled with the high cost of importing all
fuels, materials and food, has required many
of Bethel's residents to alternate between
the cash economy amd subsistence. *Much of

. the cultural life of the city is based on :
Yupik arts and traditions. This includes s
the city museum, Yupik dances, and Native " !
culture and affairs.

The same survey revealed the community's attitude

toward Yup'ik culture and heritage:

Yupik cultural identLty is an important
component of life in Bethel, for both Native
and non~Native residents; Yup1k culture {is
rated as important by'75% of those surveyed.

The main components of this .identity are N
subsistence knowledge, bilingual skills and

. the general knowledge of Yupik history and"’

‘ customs;

Gathering food ‘from the surrounding land
+« « . is an important part of 1life in

A%
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' [}

Bethel and part101patlon in these is
repormed by 70% of those surveyed?. 8 K '

-

Bethel is a bilingual community: approximately forty
percent of those surveyed speak and understand the Yup'ik

language. Both Yup'iks and non-Yup'iks indicated a desire

. to~increase their Yup'ik language skills.?

Bethel is the regional governﬁental, coomercial, aio

<

service center for the region.

’

Approximately 50% of Bethel s income and
employment is associated with the city's
role as a regional center. ;

Bethel's role as a regional seat of.govern-
ment for federal, state and regional agen- v
cies accounts for over 50% of employment in .
the city. Public regional agencies . . » -
. include the AVCP [Association of Village
® * Council Presidents] Housing Progrdm, AVCP
Manpower Office, Yukon-Kuskokwim Health Cor-
‘ . N

Bethel's role as a regional seat of
government for federal, state and regional
agencies accounts for over 50% of employment
in the city. Public regional agencies
« « . include the AVCP [Association of

’ Village Council Presidents] Housing Program,
AVCP Manpower Office, Yuykon-Kuskokwim Health
Corporation, Prematernalf Home, Public Health
Service Hospital, Bureau of Indian Affairs,
Kuskokwim Community College, Lower Kuskokwim
School District and thé Alaska Department of
Health andjSocial Services.

Bethel also serves as the commercial center
., of the region, largely based on fts role as .
- a transportation center and transshipment
point for goods. Food, fuel, gravel and
f

-

Do
Q\
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, consrTuctlon ma%erials are supplied by barge
4 from “Seattle and other locations and dis-
' tributed from Bethel to" villages in the
region. 'Warehouses and fuel storage tanks
to serve regional demand are located in
Bethel. -

} Bethel has ailimrted tax-oase supporting a limited
t N

o . .
amount of services.. It depends to a great extent on state

<

s;and federal supplemental funds and assistance in providing

basic community.services. State supported services include

-

Y

education, health, welfare, road-construction and mainte-

&
nance, and the administration of justice and law enforce-~ _

3

ment . !/ . . .

\ . Bethel has urban-like facilities. For example, it Has

an airport that accommodates several regularly scheduled_-‘v

jets daily.‘ Private telephones, television, commercial ,

A

L]

radio, ard electrical services rare generally available; "= .

.

sewer and #ateT are available to parts of the‘com?unity"'

while other parts receive'these,service§ through truc&

¢

.plck-up and deiivery; .

From the perspectIve of a visiting village reSLUent
Bethel is a "big town" with many facilitles and serv1ces,
Although urban conveniences are growing, the surrounding.’

villages are less modern and often do not have much in coms<

_mon with Bethel Communication, utilities,  and transportaw

S

» (]

tion services exemplify these differences. Instead of :‘

.3,

private telephone§, most village’ resxdents rely on a single -



_J

‘e

public télephone centrally located in.the village or'oh
short-wave radio for daily communication. While sewer,
water;'and electrical utilities are available to Bethel
residents, such services are marginal_or non-existent at the
village level. Bethél hps‘s;venteen‘mlles of paved roads,
while mdst villages have a single dirt.or gravel road con-\
nectigg the airstrip with the village. Residents of vil-
lages'along the Kuskokwim river system drive their motbr‘_
vehicles on the frozen rivers during the winter; during the
spring, summer, ana fall; boat travel becomes a major form
of transportatibn. Throughout the entire region, airplanes,
boats, and snow,machines are the m;Jor forms of transpor-
tation. g

In.contrast to_Bethel, villagé life revolves arouna a
dominant Yup'ik population where the economy is a mixture of
subsistence and cash/wage eéployment. According to one
a;;lysis, the economic base in rural AlaQEQ is essentially a
"collection of a number of family groups which serve as

semipermanent entities partly because of their proximity to

\

subsistence resources but also because of services such as
education, health, and transportation which *have béen pro-
vided by State or -federal qoveynments'."11 : '

k4

In most villages, few full-time jobs are’‘available.

Typiéal full-time Jjobs include the postmasﬁer, schodl main-

-

tenance man, and airline station agent.' Others may operate
small businesses such as a dry goods storeg, a laundry-

.
© - -
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. F
shower-sauna facility, or’ some community related service.
~ » ~ . ‘ -

A large portiom of rural employmeyt oppor-
+  tunities are seasonal.. The major "activities
. providing seasonal-employment,. particularly
for Nativés, are commercial fishing angd fish
processing. The fishing season generally
o lasts from two to four months in the. sum-
mer.. Government- Is -also a prime source of
) seasonal employment. Jobs include ,construc-
- tion of BIA schools, construction of defense
facilities, fighting of forest fires, and
bt security services. Other:seasonal oppor-
tuni-ties can occur related to private and
public transportation systems (e.g., unload-
ing barges, constructing roadg) and tour-
ism.

. 1

The delivery of educational services to villages must
. CP ’
‘be understood in terms of the socio-cultural and physical

.«

environmént and the ipfra-structures. About half of the

[4

vil{age sqnools examined are located along the Bering Sea
coast, while the remainder are located inland near or along
the Kuskokwim River; tha villages .are 14 to 114 air miles
from Beﬁhelrl Nine of the ten program sites examined had -
popglations ranging from 201 to 454 persons. Often the only
non- Yup'iks in the villages ™are the teachers (and their
famiLJes) who reside there only during rhe academic year.
Yup'iE is the dominant~langgage of communication for child:
ren and adults in aﬁﬁggority of. tne villages. In other vil-
lages, Yup ik is a predominant language for adults, while

tnglish (often mixed‘wi@h Yup'ik words) is the predomipant

language of rhe children.‘ A typical Yup'ik household con-

-
¢ .

[N
()
oo
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sists _of the nuclear family and extended family (usually -

. grqndparenfs). Families live in small rectangular houses
made of imported wood shipped in through Bethel. .

A, traditional village council or cityscouncil, or both,

act as the governing body for the village. Other general

community service structures include afngll clinic¢, post

office; village office (which u;ually ho’§es the only teye—
phoné), oﬁe of two small'dry goods stores, a Moravian or
Russian Orthodoxﬂzhdrch (or "both in the same’ village), pub-
lic laundry facilities with showers (in only a few vil-
lages), and either a gombination state-supported elementary-
secondary school or a Bureau oflIndian Af fairs elementary
school with a state-financed high school. The schools’ are
often the largest buildings in the villages. All villages
have gravel or dirt airports.

'Prior to 1976, the state-supported schools in the
Bethel‘region were administered from a central office in
Anchorage. In 1975, the Alaska Legislature created twenty-

_one new school districts. The Lower Kuskokﬁim School Dis-
trict (created by the legislative mandate) began operating
as an independent school district in.school year 1976-1977.
The Diélrigt's jurisdictional boundary encompasse§.forty-
thousand ;éuare miles and twenty-six communities. During

N .
its first year of operation, the District operated schools

at six sites including Bethel. During its second year,

g
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three more schools were_added. Today, the District operates

elementary‘scnools and high schools in twenty-three villages
and Bethel

Thé District s central administrative offices are

4 ¢

. located in Bethel where elementary and secondary enrollment

& is’the largest. The total district erirollment in the 1980- ° T
’ f&%&ﬁ?&chool year was 1,795 students; 13 213 high schojl/j;u— .
~dents graduated:14 and the Distfict employed 180 certified
\teacners.15 The District is governed by a nine- member
regional school board, mhdch in the 1980 1981 school year
R consLsted of seven Alaska Natives and two non-Natjves. The
' board is” the final .authority for all educational policy
- 'decisions~ however*_each village with a school has an

-

elected advisory school board to the regional school board.
g ’ " There are bilingual programs in all twenty-three'vil—
lages as well as Bethel. During the 1980-1981 school year,
the District identified 1,211 target bilingual students, the
largest concentration being in Bethel elementary and sfcond~
ary schools. The language of instruction other than English
’ is Central Yup'ik (Eskimo) for all bilingual proggems
. throughout the District. In the 1980-1981 school ,year, the
-Lower Kuskokwim School District programs accounted for ap-

proximately one-fifth of the state's bilingual budget.

. There are twenty four high school bilingual praqgrams

but .only seven elementary programs. Of the ten high schools
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examined, all offer Yup'ik literacy and cultyre classe; with
a majorify of the classes treated_a; an elective course
rather than a required.course of study. 1In five of the
seven elementary programs examined,'there Jre two primary
Eskimo programs and three Yup'}k as_a Second L;nguage pro-
grams. The primary Esk?mo program (PEP) is intended for
students from villages that meet the'A énd B-language cate-
gories of the state guidelines (students who speak exclu-
sively or predominatbiy Yup'ik at home and school), whereas
the Yup'ik as a sec;nd language program is intended for stu-
dents in language categories C, D, E, and F (including stu-
dents who speak some degree of both English and Yup'ik»
through those whd speak exclusively English). PEé programs
are transitional bilingual p;pgréms, while ;he Yup'ik as a
Second ﬂﬁnguage programs are enrichment or supplemental pro-
grams. The intent of PEP is to deyelop functional English
language users while teaching students in their Native lan-
Quage through third grade; the transition to an all-English
curriculum fs made in the fourth grade.‘ In éontrast, Yup'ik

as a Second Language programs are intended as_a supplement

to an.ali-English curriculum in order to provide students .

‘with a language experience‘other‘than English. Schools with
PEP also have Yup'ik as a Second Language programs. Where

oI
PEP is offered, parents and ddvisory Echool board members

assume that school can begin no other way; parents and advi-




-

sory school 50ar¢ members selecfing a Yup'ik®as a Second
Language program determine whether it should be mandatory

¢

for all students, an elective, or a mixture of both. *

Chapter III. IMPLEMENTING BILINGUAL EDUCATION REFORM IN THE
LOWER KUSKOKWIM SCHOOL DISTRICT

rThis chapter ‘describes billngual reform goals and local
. program implementation. Although the focus will be on three
program approaches ‘and on local implementers' perspectives

of the implementation process, the information and data

. ’

utilized is a'composite of the research conducted in ten

Lower Kuskokwim School Dfsériet bilingual program sites.

BILINGUAL EDUCATION REFORM GOALS

A brief discussion of the state's reform goals and the
Lower Kuskokwim School“istrlct s goals prov1des an under-
standing of how their goals interact with local imple-
menters' goals and intents.

The Lower Kuskokwim School District's goals are devel-
oped according to the purboses outlined in the state's_¢P
administrative regulations. One program planner at the Dis-

trict's central office outlined the following bilingual edu-

‘ LY
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cation goal which was pfesented to the regional school board

during the 1980-1981 school -year:

Encourage the reﬁention of Yupik culture and
language and adbpt this, knowledge to present
day living, Assist the students~to become

- bilingual and literate in both languages and ‘
furthermore to be ‘able to adequately function
in the language used for instruction in the
educational program. A child should be
assisted in learning subsistence. skills for his
particular area as iwell as technical skills
that will help himto\augmgnt the subsistence
way of life. He shbuld learn to adapt to the
changing way of life while still retaining his
language and cultural activities, and take
advantage of any educational opportunities made
available to him, r\

tural programs of educatio The language dominance cate-

gories set forth in the siate bi]ingual regulations exceed

the Lau Remedies in one language category, namely "students

who speak English exclzgivply but whose manner of speaking

reflects the gramhati? 1 structure of an‘otheq,lahgu‘age,"2

ofteh referred to as-language imterference. The state regu-
lations require program activities in six areas; paregf
community involvement, currilulum/instructional, materials

'
.development, staff development, district program management

schedule (implementation), and evaluation. The regulations
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state that "categéry A and B students at the primary and . .

interme&iate level” must be provided a program that includes

a "bilinguél/bicuitural curriculum" or a "transitional

kbilingu;l/bicultufal curriculum."3 Studefts in the same
. ‘categories at the secondary le;el have® three options: a

* "bilingual/bicultuéal curriculum,"” a "transitional bilin-

| guél/biculturél curriéuldm," or a "high intensity language
LrZining curriculum." Students in ;ategories C and D at all
grade levels have four pptipns: va."bilingual/bicultural
cupricdlum," an."English as a second-language curriculum," a.
"supplghental kngl}sh skill and concept deve10pmeht curric-
ulum," or a "language other than English as a second lan-
guage curriculum.”" Lastly, studénts in category E at all
grade 1eveis have three alternatives: .an "English as ‘a
second. langbage curriculym," a "supplepental English skill

. . and concept development curriculum,” or a "language other:

than énglish as a séééna language curriculum."“gepyond these

program alternatives ‘and the;r'limited definitions,.the

regulations pfov{de no other information regarding specific

program,activifies; there are. no blueprints in terms of how

one curricular offering is similar or different from

another.
Both federal and state goals aim to rectify educatlon
' inequities and to promote equal educational opportunity

through alternative methods of instruction for students”

'S




whose primary language is other than Englfsh. ‘The state
& o . - * ' .
~goal embraoces additional opjectives: : . >

v

Provide more effective use of both English and
students' language, foster more successful
secondary and higher education careers, facili- \
tate the obtaining of employment, tend to bring
about an end to the depreciation of, local
culture elements apd values by the schools, , \
stimulate better communication between the com-
munity and tRe schools in solving educationat s’
problems, efféct a positive student self image,
allow genuine options for all students in

. ~choosing a way of life, and facilitate more
harmonious relationship etween the student's

+  culture and the mainspf%%z of society.

{

The reform measures represent compromises between pro-

ponents of bilingual programs and those that oppose highly
specified rules and guidelines éoncerning cﬂrriculan offer-
ings and l&cal school operations. The reformers hoped that
schools would breate‘positiVe relationships between ﬁeachérs
ha » and students, alter curricula by inéorporating local

cultural elements, increase pareni—community participation

in,the schools, . and increase student academic achievement

through a program of instruction that students understood.

As in many other federally InitiatLg\B;ograms, the reformers

-have multiple goaXNs for bilingual education.

quever, after 1 program plans were designed, sub-j
mitted, and approve% for implementation and funding by.fhe
state, plans had to be redesigned at the local level. Those

implementing the programs began to interact according to
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‘their own assumptions and intentions as to program pur-

poses. There were diverse levels of technical expertise in
- ‘ -

bilingual education.. The perceptions of the various imple-

menters vari€éd depending upon their roles in the implementa-

tion process.

LOCAL PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION J

k]

Program observations and interviews conducted in ten

.

_ .
locations reflect essentially three approaches to program

development, each demonstrating different purposes and prob-

\

lems, each reflecting diverse roles, goals, values c¢f local

implementers, ana }evels of support for the prog:ams. Dif-
ferences among the three illustrate the divergent agd,gﬁten
contradictory perceptions of program goals and purposes.

1
Although the approaches differ, the underlying purpose of
each‘appéoach is to maintain Yup'ik lanéuage usage; Each’
approach responds to the varied and uniqué environment of

the community and its language characteristics. In spite of

. the many problems encounﬁered, the programs are deemed a

success from the local perspective, because they reflect

aspects of community neéds and asbirg;ions. »
The remainder of this chapter describes the three -
approachesg to program development found to exist in the

District and the various perceptions of the priograms and

.
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‘problems encountered. -

£y
- N -
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.

Transitional enrichment program approach. The primary

L

Eskimo program (PEP) pre-dates the Lower Kuskokwim School
District (1976) and has operated with very little change,

while other parts of the program for grades four to twelve

c

v

were developed in 1976 and maintained as an enrichment-

@

course or %s'just another course of study. Enrichment
courses were established to comply with thg state's Lau éom-
pliance agreement with the B8ffice of Civil Rights. |
PEP félloﬁs a transitional bilingual program épproégh
—for grades kindergarten through three, while grades four
through twelve follow an enrichment. program approach.
Kindergarten students are taught exclusively inYup'ik with

\

one class in English; however in some instances, English may

s : \
not be a component of the program, because parents deem it

unnecessary or prefer that. Yup'ik be the only language of
instruction. Students in the first, secofd, and third

gradeé have academic subjects taught ‘in Yup'ik: first and
. » »

. secondbgraders have one class (about forty to sixty minutes)

. 3

of special instruction in English as a Seeond Langu%ge,
while third graders have two classes (which is still equiva-

lent to about sixty minutes) that cover English grammar" and

reading:: A team approach tgQ Eéaching students «in kinder-

A N

garten to third grade is'empldyed; the team includes two to

ot Rt
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. .
three bilingual, uncertified Yup'ik teachers, a shared

"bilindgual aide, and a hélf— to full-éime non-Yup'ik teache£
for Engiish as a Second Language (ESL). One bilinguaf
féacher explains the teams' efforts to work together: '"We
meet ‘once a week with the ESL teach;r to d{scuss curriculum ‘ }
areas tanht in English and Yup'ik. We try to coordinate
our teaching efforts."’ Academic subjects in the first
thréugh'third grades are taught first in Yup'ik, then a week
later concepts previously, leérned in Yup'ik are repeated in
Eng}ish ds students learn Epnglish. Students are grouped
homogeneously accbrding to grade levels rather-than ability
or interest level (in'PEP).’ However, depénding on the stu-
dent populatjon by gFadq, it is not uncommon for two grades
to be combinéd. . : %

The ESL poft%on of therproéram emphasizes Engiishﬂcom-'
munication\skilLs. ESL curriculum content is based on a
master book that outl{hes activi?ies for readfng,'math;
science, language arts, social studies, H;alth, ang phonics
forugrqdes~one thfough'thbee. Similar}y, the Yup'ik portion

) V)

of the curriculum is controlled by a master bqék and a
.

resource book utilized by each Yup'ik teacher. .The curric-
ulum content encompasses Yup'ik instruction in grammar, lan-
guage arts,.social studies, maﬁhematids, science, health,

4

creative art, and-music. The cpntent of the:curriculum

emphasize§ local subsistence activities, environment, and



history. Thé utilization of local flora and fauna’is an
essential aspect of the curriculum content. hAlso, local
resource people occasionally provide information %r preséé-
tat@ons for Yup'ik classes. \?Re\mastgr curriculum book and
. the reseurce book contain detailed.recommended activities
) for each school day with a- variety\of suggested alternate
2 activities. Bilingual teachers in PEP generally follow the

. _curriculum guides with some deletions or modifications as
they deem the$ to be appropriate.
" Yup'ik réading and'wriging are fad@hE in the first ,
: three grades,. despite awliﬁited amount of Yup'ik teading

r

material far students. Thus, opportunfties for readihg-in‘{

Yup'ik are limited, even if students are able to,increase

these skill's, The flexibility,of bilingual teachers is

frequently constrained by tight scheqfling of;éigsSes and, .

their desire to meet annual curriculum goals. ESL. and -

611ingual teachers havé their‘own classrooms.or desidnated' s
» areas. At one program site, a bilingual'teachegﬂcondhcts

classes in-the main building, while the other bilingual ’,

teacher Qolds classes in a separate building due to a 1ac§

*

_— of space in the main building. According to the teachers,

j . ' . . . s
this arrangement does not present any problems, except they

.

recognize that it does reduce inter-faculty communication.
At another site, classrooms are shared with partitions

diviaing necessary space -for each teacher.
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k - According to Yup'ik and non-Yup'ik teachers, the

. . . } - .

enrichment portion of the bilingual program that serves
grades four to twelve 1;.¢Qtenﬁed to maintain Yup'ik lan-

guage usage. The fodr§h grade ‘is Ehg transition poin{:
students tahéhf“in'Yup'ik in kinderéérte through grade
three shift to an all-English academic curriculum with one
hour of Yup:ik in ;opial étudie{yScienbe./\Generally, all
students in grades four thrghéh eight Eév; Yup'ik as a sup-

plemental course of stiidy while students in'grade‘ nine

through twelve have Yup'ik as an elective course. Non- .

9

Yup'ik certified teachers instruct the\ccademic.portion,
while the Yup'ik bilingual teachers (either PEP’ or:addi-
tional Yup'ik teachers) instruct Yup'ik language courses for

grades four through twelve., For example, at one p dgrah

site, one bilingdal teacher instructs ﬁindergartén, firsty.

v

and fourth through eighth grédes as wellxas a phy, ical'edus

cation class .for grades one through three, ,and the other
Yup'iﬂh%eacher conducts classes for second and third grades
.and two high school courses. At another flte, two addi-
tional Yup ik teachers are employed, one to{ teach grades

four through eight, and the other grades nine through |

twelve. Ffor grades four through twelve, there is little

)

academic cblfabaration“among ther Yyp'ik bilingual teachers .
“and the non-Yup'ik teachers. Yup'lik aides serve the Yup'ik

bilingual teachers in various’ capacities; accérding to the




district's central® office, the ideal role and function of
, . 4
these aides is to assist students and staff, particularly in

those situations where there are communication difficulties. .

%

A . ¢
t ‘ .

.
»

Enrichment Maintenance Program Approach. Another pro-

gram approach operative in the Lower Kuskokwim School-Dis-

trict is an enrichmentxmaintenance program at the high.’

\

school level. 1In -this approach, fluent Yup'ik speaking stu-

dewz\jkontinue their study of the, Yup'ik language as a sup- ~

¢

¢

’ plemental: course at one or more graj? levels (nine through

~ fwelve) The' Yup ik language is vitwed as the prima?; lanJ{\ S
* <

guage of the students dm% the community, with English as the

sécond language. A majorit§ of the students belong to lan- v
v / -
. ' , . >
. guage category B contained in the state regulatigns, i:e.,

students who speak mJZtly a langudge ather| than English!but
also speak sone English . - .
Although highnschool Yup'ik language classes are not
mandatoﬁi District policy, usually all students participaké
in the classes at one time d¥/another. Advisory ‘schoal
boards determine the extent of required Yup'ik instructiqn,
i.e., content and duration of the program. It is in this
¢ program‘approach that local control plays an important role
. In terms of the nature and extent of the Yup'ik langqage

’

activities. As one, teacher explained,~"At the dis- -

-

N, ’ .

¢
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" trict level it is not mandatory. . . . At the village level,

advisory school board asked that it be an option offered

every semester . "8

At one program site, four Yup'ik language courses are

*
-~

offered; studentg are grouped according to grade levels, -
e.g.f\;reshmen have Yup'ik I, sophomores have Yup'ik II,
etc. The,courses are taLght by two uncertified Yup'ik .
bilingual teachers. 1In addition, an Alaské.géography-.
history.course is taught bilingually in both English and
‘Yupfik. Each class takes forty-five minutes per day. Other
academic subjects are taught in English with the assistance
of two bilingual teachers; additional aides aasisé in Eng-
iish, math; science,‘health, and Title I (ESEA of 1965)
classes. ‘ i

ﬁAt other enrichment %aintenance prog}am sitesy the
advisory school boards r;quire stuaents to take one or two
years of Yup'ik during high school. 0f all the "required"
enrichment‘maintenance'programs, one bilingual program
appéared to be quite popular with students and positively
accepted by teacher; and parents. The program ;onsisted of
four levels of Yup'ik and an ‘Alaska geography-history course
taught by a bilingual teacher and aide. Bgth courses were .
integrated into the regular curriculum; and the Yup'ik lan- -

‘guage éourse was directed toward maintaining Yup'ik langhagé

usage. All teachers and parents interviewed spoke highly of
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the bilfngual teacher and felt tpe bilingual program courses
were Iimportant to"the students' educational experience.’
Similarly, the students reported their satisfaction with
comments éuggesting greater understanding of the Yup'ik lan-’
guage anq their Native regional corporation,. Duriné the
1980-1981.schoor’year, the bilingual teacher was selected by
students as‘the mqst popular and admirea teacher in the
school. According to central éffice staff and other_ local
language experts, the bilingual instructor at this partiéu-
lar site is a very capable teacher beeause of his extensive
b4lingual education experiences and bilingu€1 training.
Instructionals methodology for these programs tend fo
focus on commuﬁfgétion skill;, utilizing oral and written
exercises .and activ;£ies; literacy is stressed in all Yup'ik
classes. Students are introéduced to "local usage diffe;-

ences": some words are pronounced and written differently

fhroughout the ‘Yukon-Kuskokwim region (but are still under-

>
stood by all Yup'ik speakers). Curriculum guidelines and

activities for each Yup'ik course are deyeloped'By'the

bilingual instructor; if there are two instructors, usually

the more experienced one develops the curriculum content.
Each of the Yup'ik programs have varying scop€y~sequence,
and course content appropriate to the various grade levels,

so that there is a progression from elementary or beginning

Yup'ik to advanced Yup'ik. The curriculum variations depend

47



on the past experience, trafﬁing, and goals of the bilingual

teachers.

Enrichment-Restoration Progfam Approach. A third

bilingual approach found in the Lower Kuskokwim Schdol Dis-

trict is an enrichment restoration program. This is a sup-

plemental, optional second language course directed toward

non-Yup'ik speakers (many of whom are of Yup'rk'ancestry).

The enrichment restoration program approach has oper-

ated 1n parts, of the Lower Kuskokwim School Distrlct longer
than the other program approaches, not so much by choice but
rather due to a change in jurisdictional responsibility for
the schools: many of them, especially elementary schools,
were within the jurisdiction of the Bureau of In?ian Af fairs
but recently have become part of the state public school
system. Qﬁring the 5970'5, village communities were given
the option to choose which governmental system would be
responsible for local education. Schools coming within

state jurisdiction becamé*subject to the same state and fed-
eral laws as anz'other public institution and, acco;dingly,

}nitiated'bilingual programs according to the state mandate.

The enrichment restoration approach to bilingual educa-

tion is a Yup'ik as a Second Language brogram, offered as an

elective course for kindergarten through twelfth grade. A

majority of the students in this program approach have been

BN
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-identified ;§ being in state language categories C, D, E,
and F; a few of thé stude;t§‘fit in category B. According
to-state regulations, the District is required to provide
oﬂe or more of the following options gnless a variance has
peen granted by the state Depattment of Education: a
bilingual/bicultural cﬁrriculum, an English as a second
language curriculum, a supplémental English skill and con-
cept development curricu%um, or a language other than Eng-
lish as a second language curriculum for all grade levels.
At the elementary levels (kindergarten through eighth -

grade), students attend Yué'ik language classes for approxi-
'hately thirty minutes per day, while about ?ifty-fivé
minutes per day is allotted to the secondary lével electivén
classes. Academic subjects such as math, history, and
science are conducted in English for all grades (kinder-
garten through twelfgﬁ). Kindergarten through eighth grade
students are, divided into small groups, depending upon the
school schedule Qndustudent population, while the high

- school course is generally taught by a single Yup'ik
instructor. « |

Like the bilingual teachers-in PEP, Yup'ik teachers in-

!
,the enrichment restoration bilingual p?bgrams are not certi-

fied teachers. Unlike PEP teachers, they work as isolated

independent units and have little interaction with other

certified teachers with whom they share students. , Bilingual
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aides work with bilingual teachers and function as substi-

tutes when the bilingual teacher is unavailable. Yup'ik )
classes are treated much like a foreign language offered to .

non-Yup'ik sptakers, but Yup'ik classes are neither inte-

A
~

grated with the school's activities nor with its language
department if there is.one. Students are grouped by grade

. levels rather than by language ability. Several gradés may

be combined in order to accommodate all students who, have

v

registered. Parents of elementary students are informed of
the supplemental Yup'ik class.,and are requested to advise.
the school of their child's choice. While students attend -
their Yu'pik class, students not participating fn‘Yup'ik
remain in their regular eLassrooms. At one high sghool pro-

. gram site, Yup' ik has received little student inEerest asf
evidenced by decreasing student eerollments since 1978. < In

. the. opinion of some Distnict staff, the decrease may be

attributed in part to former boarding- students now attending

~

local village high schools, to the attitude that Yup'ik is
not a viable language, and to the fact that the bilingual
instructor is not'encouraging student enrollment or creating

the necessary interest. At the same site, the six high

-~
school students currently (1980-1981) enrolled in the class
receive individuai$instruction as well as group instruc-
tion. Mixed ability grouping is not a serious problem s

because of* the low enrollment; if high school classes were
- i

.

<
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large, e.g., twenty to thirty students, variable language

/

S
abilities could become a problem for group instruction. ?

L At the elementary level, instructional'-methodology

#

focuses. on oral language development and practice through

games, songs, oral story telling, poetry, dancing, art work,

and minimally patterned practice drills » Simple communica-

tiion skills are emphasized rather than literac} skills.

Although literacy skills are introduced, students are not ~
exposed to extensive Yup/ik literature; Yup'ik reading and
writing skills at all grade levels are minimal. Untii
recentdys, bilingual teachers, particularly in the elementary
grades, have had no appropriate curriculum‘materials except
those made by themselves. During the 1980-1981 school year,

some curriculum materials were being developed, referred to

©

as the WRRC materials, which are general guidelines for

teaching concepts in Yup'ik. Unlike the PEP curriculum

guide, these guidelines are not a step by step program of

activities with extensive options; jinstead, they.list

instructional activities within broad currlcular concepts. .

J
Ther bilingual teachers use the WRRC guidelines w1th modifi-

~ -

cations and adjustments; restructuring ranges from changing

elemg&ts and sequences of the curriculum to deleting

inappropriate elements. . !

.

The district office program director asserts that "the

most difficult problem is no materials." One reason that
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there are so few materials lies in the difficulties encoung

tered in attempting to dé@elop one se% of matérialé for difr

fering situations. For example, the initial materials,

—

developed by WRRC were, "too easy" for village'stuaents,

while the game materials were "too difficult" for non-
i

village students. The director notes: "So we try to add

{
flexibility for teachers, but teachers can't adapt materials

due to their limited abilities. Even to adapt the literacy

pért; some don't have a high literacy level to adapt mate-

rials."10 This seems to be particularly true in the enrich-

ment restoration programs; these teachers appéar to requifé
4 ,

more guidance' in developing program goals, curriculum mate-

rials, and instructional methodologies compared'to bilingual

instructors in the other two program approaches.

~ Scheduling Yup'ik language classes did not appear to be

a problem for the elementary level bilingual programs, since

o classes were conducted every day of the week. However, at ,

several high school program sites; bilinguél teachers
reported'scheduling probleas. Not all students were able to
participate, bepépse they were required to be either in a
Title I class or in some other elective class being offered
’ concurrently‘with %he Yup'ik course. Although the District

. superinténdent "consider[s]'bilingual to be an integral part

of the school,"11 bilingual peacherzﬁfeel that their exclu-

sion from the scheduling process represents a lack of com- -

——



mitment or interest in their programs. One*teacher states:

.

"Seems my Yup'ik class is still a separate class, because .

I'm not a part of the process for developing the schedule of

classes." 12

¥

‘ V}llaae'classrooms are often,smaill Typically, high
school\ciassroom space is shared among'all faculty, Qﬁile at
elementary levels, bilingual clas;es_a%e held in separate
areas. At the largest elementary school observed, the
kindergarteh through second grade classroom is in the main
school building, wﬁile grades three through eight are
divided between two'rooms, one in the ﬁain school building,
the other in an old building wiéhodt‘running water or bath-
rooms --frequently witggzzi%anitorial maintgqance. ‘

. Although each program aﬁpro;ch desafibed'is imp{emented
di fferently, each suffers from the lack of adequate bilin-.
gual qducatioh training for bofh.de'ik and non-Yup'ik'
teachgrs; inadequate materiails, e;becially for lfteraé
development; lack of clear instructions regarding the PEP
student transition from Yup'ik to Engliéh instguction; lack
of clear goéls and direqtibn for the diverse progradm
réquirements dictated by the student;' language needs; and
lack of criteria for measuring success. In practice, "the
program approaches suggest that program activitigs depend on

the students' language situation; the bilingual education

experience and background of the teachers and principals;
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" and the social, cultdralland political context of the com-

. munity. . .

+ .
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"Teacﬁing Staff Perceptions. Teachers play a critical -

role in the ;mﬁlementation of rural education programs in

. ) A}aské. They.are the primary means for introducing and,
oftgng'1nst1tutionali£1ng educational innovation. The dif-
ferent perceptions among teachers regarding the bilingual

prograﬁ‘affect its design and execution. Many mnon-Yup'lik

.

kY .
teachers view the program as an important and integral part

L3

of the daily process of educatiné students.~ The& explain ~ S
. ‘

that it's difficuft to separate the bilingual program from

other curriculum, because bilingﬁal activities occur daily

tﬁrqughout the school, and dual language uéé is not to be

discouraged, 1ndeed,encouraged by-the use of bilngual aides

[~ Y
% & .

N

to assist in communication matters. -

It's [the bilingual program] an integral part

of the school because it's part of each stu- .

dents' curriculum each term and we, certified
. teachers, agree it's important.

4 -

°

The bilingual program is an .ntegral part of
the school. The’ program is continued through
all levels and plays a certain role in all sub-
jects ,taught and makes certified teachers aware
[that Yupik is employed] to supplement the Eng-
lish language curriculum,.

* -

It's the reality of dealing with a billngual
school
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A sﬁmilar view,‘held by some non-Yup'ik te€achers, was
’ i
that*the program did not go far enough: Yup'ik sho#ld be’

- emphasized'more.throughoqp all grades——perhaps half a day of

.o T Yup'ik and half a day of English; to provide® relevant educar |
e t ion to village students, it must address and involve the

daily problems of village living which includes effective
.. «‘“‘ "‘\-e-

. . Yup'ik language usage. Although aware of the theory that

bilingual programsg retard the intellectual development of

P

students in English, the teachers felt that-if students

Ve ~utilized both English and Yup'ik at an early age and con-

»

* " tinued dual language learning, students would not fall

behind in school. - The teachers' experiences indicate that

> L] 1

when information is translated into Yup'ik, particularly at

- the- h?ghaschool level students have ‘fewer problems under -

a A

standing complex concepts They can spend ten -to fifteen

)

minutes explaining a. concept to students 1n English wsithout

success; a bilingual teacher or aide who explains the con-
ld : .

cept. effortbqssly in half the time'with far. greater success.

" Most bilingual teachers view the program as an oppor-

~

a1y - . .
tunity’ for pirSonal and professional growth, as well as a

legitimate method for contributing to community ‘education

s needs. For example, some bilingual teachers have been
- { . 4

involved with the District's program since its inception

o -

because of their desire to work wdth children in their com-
. »J
-munity. The opportunity for stableyxemployment in a com-
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/
munity environment conducive_to their,peréonad and profes-

. sional growth-:is an important incentive for their continued -

Fd

S .relationship with the school's program. . '

v . -I thought it was a good opportunity to téachv‘
using my language and made me think I would be
teaching children. I thought the job would be

. : beneficial to the kids and not Just to me. It
is also a stable position (a good job). Also,
it provided a chance to stay in the village to

. “help the people.16 ,

When I was in school I was slow in learning
because of language differences. Now I know
bi¥ingual education helps a lot, and the kids
can learn faster by using two languages. )

I enjoy teaching.. I like it because I enjoy
the students and I enjoy helping them.17 -
Other non-Yub'ik speaking staff Exélain tHat their role

as instructors of English provide them with new teaching - '
opportunities--a challenging éo}e in educating elementary
students. They feel teaching English to Yup'ik dominant .
childreﬁ is visibly rewarding: after only half a.:::} of
teaching English,_results were apparent. This is not tg sg;
that the students had beqome,proficient in English{ but
rather that progress Qas definitely visibie: Students

developed English vocabularies and learned simple sentences

at the e&émentéry level (kiﬁqergarten through third grade).

-

, On the other hand, teachers at the junior and sénior high
‘ . L
school levels found students' English language capabilities

to be sevetely lacking, interfering with intellectual devel-
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opment in. otheg subJect areas.J They spent more time on y,

teaching English skills and less tire teaching other impor- .

tant subJects. ~

3

’

Some non-Yup'ik teachers haQe a stionghdesire to assist
. ‘ SR "
in the .development of a truly bilingual maintenance program - - - -

- ‘n

¢
P

with their own roles d1minishing as certified Yup'ik teach-
ers’ from the community take their- place. In an attempt to v
address problems associated with bilingualism, some teachers

have designed or redesigned the all-English portion of the >

curriculum so that it confplements the Yup'ik progrém, par- .

“u

ticularly at the elementary and junior high school levels; -
teachers indicd%ed that they could-do more "if - the central

office provided additiqnal advice and direct[/n. Part of

the problem at the.village level is related to.lack'of

. L - e .
knowledge: "I don't have a good idea as to how my ,portion T ‘
i
|

4 .

[ESL] is supposed ta function.'t18 o .

Manv Yup'ik bilingual teachers and certified non- Yup'ik
- p
teachers in -all programs expressed frustration in trying to |

\

develop language competencies in Yup'ik and English. . They
cite a variety of reasons, ranging from a‘ lack of teaching

materials,,inaddquate understanding of program goals and - -

\

expected results, and inadequate professional pyepapation

for teaching.in a bilingual school; others cite a lack of
J

.

appropriate teaching guides and materials at the various ' N
> . . .

grade levels, particularly for students learning Yup'ik in
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the enrichment maintenance and restoration programs.

L

To teach four years‘'of Yupik . . . is difficult

. < due to.limited materials. Although there are ’-
. _ more materials, it's not domparable to English
v [curriculum materials]. 19 oo L s
v ’ §

A} g
A

Elementary grade Yup'ik teachers gipresé ihejr problems as a

-lack of curric...m gulides and materiéls and the need for-
. , . .

additional staff: : ~

Y

One thing I don't “understande is what we are ' ,
suppo&e to do from grade to grade. For . '
. example, I let the-seventh and eighth graders
use the micro-records, because I don't know
what else to do .~. . . What to teach at dif-
. ferent grade levels has been difficult. Also,
- ©oa . there is such a Variation in abilities in one
) ‘qrade group that thirty minutes is insuff1c1ent .
time.for ind'iv1duallzat10n.2 . .
L] . .
Too many students and not enough s?éfh.' [Mixed
ability grouping] is difficult to ‘deal with ef-
fectively. For example, - in one class there are
non - Yupik speakers, some that can understand .
but can't speak Yuypik, and some that can
understand with limited wocabulary and. verbal '
skills. VWe real}y need teachers for each
_ group. .
’ T - _ )
A central officer administrator &cknowledges. the need for
. » N [}

additional cprriculum materials:

. It has been frustrating to develop programs
. .+« . It's a lot better now but not ideal.
It's still very frustrating, because there’'s
N not enough materials. For example, this is one
T . - reason there is a lack of interest dn the
{enrichment restoration program approach].
Also, bilingual staff are not treated as pro- . |
.fessional staff. ~Some_feel what they are d61ng |
is not doing any good.22

e,




'dehts. Teachers contend that field

.matertafs. If anv of the materials are implemented, it will

”

. -

" . Almgst all bilingual teachers involved in the various
programs have restructured, changed, modified, even deleted
the feﬁ program materials available which they considerea
}nappgopriatg fdr ﬁrogram néeds. For example, mate;ials

recently developed by consultants"aré not being used in.the

transitional enrichment program (PEP), because the instruc- . _
. @

.stors state that the materials -have to be reviewed and ana-

lyzed to determine their "fitness." Nor are these materials

being used in high school enrichment maiptenance programs

because the materials are Moo element y" for the stu- )

estlng materlals takes

time away from the established currlculum, and students com- *

° .

plain about the interruption in their regular Yup'ik les-

|
‘ .
sens. ‘District office administrators recognize that the
materials may be too easy or inappropriate for particular
programs; they do not expect the schools to impYement these .
. . |
|

probably be those parts that can be integrated into existihb.

program actlJities.
Another.gFoup of Yup'ik'and certified non-Yup'ik teach-

ers clte a lack of adequate program speciflication as the

-

primary cause of their frustration in implementlng the pro-
grams. . Teachers desire greater overall. specification and

' ; - - '\ ‘
guidapce in terms of curriculum, teaching methods, and v

~

directives relating to the-goals and objectives of the pro-

K -’
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trative offices. ’ v

e

. &
gram. Teachers in the enrichment program approach state:
o

A3
[}

- The bilingual ‘program and the whole school suf -
fers from lack of guidance from the district

" level. .o

I have no knowledge about LKSD s bilingual

" goals, except that we must get the students to

learn all the words in our lessons.

It would, be helpful if.[central office] gave
more directions to the grlncipals, teachers,
and bilingual teachers.

Teachers in the transitional program (PEP) have speéific
problems rtlating to reading, English comprehension, and the

transiti'on from Yup'ik-to English curriculum. Comments by

some teachers indicdte that there is little interactien
between the various program sites and the central admipis- -
J . .

Y

’ A )

A maJor shortcoming when the bilipgual program
T, was designed is that there's no reading program

for it. The present reading program emphasizes
phonics. So in spelling and reading out loud
they are very good, but the .bilingual readlng
program doesn't emphasize comprehension. ~ Thus,
when I get them in reading, it is tough to

v ‘ obtain good compriefiension. 2 :

«  The. switch at the third gr ade is too abrupt and
quick. There needs to.be more coordination
between the subject armas with Yupik in grades
one to four.

»
L ’
< s

Some of these teachers recognize the limited" opportunitles
)

>for students to pract ice Yup’ik speakinq and wrlting skills

in grades four to eight with an all-English curnlculum

s
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taught by non-Yup'ik teachers. Similarly, at the high
school level, the emphasis on English limits the opportuni-
" ties for continued Yup'ik language development. For

example, opportunities for translating academic course mate-
o rial either orally or in written form are rare. Thus, the

-
perennial question of "how much Yup'ik and how much ESL?" : -

concerns teachers attempting to reach a balancq in achieving
dual language proficiency. Most non-Yup'ik teachers aéree'
that both English and Yup'ik are desirable, but due té their
‘ ® lack of experience and knowledge of Yup'ik bilingual pro-
grams, they feél‘the ceptral office ought.to-p}ovide greager
\ guidance, particularly by clearly specifying the trgnsition
- from a Yup'ik.to English curriculum. . RN
‘Still another group describes their problems in terms
of inadequate training to teach in i bili}gual situation,
‘particularly where the communities' dominant language is T,
Yup'ik. Two subgroups emerge: Yuﬂfik and non-Yup'ik -.teach-
. ers, each with different training needs. Both of these
teachers agree that more should be done to improve ﬁrogram
effectivenes§—-specifically, more training. |
Formal teacher training efforts have been. beneficial ' -
for bilingual teachers. It has informed them bf feaphing

methods, improved their general knowledge of the subjects

taught in Yup'ik, and developed their self-confidence.




I can present lessons better with more knowl-
edge in approaching lessons and with different
teaching methods .2

It has helped to develop confidence in our own
skills and abilities.2?

—

Bilingual teachers }ndicat; a need for additional training
in the following areas: methodologies f:; teaching Yup'ik
reading and the natural sciences, theory and practice of
curriculum development, and effective classroom management
practices. They\also suggest that future teacher trainiag
consider the following three elements: practice téaching
with clinical supervision, selecting course instructors who
are not so ethnocentric in their presentations, and
increasing contact time with the instructor of‘necord (as'
opposed.t; his préxy).. . ) X

Change to make semester classes longer rather
than shorter. ~ Subjects are taught too fast

. Instead of a facilitator, I would like
the real instructor to come. We don't _get
prdper instruction with a facilitator.30.

.
1

Similar requests for teacher training are made by non-Yup'ik
teachers who are eager to make education a more inéeresting,
.motivating, and challengfng experience, primarily in the
transitional and enrichment maintenance approaches. These "
teachers typically are in communiti;s where Yup'lik is the

predominant language; their problems stem from inadequate

)

’

S




knowledge about language learning and the language differ-

ences that contribute to second language learning.

The kids aren't very expressive in either lan-
guage. Qur [teachers'] big failure between
"English and Yupik is writing is different.
[For example,] how are Yupik sentences and

+  paragraph structuring different from English?31

A few teachers have an out-of-print pamphlet entitled

L

"Teacher's- Guide for Teaching English to Native Children"
which informs them of some of the differences between the
s ‘ Yup'ik and English languages. They suggest that each certi- i
~ fied teacher hiredtby the District receive a copy of the .
pamphlet,‘because it's frequently reporked that students are
learning Yup'ik but not English. English courses need to be

refined for both elementary and secondary students. . . . ' |

- »

We need'a stronger English program. We are
doing better in_the Yupik program than in Eng-
lish presently,32 . . N

Students aren't functional in English outside
the village and Bethél. I can pick out about
five kids who are functional. Lack of English
would prevent them from getting jobs.

A real problgm is to get them to use English,
because they are surrounded by' Yupik speaking
kids and people.jg¢And there is no plan to train
fourth, fifth, and sixth grade teachers for
English as a Second -Language which is really
needed. There needs to be an inservice for
English as a Second Language techniques.-3

teachers attribute English acquisition difficul-
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ties to characteristics of the Yup'ik language. Use of
traditional teaching methods to overcome these characteris-

tics has met with variable success.

In English;¢the problems are traced to Yupik
language characteristics. For example, sexual
pronouns she and he are confused, indefinite
prepositions don't exist in Yupik, irregular
verbs don't-exist. In Yupik, verbs are uni-
form. We try to remedy these problems by
appropriate instructional techniques, for
example, work on increasing vocabulary, or work
on verbs or prepositions.3

English as a Second-lLanguage addresses these

[improper English usage] problems with drills.

I don't know if drills.help. I still see and

hear high_school students use the wrong pronoun

(she-he) .36

Some ‘teachers report that increased training in Vup'ik

language and culture would facilitate their teaching Yup'ik
students; an understanding of the students' background
(Yup'ik communication techniques, values, customs) is impor-
tant to effective teaching. This knowledge could alter

their teaching methods and increase student comprehension

and ultimate achievement. It has been suggested that col-

laborative teaching effotts between éergified teachers and

bilingual teachers and aides would be effective. (

- =

Problems encountered in teaching English stem not only

from lamguage differences but alse cultural differences.

According to one teacher: ’ ,




The ‘main‘*problem is expression. To express
they are afraid to make mistakes. I think it's
cultural. When you pick on students to respond
singularly it is abysmal. It's cultural not to
advance informatiogn like westerners do.3

,

The same teacher notes a difference in instructional

v

4

appfbach used by Yup'ik and non-Yup'ik teachers. Pqgsitive
and negative reinforcement tied to learning differ between
Yup'ik and non-Yup'ik cultures; many of the teaching methods
employed by Non-Yup'ik teachers are counterproduétive as a
result of these culturai differences. A successful
bilingual instructional method does not attempt to change

the traditional Yup'ik mode of learning. o

The program isn't conceived to culturally -«
change kids at all. For example, the way [the
Yup'ik teacher] operates in class in eliciting
responses. He teaches different than the way I
have been trained. The traditional Yupik way

of learning is observation. [He] writes the S
correct answer on the_board without telling,
anyone they are wrong.

Another high school teacher attributes the different English
languége skills of students to the relationship developed

. A
between teachers and their students.

Most students here fall below grade level in
English. The gifted [students] seem to be good
in English and above grade level and seem com-
fortable in English. Comfortable meaning
they're expressive in English, vocabulary and
grammar are used correctly, they interact spon-
+  taneously withodt delay. A lot.of it is feel-

’
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ing confident in _using English end confidence
.in the teacher.
A sﬁgll number of teachers consider the bilingual pro-
gram as a vehicle for achieving non-bilingual goals. One
eaqher felt the program provided an opportunity to teach at
the elementary level. Several felt the program served a
political purpose: it enhanced public relationé between the
centgal office and the scﬁool's Yup'ik constitutents. Still

another group viewed the program as a waste of time and

B ~

money; they aisert that the ,program interferes with regular
clésses] One bilingual teacher reported that the atti§ude
and'behavior of other non-bilingual teachers and the princi-
pal contributed to her desire to'resign. There was little
interaction or staff sepport for her program; "They just
den't care about Yupik.n40 ‘ :

In theory, the three approaches to bilingual program

" development are a success. Although most observers and par-'
‘ti¢ipants 4in ‘the enrichment restoration program approacg
agree that such approech does nqt&enjoy the seme amount of
"success" as the other two approaches, program designers

r consider it a success from a polltical perspective:, each

new program develops polifically within the community's
un;que language end socio-political contexts. However, in
éract@ce, a balanced learning experience is not being

realized, because both Yup'lk and non-Yup'ik teachers empha-

size only their portion of .the educetipn ggehda. The result

3

- 61




’
is that students. do not become équally proficient in two,
languages. Students learn through ‘non-verbal commgﬂication
cues which language is ‘important; as previously stated, stu-
dents spend less and‘less time in Yup'ik language classes as
they prégress from kindergarten through twelfth grade.

The District's generai plan is designed to be flexible
,with few ex?licig implementation directlves; it encourages
local program development for students in A and B langgfge
categofles. The plan sets forth the following objectives’
_for schools with eight or more students in kindergarten
through third grades‘participating in the transitional

I

_enrichment program approach (PEP).

. Students will learn basic educational concepts L
* and skills. in, their dominant language;

... .Students will acquire and maintdin skills
in the Native Language and use those skills
whenever needed for understanding concepts that
are not grasped in English.

.Students will learn the English vocabulary
for concepts they have learned in Yupik.

.Students will -learn from an iﬁtegrated and
articulated curriculum with appropriate content

. based on local needs. . .

: . . .At least one (1) certified teacher from
each site will receive training in ESL [English
as a Second Language] strategies and will dis-
siminate [sic] information so acquired to other
staf f members. . '

The expected outcomes for these objectives include:




Acquisition of basic educational concepts
Acquisition of Native language skills

Acquisition of skills necessary for transition
into curriculum taught in English

Students will develop poSitive self-image -

Participating students will show increased gain
tn language arts as measured by language arts
component _of CTBS [California Test of Basic

Skills].%2

&

v

According to some non-Yup'ik teachers, a key p;oﬁiem is:
effective 1mplemegtation of the third expéﬂted outcome.
English read;ng skill§ and language comprehension:\whether
written or spoken, are frequently below expected érade level
and affect students' ability to learn academic concepts, and
skills. Biiinguale&eacher; explain that students may seem
to progress slowly academically because they are con;tantly %

N -~
mentally translating information from English to Yup'ik then |

- \
\

from‘Yup'ik to English. The bilingual teachers say.this'is
natural, because English is a éoreign Janguage to the stu- .
dénts; non-Yup' ik teachers must recognize and accept this -
fact. Even if non-Yup'lk teachers Téach this level of
understanding, they do not.know how to’addresg the problem; ..
they look to the District office for guidance. In the

absence of guidelines or directives, some local program

“*

implementeré £111 the void with a varigty of solutions, such

) v £
as teacher-developed, high-interest, low-vopcabulary reading .

.

i
” .
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activities; and additlonai English langu ge-patterned prac-*

tice dqills.' Others continue to employ tradltional readlng
spractices. - - ) . R . . °‘

Students_categorized as A'on[& who' are nb{ in -a PEP
Erogram bave two alpernatives, depegding on whethe;'f;ey

previously participated in PEP. The 198@-1581 District's -
’ ‘ ,

o Plan of Service pnovides: 2
-~ . ' -t .

L For *a schéol with eight or “mere A or B stu-
dents, the District will provide a program for
» maintaining Yupik Language Skills’ in grades .- '
- . %-12 for students who have partchpated in
PJE.P-

This.is the°only documentation which states that a Yup'ik

. .

language course is required where a PEP exists..

\ ’ . ..
N . For all A and B students exclusive of those _ |
‘covered in [the above alternative], the local . : |
ASE [Advisory ScRool Board] will. determine ‘
whether and to what extent a Yupik language
course will be available

L]

R4
This option allows each local advisory school board where a

PEP does not exist to detrmine ‘the need for S’Ypp'ik lan-
“ - , A . - e .
guage course., However, in practice, all advisory school o

boards dec}de whether or not to’ have a program.

Both" alternatives allow schools to establish an enrich-
>

,ment ﬂ@intenance or an enrlchment restoration program. . .

Because expected outebmes are not spec!fied for either -

h -aLﬁernative, Local 1mplementers (teachers, parents, and

>

e .
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principals) determine what program ghould be implemented and

how. The District of fice does expect a school to .use spe- . _

P cich‘mater1a1§, e.g., a Yupik Eskimo Grammar book, a Yupik -

Orthography book, -or other ‘'materials developed by consult- -~

9 ants. The second program alternative mentioned above has no

-

planned activities outliné; local implementers are permitted

: to determine what .to do .and what the results’' ought to be.

-

- " “Whether or not a.prodgram 1is established,,thenDistrlct's
4

.

plan requires:. .

- <
.

All A and B students will be assisted in
required subject areas by the availability of
bilingual aides or instructors,
P
,‘. -

"For students that .do not participate in the PEP program, the T

plan notes: - .
» ‘ ‘ ' et ’ . I g
. 1 Each ASB [Advisory School Board] will determine
' for its school whether and to what extent a
Yupik language course will be ofifered to C, D,

E and F students.

TKe intent of “these ASB initiated programs is to increase

b s

the oral and literacy skllls.of participating students in
' tlndergartén through grade twelve
' The flex1b111ty'%f the District s plan encourages' ~
adaptation;. it presents opportunxties for locgl ipyolvemept Y

in progpem devélopment. FMany interpretations are permiéied‘

as to the ultimate program desiqn. However, the varying - ~

-

Y

LN _ v




perceptions of the local participahts all reflect'continued

-

Yup'ik language usage while learning Eﬁglish: Individuals’
. v M -3
become frustrated with- program.results if these perceptions

are not realized.

The flexibility permitted by the  District ptan

4

increases the chances that local interpretation will vary

from individual to individual and school to school. Consen-

sus on goals becomes more difficult to achieve, particularly
con51dering the ind;pendent nature of individuals-working in

Ay

. remote v1Llaoe schools. chent state regulations have ‘ )
increased local control at the village level and accelerated
, decentralization of decision making. A "highly deceptral-
ized" and "hlghly segmented" system of school operations has
been created in the Lower: Kuskokw1m School District.
¥

4

’ -

Administration and School Board Perceptions. Other

important actors in the 1mp1ementat10n process 1nclude the
pr1n01pal, central adm}nlstratlve staff, and school boards

-~ (both the regional and local advisory boards). However,

e [ 3

L] .
school administrators and school boards are more concerned

’ -

- with management issues, fiscal accountability, and general

overall school maintenance problems than with the day-to~day °

t .
’

implemgntation of educational policy. Among the current -

“ issues consumind the time and efforts of the administrative
. * - .
staff and'regioﬁal school board are the Bureau of Indian
4 L

-
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Affairs' proposed transfer of thirty-eight schools 10 stqté.
jurisdiction, twenty of which are within the Lower Kuskokwimh
Schéol District; a peédiﬁg lawsuit for'$18.miliion involvinb
school construction cost -overruns; and housing for teachers
throughout "thee District. ‘ -

As an example-of shifting priorities at the gdministra—
tive level, after the state Department of Educ;tlon and
Office of Civil Rights reached consensuys on a memorandum of
agreement, the super}ntendenq's major responsibility became
the construction of twenty village high schools. These’con-
struction projects deprived him of* the time needed to attend
to hlS educational responsxbxlltxes. Effective for the
1981- 1982 school year, the supéerintendent hgs revised the
ojéanizgtignal strugtuve of the central office to allow more

time to be spen;)on an integratiive apbroach to curriculum

A

L4

deJeloﬁment activifie§ and instructional delivery.
The superintendent states that continuing .prohlem areas
inglude "lack of tgillnguallvcunriculum mat?rials.. . « true
ac;eptaége of bili%gual edudat{on.by non-Yd#‘Eﬁ staff ... .
more’leadership at.,the District 1eve1."47\\ﬁhi{e recbgnfziné

»

thesé needs.on the one hand, the superintendent also notes

the polLticaL considerations: "the regiomal board has never

»

said what they want to accomplish with bilingual proqrams.

Y »
', - .
[y
. f .
’ .
. .
-

r
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Therefore, the goals are not specified. We leave that-up to

the local school boards."48 . . ..

-

Unlike the regional school boaﬁd,'édvisory school
boards are actively involved with the progranms. Advisoxry
.school board members at all program’sites support bllin-

gualism in various degrees, primarily because thei want st%:

i .

“\ dents to retain use of the Yup'ik language and to understaﬁd

Yup'ik culture in the context of social and cultural change.

Y <

Some advisory school boards view tﬁqV ilingual program:

S
3

as an integral part of increasing academic skills.

. . I see bilingual education as a )hy for students
to comprehend concepts taught in Enjlish where
Yupik {3 used to explain English concepts "and
. . J ideas.*? .

We need the program for people to learn here. - 2
When most kids start school the kids speak . .
mainly Yupik.50 )

Supporters of fhis pc;specti?e suggest that the program
’ contributes significantly to the chlturgb identity of stu-

déents and 1s a critical factor in- pfoducing more effective:

-~ -

. . : -
. community members. -

LI

Without the bilingual program the school would
be diffement. The school would be oriented
toward an €nglish only curriculum.?'’

¢ . - .
Learning Yupik values and customs is the main
goal [of the program].>? : .

a

No more Yupik education . . . might'resulf int ' ]
> the loss of identity among students. ' -




U\\ . Some ;dvisgry fchool board members ?eport that the bilingual I
program increases Ech:%£ attendance and prevent student
dropout by providing.cultuﬁally and linguistically relevant
course offerings. Other'advisofy school bwards use the pro-

- . gram as a source of employment for local residents. *n com-
munifies where:pos are scqrée, thelprogram is aﬁt to
receive '‘less consideration regarding how it may be imbroved
or iﬁtegrated-with other school activities than agia con - .
tgibution-toithe local tash economy; .the progfam's activi-
ties and development often hingeséﬁ‘the job security of a

§ingie individual, the bilingual teacher.

' - -

At several .sites, the bilingual program has raised
advisbry school board concern as to whethér it adversely
’ . . L} .
‘ ) .affects students. One member reports the source and* nature
- : ’
of this concern: .

L

) At the elementary Fevel they should be teaching
all subjects-in English. Some teacher told me
if the kids learn in Yup'ik first it could.ruin.
, the child's life. . .-. [Although] we don't :
"want kids to forget the culture, I think now we
. shouldn't have cudltural heritage at the high
school. . ) ) -

.
.

. Another adyisory schéol board meerr/at a different site -

reported & similar concern: a non-Yup'ik teacher attributed

the reason for .students not learning English to the bilin-

: gual program interfering with other learning;‘morg time

&

. ",ought to be allocated to English lessons and less or rnone to
[} . * :

. T .) ' , '
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4 N .
,parents become confused. -

v
s

Yup'ik. Naturally, advisory school boards as well as

’w ® . .. :

_—

Unlike the school boards and District office staff,

most principals are responsible not only for the daily oper-

i
-

ation af schools but also f02/teaching as many as seven

clésSes.per day. Thus, the timé a principal-teacher is able

to spend as an administrator is limited. The few principals

who do not teach have the necessary time to develop the

bilingual programs; unfortunately, however, it appears that
the “more time available to principals (especfally those who

do not teaih), the less they ,allocate to the bilingual pro-

»
graﬁ. The reasons given are many, but all suggest that the

v

bilingual program is an unimporiant program, certainly not a

priority. o~

-

Program sites with dynamic interaction bet@een’
principal-teachers and teachers (program planning,

"supervised" teaching activities, roviéinq opportunities

for teacher growth, collaborative/problem solving, open re-
porting and discussions with staff and school Boards) ex-

'perience greater program satisfaction and "success."

Several principals were not‘on+y interested in effedtive
school management, but were attempting to learn the Yup'ik_

lanquage; this appears to strengthen the rel'ationship

AY

'betwegn the villagé ¢ommunity and the principal.

The main complaint of principals 1is that bllinguaf

H
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inservice training activities (requiring staff tt

the village for two or three days at a timef’—uring
the school year interferes with the students education.
Although training is qecognized as}an‘important.anq neces-
sary element of increased teacher effectiveness, principals,
as well‘as others, consider the school's responsibilities to
the children. According to the District office, principals
are expécted to deal with these problems independently; if
there are.emergencies or special problems that the principal
canaot handle, thén a District office staff member travels
ts the school to assist. There is very little contact
between the superintandent in Bethel and the principals in
the villages. Some principals - consider this a blessing,
because it reduces the bureaucratic demands placed upon .them
by the District office. Other principals perceive "too
muchm contact as a refiection on their abilities; thisaview
may ~discourage principals from seeking programmatic '

L

Bssistance.

In summary, most school administrators and school board
members support the programs in varying.degrees. A few are

concerned "about the possible adverse effects ‘of a Yup'ik

program on stugents: Some advisory school boards view the

program as a means for retaining students if school, while
* Y ) .

>

others consider it an integral part of the education

process. Although most principals supert the program, .

s

\‘
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\§everél view it as just another special program that must be
. S «

dealt with somehow., ~ .

A .

Parents' and Students' #erceptibns. According to state
bilingual educétion policy, parent and community partiéipa-

tion in the program-'is not only en00uraged but is required.

Therefore, it is important to consider their| perspective.of

the  school's bilingual progranm. chording' o proponents of

parent-community involvement, the .dégree/to which the school

system is a ‘community. institution, i.e.,.the eXtént to which

+

the school symbolizes the communlty S 1dent1ty and values,
reflects the extent of commurity involvement. School activ-

¢

ities which meet the -approval of the community are not ques-

-

tioned, whereas those activities which evoke opposition TTe

L

érequently altered or eliminated. 'qu example, at one pro-
gram site mo school activity can compete-wi£h're1fgious
obligatigns, holidays, and celebrations, no ﬁatter how
impofraﬂ% the activiiy. The church is an iﬁbortant prior-
fty, and the school must consider its role as ;ubordinat? to
church aut%?rity. Beéause non-Yup'ik geachers are essen-

tially viewed as outsiders by the vlllabe communities, these

teachers have 11ttle power to change community authority
structures., This is unsettlxng for a few of these teachers
and reverses what i's considered "normal" in their terms;

they are the minorities in the -community. .
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Many parents consider bilingual programs as a means to

increase their children's Yup'ik skills; the goal of the

programs, is to maintain the Yup'ik Language and ﬁ?éserve

traditional Eskimo lifestyle. If the program were to termi-
nate,|most parents would contact their legislative repre-

entatiyes in an attempt to "Keep the program going." Most
y n .

‘parengs indicated that they would assist in the program 1if

requested,

~

Some students have similar views of the program goals.

¢

¥ think the Yup'ik class helps preserve the
culture and language

Yup'ik is 1mportant so we don't lose our Yup'ik ..
language

<&

.
\
-
kY
*

They feel the program to be sufficiently important that a

El

Yup'ik literacy glass should be "a rﬁqaired course for

raduation."57" Others perceive the program as a way to
g : ‘ _ P prog Y

enhance tgelr careers" "I think it's important for other -

]
students to take the Yup'ik class. Later on in life; Yup'ik'
nS8 . S

1

could help them in their jobs.

Some parents'view the program as a means to obtain

-

employmené\as interbreters in a rapidly changing environment
with substantially greater village and regional Native cor-
porate activity, oil and gas exploration, and development of

fish resources. Some parents prougly remark that the pro-

gram is a success because students who become literate are - -

s ‘e 4

-
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able to participate in Bib}e readings written in'Yup'ik.
Other evidence of success includes good grades on‘report
cards, students' haSpy dlspositi&n (few cdmslaints“ab9ut
iheir‘Yup'ik classes),'ease and ;omfott of'stqdentéispeaking

Yup'ik in and out of. schogl (as compared to their educa-

-

tional experiences in the Bureau‘pf Indian Affairs schools

—

where they were taught to be ashamed of, indeed, pﬂnishéd

for speaking Yup'ik), .and parents' observations of improved
Yup'ik ;beaking abilities among their children, e.g.,“

increased vocabulary, correct pronunciation, and proper
» ¥

grammar.

Most- students enjoy Yup'ik class: "It's fun-to work on

Yup‘ik.wo‘rds."'59 Others enjoy particular activities: "I

enjoy the crossword puzzles the most."60. The'studénts feel

confident in the Yup'ik Eeachers' ability to aﬁquze their

< ' . .
Yup'ik language problems: "[The teacheqs] seem to- know where

-

b -t .
I need help with Yup‘_ik."61 Another student thinks a weekly

journal is the best methéod for developing literacy skills2

5

Some parents did not. know what the program goals were,

indeed they were unaware thé bilingual program .even
existed. Thfs Is due in part)to‘"smooth",program obera- -
tion; educatignal processes and issues ééﬁérally are not 5 .
matter of dLscussioq’inia community Qhose economy is based

on subsidtence. $ubsistence activities are,more important

to:the existence of the community than educatioqaL matters. |

’ -

I
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This is. not to say that parents are apathetic, but rather to

fllustrate that, on a daily basis, the process of education

i

is not a criticial conqern. . Co ‘

In summary, the berceptions of parents and students

- reflect their faentity'with the prograa for various

: reasons. There 1is bons}derable agreement on the generalw
goal of maintaining the language and culture through formal
instruction in the school's. Parents aré net concerned so
much with éow the program is implemented as they are in
ma}ntaining the program's operation. They consider their
role in the program as one of support and occasional assist-

ance; beyond that, program implementation is” left to the

teachers and administrators.

Chapter. IV. THREE VIEWS OF IMPLEMENTATION

The literature review presented in this chapter is
divided into three sections: , implementation as an organiza-
tional management process, implementation as a political

process, and implementation as an evolutionary process.

4 .

This division of the literature into three competing con- iy

cepte_of implementation is” not inkehded to imply that they
‘are mutually exclusive, but rather to identify their dom-
inate themes. The literature reviewed in each sect.lon

. * . ) ; ~ - .

- \

, . - RN
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emphasizes a particular view of the implementétion process.

]
3

IMPLEMENTATION AS AN ORGANIZATIONAL MANAGEMENT PROCESS

. /‘ ! -
Implementation problems are a result of organizational
management problems, This chapfér emphasizes the inter-

*
action between policy implementation and managing 'change in

-

organizations--change that ultimately will affect the social
policy implementatipn. It is submitted that an overlap [
| exists between political and Brganizationai influences
e impacting policy outcomes; however, the literature in this -
. chapter emphasizes the impact”of organizational mapagement
upon social policy impl;mentation.
‘ Elmore's essay1 on social program implementation models
F fllustrates that understanding the workings of an‘organiza-
tion contributes'toisﬁr knowledge of the imp}ementation
- process and enables Uus to deal more effectively with imple-
mentation problemé; knoWlque of organi ional behavior is
réquired fd{ implementation analysis. 'He proposes four con-
ceptual modeis for analyzing the implementation process.
The fou; models.provide E "cémmon‘sense e planatioq'for B
implementaPion fallures. 'And eéch explanation emphasizes,

IIZ ~

differeﬁt features of the implementation prqcess.

» . -

The systems management model treats rorganiza- .
tions as ~value-maximizing units and views "

~




implementation as an ordered, goal-directed ,

activity. The bureaucratic process model
. emphasizes the roles of discretion and routine

in organizational behavior and views implemen-
: tation: as a process of continually controlling
discretion and changing routinee¢ The organiza-
tional development model treats-the needs of
individuals for participation and commitment as
paramoynt and views implementation as a process
in which implementors shape policies and claim
them as their own. The cenflict and bargaining
model treats organizations as arenas of con-
flict and views implementation as a bargaining
process in which the participants converge,on
temporary solutions but no stableresult i
ever reached. /

Pressman and Wildavsky (1973), Moore (1978),-Mechling /

(1978), Murphy (1974), and Pesso (1978) agree with ‘Elmore's
contention that-the hﬁﬁ@ledge of how organizations fupction

is central to any‘meaningful analysis . of the implemeﬁtatiQn
/
process. , '

/

Jeffrey L. Pressman's and Aaron- B. Wildavsky}s study of

A

the Economic Development Administration attributés its fall-
/

-

/
ures to interorganizational problems where wha; seemed to be

-

"simple and straightforward is really COmplex/and con- @

<

voluted."% The researchers ascribe the priqéry implementa- )

tion problems to 4changing actors, diverse perspectives,

.

[and] multiple ¢learances"> among the three levels of
government, thereby contrybuting to numerous delays, cost

overtuns, and, ultimately, poor performance results. . ,

Mark H. Moore reaches similar conclusions in his‘

assessment, of the United .States Drug Enforcement Administra-
~




- . .
.
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T tion's inability to implement a plam for reducing thes subply .

of.druge in illicit markets., Moore €oncludes that the'key

~

. implementation problem is.that no centralized authority

.

Y existtd to make those organizational changes required to .0

i

implement the drug reduction plan “It 15 pOSSlble that gﬁe

T prot lems [of impl%menéation] were the inev1table result of °

.

e/ 4 I 4

né - / = '- i

ssion . . Ay ‘
. ' \// . !
Jerry Mechling found that 1mplementation problems can
1 ) a ’ . R @ -

ccur even if there is centralized authority,.wéﬁl defined ©

programs, and measurable'outcomes.7 New York City s g ,

Environmental otectlon Agency's (EPA) implementation prob-

lems were due to what Mechling cal led "technical uncertainty

1 ’

° Or . 'ihternal conflfct 4% The problems resulted from ' '

+

o

porfcy makers' lack of knowledge!of ghe technical aspects of

EPA s operations coupled with an ineffective communication
.r;. . . ’ - .
system, s / ‘ . -

.

‘Elmore's conceptual models ‘offer a directional orienta-

2 &

tioch that organizations may:follow;\Wﬁereas gerOme‘T. .

N - K)
. T Murphy's study of the impac\)of Title,V (strengthe&ing state

.education bureaucracles) of the Elementary and Secondary .

. .

*
»

oo T Education Act of 1965 discusses a.basic prdblem of all -

Organtzations: neform directed towasd brganization change

‘must address




the enduring attributes of .qrganizations:
.traditions, norms, and standard operating pro-
&\ cedures; subunits with conflicting goals and

expansionary tendencies; a preoccupation with |

pressing short-term problems* search procedures -
that accept solutions that are good-enough
rather than optimal; and activities that ,out-
live.their usefulness. 2 . :

. . ~ )

P . .
0

) [

o .Supporting Elmore's basic contention;‘MUrphy's analysis sug-

i " gests that intra organizational behavior in policy implemen-
) ] v
ion°can provide insight as to how and why ) cies "are t
v
implemented.

3

T Finai‘y, Tana Pesso s, study goes further in offering’Y

suggestions for controllipg thg,behav1or‘pf 1nd1v1duals ‘in a

social service- organization 10 she focuses on aspects of
f s .

costrol and accquntability in ‘the 1mplementation process.

i

However, her study'is'limited in scope, both in terms-of the

\
*

v : . .
.. size of the organization analyzed as weil as. the interrela-

P L]

tionship among the various levels of'government.' She gon-

cludes that the most, effective method for ach1ev1ng contro
. &
', . and accountability is for top management ' to closely super-

‘vise behavio(\that cannot be adei;ately specified by tules

)

and - regulations

? e o7 The implication for policx/Tﬁplementation analysi§ from

AN .o -

Elmore's perspeEﬁive is .that there are organizational

b~

~.

factors” associated with poor policy results, factors such as
‘structure, proé@ﬁﬁwes, communitptions, traditiois, ‘and

oapabilities. These factors do not"differ in. the context of

o
Al

Q
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* . ” ) » .
education policy,consiaerations. Education policy analyses
_of the implementation process and outcomes must consider

these organizational factors which. impact p0110y direc=
.- .Y

tives., Thf association of organlzational factors with .

’

]

social policy implementation is, therefore, one major -para-

meter for analyzing education policy outcomes.

~

’ “ ) '

~

\ INPLEMENTATION AS AN EVOLUTIONARY PROCESS

-

Successful eolicy'implementation is an evolving'

pfocese; adaptative processées and learning are fundaglental

’ »

to ;éachin§ desired program outcones. “ Berman (1978)

MeLaughlin-(197é), Farrar, .DeSanctis and Cohen (1978), and
. R . ' c o

Majone ahd Wildavsky (1979) conxend that implementation is

an evolutionary progess requiri\g contlnuous adJustments,

modlfxcatlons, and adaptat ons in the’ execution of a policy *

. -
. LY

whére “the env1ronmenta1 context plays a central role in the )
C

P 14

policy, outcome.’ . Y

° ’ Paul Berman.argues that implementation problemsharise

fromrjhe relationship between the policy and the institu-

>

tional context.] . Milbrey W. McLaughlin‘sﬁarés Berman's

.

1mplemenbation perspective, in her ohservatiogs of two-open’

clas!foom _projects, 12,she found tha

I3

"
. Where implementatlon was suc essful and where
' significdnt change in partl ipant atxitudes,

T
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\74’/ modified.to suit.- the needs and” interests of,

“adaptive planning including frequént staff meetings.14 . ’

,,Majone ‘and Aaron Wlldaysky°1nd1qate that 1mp1ementqtion is a : i

_ticipants and program’ develdpment's as part of an evolution- -

" ary process.?? “Attaihment of a goal . . . is a unitary

)

»

skillscgnd.behay{or gbcu}red, amplementation
was characterized by a process of mutual-adap-
.. tation in which project goals and methods were -~ .

»

participants and in which, parti01pants'changed

to meeg the requirements of the projqqt
' L3

-

MclLaughlin akscove;ed ‘that mutual adaptation is essen-
2 ‘

tially a learning process "tn avconduciJe environment. She
found three strategiés critical to successful program imple-

mentation: (local materials developmént, staff training, and
. N o '

. - |
Co . ’ ' . . B |
Furthermore, she'found one common element central to all | v |
h T
these strategies: "1nd1vidua1 learnyng and development-- ,
—! ' 4 -

development most appropriate to the user and to the 1nst1-

L] . , -

,tutional §etting."15 She concludes that "the prbcess of N

<

muf al adaptation is&fundamentaliy a learning process"16

A~

-
«

among local program implementers.
Concurring .with Berman: and McLauthln, GlandoqgnLCo

» - ‘

"

\3;90353 of learning "and -adapting to"a policyc-with ité_par-——- )

v

»

process or procedure, not a'double process of setting thé ~

goal and then _devising dn 1mp1ementation plan. w18 ‘PofLCy ) >

4

implementation is a process of continuously transforming
policy, ideas into aetions:which affect the objectives and

- ’ . .
the resources simyltaneously. . cy o ,

t . oAy ‘ . . -
. ' ‘
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It is hot policy design but redesign that goes
on most of the time, Who is to say, then,
whether implementatfon consists of ‘altering
objectives to correspond with available
. resources or of. mobilizing  new resources <to
) accomplish old objectives? 1Indeed, it is often™
> N the case ‘that old patterns of behavior are
& . . T retrospectively rationalizedq. . . to fit new
- LF notions of eppropriate objectives [footnote .
\ ' omitted] . . )
L v ' a C ' "2
‘ . - ? . i N ¢ ’ ' .
This view of implementation allows policy to be developed by
~ . - the implementer and the implementer's-behavior to be
directed by the policy requirements. Participation incen-
tives, consensus on,goals, 1nd1vidua1 autohomy, and commit-_
" ment to the policy by the implementers- are important factors
- 2 . in successful policy3imp1emeﬂkatioh.&9-
! o Based upon thelr examination of Experience Based Gareer
) ‘Education programs, Eleanor Farrar, John DeSanctis and

David K. Cohén offer a more complex interptetation of this °
view.21 Implementation is viewed as a mudti- lateral process

‘

'whz?é the local perspecthe is emphaSIZed . ) '

- From the center, the periphery is a collection
_ ' of hurdles and obstacles blocking the federal
. ' R government's programs, plans, and priorities.
_— But .at the periphery, the center's programs, .
- wpians,Cand priorities are' a minor distraction
" in a riot ,of competing concerns: immediate
' agreements, responsibilities, and on-going
- . relationships. . . . At® the center, the imple-
. mentati ﬂ'program may be’viewed as a linear -or
bi- lateral process; but at the localrlevel, the
. implementation is experienced daily as a multi- .
lateral process. .

IS I
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The researchers, identify three factors that impact implemen-

-

.

tation odtcome: (1) tederal innevatione are introduced to

an environmgnt tnat'is'politically and sociologically

diverse and poorly organized (2) varying notigns are held
1 as to the purpose! of education' and™ (3) the organlzatlonal
' structure of schools, generalf& charactérfzed as "highly

§ decentralized" and "highly segmented promotes varying

conditions far "implementation to flourish w23

A}

\ The muitiflaﬂeral view of implementation provides a

- . mone complex explanation for why programs implemented under

. . L3

4 t
e . a common policy at various locations have varying outcomes.
AN ' . ¢

-
.
. .t

S Not "only are local goals and agendas important
‘for an understanding of how'a federal program
is implemented at the local sthool distritct
level, but-these local dynamics provide a com-
plex view of, implementation at the peniphery of
the federal R&D system. Local history, the
politicalycontext, regional factors, various
role groups, and individual actors all. play .
par{s in determ1ning implementation. < Arfd most ‘
of the actaon and interaction are at the loecal
level. ‘ . - .

4

\ .
. © @ ]
While there will be commonalities in Tndividugl
X arrd group interests in different program sites, -
' we should expect that ‘local pecularities, and
the interaction of goals with thi's context,
o owill guarantee wide diversity in implementa-

tion.

J ) ) i * ' - ' /
The significance Sk\this perspect}ve is to demonstrate' ,

. . - }
. how~such.factors as regionaf, political -and sociological .

.

: L8
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/ implementation at two levelﬁ: the guideline.develobmenf

83

4 ©

3

diversity, local ideas about the purposes of‘education, and
the fragmented nature  of school organizations relate to the.
. . AY

development’and ultimate,réalization of program goals:
- ‘ h '- - . -
Closer examimation of program executidn at.the local level

N [

+ reveals add}tional,factors: the extent of local participa-

;ion,.program'incentiJés for local barticipation,'provision

L}

for individual autonomy and growth, and:evidence-of comhmite

ment to the pfogram. ‘Based on these findings, educafion
dn \ ! ~

policy implementation analysis_must consider these various

factors in order %o gain a clearer understanding as to how
‘ v , - \ ¢
programs are administereds

.
" -
)

' IMPLEMENTATION AS A POLITICAL PROCESS

”

. .
13 . . &
9 heS » R | ~

.
- ‘
o - ~ P

Other ressarchers and social scientists attribute

-

implementation_ﬁailqus to politics. Proponents of ‘this

- o g . .. (l" . .
theory illustrate the impact of politics ontsocial policy
process and the enactmént of statutory provisions for pro-
\ . .

gram development. In Joth cases, implementation problems

arf characterized by conflict -and bargalining aﬁong key

actors. "Implemeheatiqh is . . . a struggle over the reali-

~

zation of jdeas ."25 , , e

In theilr conceptual analysis.of the‘ﬁanyxfoﬁms and ..

functions oftguidelines andethe multiplici y of actors

\ . .
s . s . . v’
-~ N o

.

\,w - '/" , . N - ) . bl‘\‘! - N . f i . {

/
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.involved in guidellne»preparation, Francrne Rabinovitz,

/
Jeffrey L. Pressman and Martin Rein found that "guidellnes

can{ot impose consistency— ratlonality,'and calm on an

environment that lacks these quallties."aé They note that

if laws are ambiguous. or highly controversial, then it is

§ ‘ . ..
probable that their implementation will continue. to display

similar gharacteristics. : ’ .

.~ ®
Y

»
. Implementation becomes an attempt, to reconcile
w» three potentially conflicting imperatives
What is legally required; what’ is rationally
defensible in the minds, of the administrators,
and what is politlcally feasible to -attract
agreement among the contending parties haV1ng a®

stake in the outcome.
. 4

-~

©
-~

They conclude "No easy solution 1s available to the dxlemma

AY

. . of excessive statutory spe01flcrt§ and exce551ve

> -

bureaucratic discretlon

[

. Altman.and Sapolsky (1?76T”“Erowﬁ“€ﬂd”FTYeden (19769,

McGowan (1976), and Derthick (1976)i1lustrate the implemen-

-

tation problems which result’ when guidelines are the primary

; N
vehicle to convey program implementatign yet are unworkable

) . A
‘

due to one or more of the following factors: (1) the pur-,

poses of the law are vague and ambiguous, (2) the program is

highly eontroversial or (3) the interrelationships among

individuals and organizations f/volved in #dministering the

program are unstable.‘ Poor results, extended costs,, and

‘. . \ .
~. "
~ ~

"”**delays in brogram eiedutgon are jyh résult-in each casé. *-

‘¥
Coas /7/- -
.

u28 - - . \~
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Drew Altman's, and Harvey M. Sapolsky's analysis of the

regulatory . development of the Health Maintenance Organiza-

> N

’ i@il tion  Act of 1973 concludes that the guideline developers
attempted to maintain the integrity of the applicable stat-
ute under circumstances where the law was clear in’ purpose
but highly controyersial, and where the interrelationships
were not stable. As in the legislative process, the guide-
line developers had to compromise the intent of'the'lﬁw in

G order to secure agreement. from key actor's. 29

} In a similar situation involv1ng the ‘Model Cities pro-

gram, Lawrence D. Brown and Bernard J. Frieden argue tnafj/'»

g ) :
,due to the vaguené@s of the law, guideline writers found a

\ .
> _number of -possible 1nte%pretations.° The primary goal was to
o -7 operationally define federal’ program requxrements without
. usurping local control. 30 . o : i
'?"‘ s - “.‘. j )
. Guidelines were issued in the. Model Cities pro- g
. : ‘gram for the usual réasons: some federal con- .

‘ . trols on local behavior were thought necessary
.\ and local officials needed to be clear, about.
v ) «© what they.were. Yet the politics of the Model
3. Cities guidelines process often.prevented them
from meetjng eithepr.the federal need_for con-
" trol.or the local need for guidance.

, In the education sphere, Eleanor Farrar McGowan studied

the implementation of a contract agreement.between the L.
National Institute of Edication (NIE) and four regional edu-
~cational laboratofies to develop and operate inhovative-high .
o . . < . -

]
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school programs which combined work expe;ience'and academic
learning:32” She concluded-that the resulting problems were
oue.hoth to ambiguous fdeas about what the educatjion innova-.
Eion.was and to hIE's atteEEtJtO'gain control of project
inplehentation through-ggidelines.33 Guidelines played a
significant byt unsuccessful role incattempting to organi;e
Aprogram implementation rationally and systematically.
Martha Derthick's conclusions with reference to féoeral .

-social*services guidelines.are similar to those of McGowan,

Brown, and Frieden.34 After several attempts to develop

_* workable regulations, Dgrthick notes that the single reason

- “vo

.each revision falled was that the '"guidelines did.not ful- .
fill their most elemental functions. Thef’failed to tell
federal regional officials and state officials what was
expected of them, and to do so fn an 1ntelligible way, SO as
to serve the s001al purposes embodied in thellaw "35 Inade:'

quate definition of social services in, both the statute and”

’ . .
guidelimes made it impossible to determine what services '

could be purchased with‘federal dollars. ) -
_“These studies demonstrate the problems,that occur when A
" political interests in?lﬂence the content of gdﬁdelines _ " .
directing diverse social services. In each case, guidelines
mere expcct;x;/to*serve the important functiQn of providing
program direction and influencing resource, allocation, ,:.

-

.ambiguousx unclear,iand highly controversial guidelines born

.
4
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of the political process contributed to poor policy
results. The inference for educétidn is that guideline
directives as a factor in policy Enalysis is essential in -,

determining policy outcomes.

While these studies emphasize problems related to
guidelines, Bardach (1977), Bailey and Mosher (1968), and
Murphy (1971) demonstrate similar implementation probleﬁs

when statutory provisions are unworkable. Eudene Bardach

contends that the implementation-of the fént;rﬁdn-?etrie-

Short Arct,36 a mental health reform provision, was ,dominated
by political considerations involving bargyaining and persua-

sion among its printipal actors. He describes implementa-

tion of mental health reform as.pblltfcal'tactics of inter-

vention in-an attempt to administer the Act as_legislatively

L]

intended. There were numerous ettempts to alter the intent

of the Act during its Ymplementatién; hqwever the legislator
who lntroduced the or1g1na1 b1P1 continued to oversee its

.o)
enactment in order to maxntain the Act's integrxty Bardach

depicts this legislative interventlon as "fixing the game.

Stephen K. Bailey's and Edith K. Mosher's-detailed ;

v e

l

-study37‘describes the kinds of problemy,encountered by the

-4

United ptates Office of Education in admln}sterxn Tltle I

g} the-En mehta}y and Secondary Education Act o 1965 It

1 ] iy ’ )
Is not, ag implementation study .in the'same sense that the

others are; however, its ﬁihdings‘are’relevan The

. ¢

yao



ot
.

problems in administering Title I were mainly organizational

> ~ : A N * -
. and political, Bailey and Mosher ascribe the problem of
_fgrﬁulaqing and” enforcing regulations:to a tight time °

sqhedulé, an ﬁﬁderstaffe& of fice undergoing reorganization,

~

A and continuous demands from. various interest groups and

Y

Congressional committees for clarification. Another problem

wds  measuring hdw Title I improved the academic performahce

Vd .
of participating chiléren.q‘38 Various explanations were '
o,
given° inapprOpriate measuremegt,

”
-

inadéquate knowledge

.

about-what actually helps poor children improve . -

»

"academically, and pooraimplementqtion of programs at the

.lodal’ level. : - e

In a more recent~analysis of Title'I!~3erome.T. Murphy
argpes.that impiemgniation-prleems were due to.politics.39
The primary prpblpm was the dispersion of .power ampng three
levels,of:government, ipe local unit being ultimately

responsiblelfor carrying out the prdgram.

¢

b

-y The primary cause . . . is political.. The -
- . - flederal system-—with its dispersion of power-
‘ ", and control--n%t only permits but encourages,
the evasion and dilution of federal reform,’
“making it nearly impossible for the féderal
adminjstratot to. {mpose program priorities;

*

) o those not diluted by Congressional interven- R
: . tion,.can be ignored duang 'state and local ’ ’
implgmentation . . .
: ' )
. : ’ .
’Murphy suggests that "institutionalized countervailiqg g N\

?orces" be -est'ablished at the. local level in order to make
¢

the system mote responsive to the needs of pdor children, .

. d‘} b . ) Ty




and that‘imprpved‘management and evaluation skills be¢ pro-

vided at the federal and state‘levele. Social scientists,

attributing implementation problems to polltics sUggest that~

such factors as tHe expertise of the administrative staff
execu{}xg the policy and consensus amogg_the principal

actors on the intent 9f the law are critical to the resource
allocation of. the program and its ultimate direction.
Accordingly, education policy analysis must include examina-
tion of the clarity and purpose of :the policv to be imple-,
mented as well as the expertise of the staff utilized it the.

~

! /
interpretation and administration of the Qolicy.’/ C P

" This brief review of the various tﬁeorie§ of social

. v

policy implementatien provides competingqanalytic'foqnda- -

tions fer investigating and analyzing imblementation,prdb-
. ‘ \ . -
lems associated with Alaska's bilingual' education policy.

.
N - ' N

Chapter V. THE CASE OF BILINGUAL EQUCATION IMPLEMENTATION

L)

-
- -

. «
4 N . R

In this chapter, the three perspectiwes ‘of *‘social
poliCy implementatidn are applied to analyze the Lower -
Kuskokwim School District bilingual education implementation
processes'and.to"expiain why a single policy brodﬁces ai

diversity of results'. The chapter~is divided into- three

)
7
l

J



" to change established routimes, customs, habits,,or organ- ‘.

N

4 - - t ’

sectipns:  Lower Kuskokwim School District implempentation as

atibna& management process, an evolutionary pro-

-~

an organi

cess,_and cal process.

.
, s . . .. ;
. . o
’
.
- - °

LKSD "IMPLEMENTATION AS AN ORGANIZATIONAL MANAGEMENT PROCESS *'.

.

. “Little eviﬁence was found in the ten bilingual programs’

examined in the Lower Kuskokwim School District (LKSD) of

implementation being an organizational management process--

. 0y - -~
s

the first view of implementation presented'inlChapter Iv.

The literature on organizational management emphasizes the’
impact of organizational'structuri)and management on policy

L2 .

outcomes; my observations of LKSD's bflingual education pro- - .

. - L0
(S

grams 1nd10ate that problems were not due to organizatlonaL
structure or management. .Problems arqse not in attemptlng

~ ' [ 4 .

izatlon, but rather in- attempting to speCLfy the; goals, sub- ‘

-+

goals,‘and purposes of the proqram, "fhe- varlous ihstruction-
al methodoLegles, and the expected outcomes. ‘Thus, the
o?ganiaational management;theory'does not auenuately ;xn}ain ‘
implemen{ation of‘the District"s,bilingua% nrodram." -

LKSD's eperatfonal style resembles a Bureaucratic

organizational mode consisting of a hierarqpi}al ahthority{
structune, with.the centrallmanaqer being the superinten-
dent who supervises subordinates' hehav10r and "adjusts . .
orgaquational activities accordinq to general management .
. » - .

-
\




procedurés and polic;es ‘set by the state or regional school

board. Tbe District's apprbach to school administration is

to ﬁelegatg decision.makinb and responsibilities among‘“

various units that exercise relatively strgng authority’ and
. ‘ Ay

control over spekific tasks ang activities. For example, -

s

.the District's area administrators and program directors

‘have specific tasks, responsibilities’, -and au h.rity to veto
¢ . ’ L . N
of amend proposed program site activities an

requests. Ixaeed, as the Distr}ct continuds’ to~serve an
\ 4
increasing numper of village sites, administrators find it
. ’ » ~
increasingly difficult to conduct bn-site monitoring activi-

ties (dué primérily to geographic. and eﬁvifpnmental,éondi~ .

‘tiqns) and tend to rely on their yeto_power: particularly

. .
-
.

over the budget, to-maintain program control. o T

-

R ) . A ] - . &
Early in the .spring of 1981, the LKSD regional school

- 7 -

'Qoard reorganized administrative responsibilities for tze
ion- -
\ . P v

1981-1982 school year in order to develop a closer rel
ship %mohg the principais, program direcfors, and the J

uper -

. . . 1
intendent, and to promote the superintendent/s interac%ion

i

with the education precess at two levels: fiﬂ;t, the‘f

’

I

superintendent isx to become involved in the daily operations

% 5 — o “ .
of the schools, and, secon to act as an instrdction-
. . Lo - \ o N
al leader. The reorganization is consisten Ire-

- gionalvschool board's instructional and ct?riculum g

established during the 1980-1981 school year: '
- ST PO T




v

1. Core curriculum thHat addresses specific subject

areas, learner outcomes, and monitoring design.

, 2. Teacher orientatioh for newly certified staff’ as

. <o _to the District's philosophy,'oolidies, and

cultural-language factors.
.37 Career ladder that addresses development of the C
. entire staff from custodians to administrators and
* includes an annual plan of, inservice training. .
4, Adéquate teacher housing as determined by a task
* force and advisory school boards. C B

Counseling to assist high school students in iden- . ~

tifying cereer opportunities, colleges, universi-

ties, training institutions, and financial aid.

Review of graduation requirements for, adequacy.

7. Stnengthenlng bilifgual education throuqh imple-
méntation of a language development program and
cooperation with the federal Bureau of Indian :
Affairs.

8. Positive self- image among students by ineorpora-
tifg Native culture as an integral part of the
curriculum, counseling, *and staff development ;

9. "Mdgnet" school development for advarnced and’
alternative programs ‘on a voluntary basis. -

10. Training to meet identified needs. .

-

v G s

‘ )

The reorganization, illustrated on the folldwing page,
L \ .

'

creates fdve subdivlsions with, equal accees'to the superin- h

" .

tendent. Each subdivision has a discrete function with
specific respdnsibilities., The first subdivision (General

Supgort Services) is directed 5} an assistant superintendent

“

and ejncompasses.financial management matters for the Dis-

¢
tr . The next three subdivisions are directed by’ area.

’

administrators equivalent in rank to priﬁcipafs‘but with
more power and authority. Two of the area administrators-

function as middle. level administratlye coordinators working
nith the uncertlfied principal-teac?e?s, while the superid-.

tendent acts as the ithird area administrative coordinator -
. ) .

~ 4




. ’ Board of Educatlon ,
¢ 5
' . [ °F .

v >
- - -
v

v
.

Of fice of the Superintendent

. - ' Superintendent . .
Admlnistr‘a:lve Assigtant - .

School Liaison . LN
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- »

' . tendent acts as the third area administrative coordinator

Y

.

working with certified principals. The last subdiviston
(Educational Support Services) is directed by’ another
assistant superintendent who supgrviées diréctorsioﬁ federal

and statge categor{cal.aid programs such as'yocational,

4

b{lingual, and special education; media §é;810es; and other

special programs. . . %;

t : . ' x
Each program dlrector supervises a staf@ that varies in
AN .

“number fno&.ﬁne to twélve. %}thin the‘%uperiftendent s

F:an administr

of fice there are thgéé-other administrators:

. A Co . y .
tive a551stant who orks with the advisory sc ool boargs and

tﬁe superlntendent and prin01pabs to facilltat@ DlStPiCt }

~
state, and nationwide programs; and a diréctor of curriculum

-

who is responsible for curriculum planning, deve opment, and

»

implementatlon
!

The Dlstrlct‘bllingual program director over&.és -
! ’t

twenﬂy-three'program sites with.the assistance of %

o coort

L33

dinat.ors whose main functions are to ‘conduct langua e T
'y

assessments and on-site language tra1n1ng. In schooi year

1980-1981, District administrators negotiated the tpansfet,

, ‘..
rials development center in Bethel AlaSka..qurQEhe last
two years, the center previded curriculum materials and

N e J )

|
|
100 }

LR
At {




f"

training to\LKSD bilingual staff, but because of declrning
federal financial support,.thc Bureau of Indian Affairs had
decided to %erminate it. 1Its stﬂff row‘reports directly to
- the bilingual program director. The role of the center did

b not change substantially: it continues to provide bilingual

-

. ‘ . ) ’ . .
materials and training to both state and federally supported

schools with bilingual programs. In addition to supervising,
4 < y .

the center's activities, the bilingual director is respon-
sible for arranglng bllingual teacher workshops, determining
t ‘the curriculum needs of each program site, respondlng to

budget requeg/;\gé assistant superintendemta and state
. ] SHe

agencies, interacting with principal-teachere on program

requirements, responding togyclarification or informatkon
-~

requests by the regional and advisory, K school boards, submit- BT

ting annual plans of service and reports to the state, and

respondlng to requests from the superlntendent s office.

- This is not a comprehens;vp list o6f the director's duties, ..
but it reflects the complexity and variety of respon51btli- i

-t1es of the position .
’fﬁ K ot
THé reorganlzatlon has not changed the roles and func- . |
. ',‘;. { N
tions“'T\the five subdlvisions under'the superlntendeﬂt. It

[} "\

I
_ h@s prlﬂ rily rediredted the super1ntendent s prior1t1es, . .
1.J’
creatéd/several new position3, and changed the title of ‘one '

i I'd
\

. ) /.. te ) . ’
H@iwi lgh The new positions include a school lialson
JE

minié;rator,‘a career counselor for vocational education,  , «




{

and a language development resource teacher for the bilini-‘
ghal department. The area administtators were formerly. vil-

. lage principals; their fpnctions‘habe not changed. . \\
i 4 *
The reorganization dEmonstrates a.willingness tonake
. . < .
, changes that are bureaucraticaily and politically feasible.
L] ‘ M .

Bilingual program implementation problems are not a result

of irying %o change'organizétional structure or procedures,
. , ! . ’

but rather;a result of_spéqrfying program instructional, ¢’
methqdologieé ‘and expected rrogram outcomes through policy,

) directives. Thif is difficult when st;tg statutestana

L/ gu;;elines are uncléqr,as to specific goals, purposes, ang : &

pxpected'results; the multiple bilingual pducafron géals and

many apéroaches‘to program develobment reflected in LKSD
: X ‘

programs are & manifestation.of these problems at tpe local

* levels,. " Without state or’ federal guidhnce, the District and

h [}
o, . . - ¢

~_regiohalvéchooi-board'carrj’out the bi}\ngual mapdgte ac-

cording to their own concepts A maior problém is inade- |,

v

- quate deflnitlon <of Frogram goals anA criterla for suctess.

o WLthout guidance ﬁrom the stapute guidelines’, "the imple-
.' . « - (’. . i \
L/ mentFPSuimpFOVLSe as to what the program should be and.how * :

hd ~
- . . o . , . .

. it should be implemented.

) to The DlStrlct office in Bethel daSLme the 'general

.‘_ 4 biIinqual program for . aLl program sites but ‘with little'

speqichatlon for the- implementatlon of proqram compqnentf”‘

TRe District requires the two options offerqd in the state




’

regulations for students in language categories A and B: a

.

transitional bilingual ptrogram for'klndergarted to grade '

‘ three, and én enrichment maintenance program for grades four

to twelve. Although no' specific program is required b9 the
state for students in other languaqe eategorles (C through
?), state regulatlons spe01fy tht at least one of three

options, all of which are vague in terms:-of program deflnf-

¢ tion, delivery, and expected .results, be.pqowided'for‘stu-

.~ -

dents in categories C through E. . " )

The lack of additional direcktdions for implementationif

. appears to be the weakest aspect of the bilingual regula-
‘ 'tions and gu1de11nes. ‘St.ate and federal officials aLlow\\

dlstricts v1rtually unfettered dlsctetion in de01d1ng what

'should be offered to students in language cate%orles C to

[}
[N

. o 3 /ﬁ. LKSD; ot knowing what willfwork, allows each‘community"

-

JLo0 determin®, what’ s polltlcally fea51ble "The local ASE

.
- N . v
- M EY

“'IAdvisory Schoql. Bo'ard ) will, determine nhgther and to what .
N AN )
= extent a Yupik .language course will be available [for stu-

. ’ ’ ‘ .
- dents in language categories C to Ejﬂ"1
.. . At.tHe cgmmunity ievel, theladvisory schoel board,

principal‘ ‘and teachers do what they can to implément the
. ) / \ » - , . - .
mandate handed to them. This pre§ents‘a complex variety of

' A

e » social, econ%@ic, linouistfc, and polltical circumstances

‘

affecting program deve10pment. For example, when one con<

Wt .
. .

siders that in almost all probram sites,  Engh sh was a

.
;
\”




second language, the bilingual staff was uncertified, and
most administrators did not have much background -or exper{-

A Y

» ence. in bilingual education, the pfograms are* bound to Ee

)

different.  Implementation of féderal and staté policy at . ;

) -the local level depends, on how the particqlar community

interprets its ‘mandate. Programs are influenced by the Dis-
. < . Pl .

trict's pian} but the plen.itself provides eignificént lati%

tude and flextoility,to ?mld{ ad jusk, and_nodffy'programs,to:
meet locally perceived neede.' In fact, the Diétrict program ‘
director, recoghizing tne-vqriety of péogram situations, ., . J

encourages bilingual teachers.to addpt and adjust programs

accordlngly. Nr, i ..
LKSD undertook implementation of the federal ‘and, state ) ~?

. bilingual education reform policy w1tb the»expectation that
»both the fedefal and state agencies would enforce théir ." -
- pollcy. However, the fedenai 0f fice of Civil Rights, hes, ) %

~ |
.

. conducted only one on-site investlgation—-app ox1mately a

, year after LKSD s Lau agreement was accepte¢ by federal i
1] , R .

~ =

. off1cials C1976), they concluded " "Qur Feylew revealed‘that

the Lower Kuskokw1m School Disfrict is implementing and L i
- meeting tns requ1rements set forth in 1ts 197Q;Jitie QI‘Lau * .
. P:lar'\.".2 The state department ot educatlon has conducted one .

v . % ‘4
cursory on-site-review of thk central office and one village v

-

’ AN proqram in 1979 The abflity .0f ‘the state's two program :
“ ' W

officers to monPtor even half of its bllingual programs in TS




[}

¢
.

-twenty-~-nine schoolldistrict5‘serving over ninety languages

)

s questionable.' Both have separate projects to admimister

~

~as well: a national origin'desegregation project under~;

,

Iitle IV-of the Civii Rights Act of 1264 and a bilingual

educaéion project under Title VII of the 1965 Elementary and .

\ '

‘Secohdary Education Act. * Both are respons1ble for working

e

~

with a state bilingual advisory council which holds quartey-

ly meetings in various cities throughout the state. Both

©

'spend most of thei time reviewing school districts program

-

R N . N N

lans, conductinq compliance reviews, and planning ﬁnd pro-

vidihg~technical ‘assistahce at the district level. Districb

.

‘administratoﬁs may telephone‘br-visit the state-officer in

N

L 4 .
Juneau to obtain additional assistance. But beyond the

1

scheduled technical assistance, an annual bilingual confer-

L]
.
[}

ence, budgét requests, annual. repor;s, and telephoneaconver<

Pl %4

sations from t ime to time, there 1s little 1nteract10n"

between state department Jrficials and LKSD's program

¢ * N ¢

. - . . -~ .
managers. ¥ i . . : '
s .

The state requLarly suggests modifications and- adjust-

V ments,of AKSD s annual plan of prbgram\serv1ces‘ the Dis- .

tript administration either ‘makes adjustments accordingly or
justifies its position. However, the state is. pract1cally

PR 4 »

impotént to assert any .program control because of thé lati-
4

tude given to districts under the state statutes and regula-

tions. State officials cannot discouraqe but rather must .,

v

~




. N . v
v
* Pl - M .

'enCOUFEQe local input aﬁ&.control; local.prbgrams develop
‘ accordiﬂg/to locally pergeived needs and priorities.’

- [ N ‘ ¥
,Cdmmuqication constraints caused primarily by the vast

’
v

/}/géograpﬁical area of the District (fbrfylfqur thousand
> / .
( square miles!y and unreliable air %ransportation contributes

AEY
@

| to the Distri t's bllingual education implementation pro-' ' -
blems.- The large geographical area exacerbates a "highly »
. ’kf segmented" and "loosely ¢oupled”" education delivery system.

Important-in%ormation dissemination or matters requiring im-

' »

mediate attention frequently are delayed because aircraft

E

_are grounded-~for periodsggf several daxs. Equally unrell- o

-

able is’ the telephone systeﬁ: .if a telephone is available', f

functionihg, and not .in u}e, you may be able to speak ‘to \\
your party.'KShortlwave radios are reliable, but the}

‘—::T‘\< require constant monitorlng which is not always possible; . .

\\\//"
/'/'accordlngly, the/Uistrhgx fras apn established schedule for
&

~

daily communlcatldn with each village school. Assumlng all
PEN

B : \ - , .
: fl equipment’is functioning,'incljjejﬁ weather imposes its own “//‘
. LY ‘ - . ¢

limitations. For example, the“Tregional school bpard sche- .

™ 7 dules its meetings in various yillages during the school

. Y ' . Fs ' \ . -t i - - :
.year; 15 frequemtly has not ong; postpohed its meetings due //,’\ﬁ

L3 \ .

- - ,\‘

Tt to per/ﬁlying conditions, but it has been unable to inform
. g, . o
local sites in a timely maAner. Thi's causes some embarrass- -

. - , A
. - .ment at the District levi%/mﬁbmisappointment at the commun-
. ity level. However, even under the best circumstances, com-

v
»
.

1 Ut) ’ v ‘




*age marginal and inadequate.: ’ : * : e ¢

N

»
= -

hunicat{on links beiwéén the District office and villades

Y

Parts of.the bilingual guidelines are highly specific

<
and instructional, such*®as the language assessment section.,
Y :

However, other parts do not provide sufficient guidance or

information' to ghide.program maragement. This causes uncer-
. 1 - N

tainty at the program management levels. For example, pro-
visions for currioulum/instructional options are unclear;

District administrators have no alternative-hut to impro-

<

vise. Bilingual programs need guidance in program imple-
mentation. The state reguiations do not conflict with local.

* . F . .
needs, but are simply broad, vague, and unclear: they offer .
little in the way of administrative.guidance towards parti- -
. ) - - . : N
cular goals. The transitional bilingual-bicultural ’ ’

ry
i -

curriculum/instructional option does fot clarlfy‘whep'dr how
a transition from the student's napf&e languaée to English

should bC made; it does ot provide adequate quidance £ an,

N

orderly or uniform transition of instruction in the stu-

dent's first language 'pé English. Nor does the option .

.

identify explicit goals or specific expeoted results for the |
curF?EUlum/instructionél progfam alternatives Suggestéd in -
the guidelines. Unspecif;ed;pxpected‘prqgrém outcomes con’-y’

tribute to ¥he confusion’ over prd@ram~direcggon.' What?

N - \ - .
shbuﬁﬁ‘be measured? Is it moving .toward a measurable goal?
- . (’ ’
How @oes one determine succes’s or failure? . T

* {\‘ e -

© N >

T

»

. , . w
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-

.
~

The broad state statute and guidelines provide latitude ~

o

and flexibility resulting in greater local program initia-

)

.4 tives, i.e., permitting local programs to develop -according

. N

to locally pgﬁce{ved'needs and priorities. Without addi-
tional federal or state guidance, the District i§‘not in- .

. . ;

clined to.make radical or even moderate changes that may re-
- ¢

quire dpvidti%n from established pfocedures énd,routines or
. P . . - h)

that may be politicallx infeasible. Edeehqe:foh supporting

. ., ; . \\ .
the organizational management view of implementation is

M ’
minimal. . ) B e . !

LKSD IMPLEMENTATION AS ‘AN EVOLUTIONARY PROCESS
) . . i ‘a . : )
. . . - -

Some evidence was found in the bilingual programs tao.

support implemenfation as an evélutionary proc?sér Adaptive '
1‘stratégies, cons&@ngwprogrgm ?eformulation, adjustment,iand !

learntné are inherent in ;He concept ofwimpleMengétlonfgé.§n~

eyelutiomé;y'process; fedeéangoalg\ana local needs are:

-

R . _*_ L. v
realized through & process describgﬁ as "mutual adaptation"

Y

--mutwal adaptation of-both the project to“*its organiza-,-

-

>

«. tional settin{ and the organizational members to the
\ Y = . ‘ Y

project. Proponents of this view contend that implementa-
A g : . » ~\ - .

“va

tion problems arise_ from the relationship between the policy

“and the institutional setting- >

* In the Lower KuskokmimySchool Uiﬁtr{ct,Athere was

b
L Y - 4 -

7




.

-

Jdittle, evidence of mutuaI adaptat1on' lo7a} 1mplementers
virtually redesigned the program to incorporate therr own //f\
3 conoepts of program gogls and adapted it to their own phys-
}‘\%5; fcal and human resources. Rrogram plans were deveIoped r
S ~ according to local intenpretation of state gukdelines. |
-Local implementers adapted and modified the plans to meet .
}ocai needs-and.goais. "The schools' organization and -

Tnstructional procedures were not noticeably modified or
- N ., - ~

. - altered as «a resutt of poldcy requirements. Thus, programs
. AN ®

hl ¢ Y - [

were modified,‘%ut major institutional structures and proce-
. ” dures changed little. T v. T
. : . W -
- "Ln Srder to meet local needs or s1tuations, school, per- »
“sonnel mod1f1ed; @dapted, and restructured parts of the, 6 S
, , . . .
. bilingual programs: curriculum materials wvere revised, pro-

Q2

\ ., 5

gram components wer7radded or deleted, and student activi-
ties were reorgantzed. For example, the pauc1ty of Yup' 1k o
' \

curriculum materials, especjally for .grades ﬁour to twelve,

I < LR

. caused bilingual teachers to adapt existing Yup'ik and Eng=

¢

lish materials for the various grade levels. Even when

ready-made curriculum guides or materials’are distriSuted to -

1 4

all program sites, such as the WRRC maberials, few b}lingual . *

~ ’

teacheTs usedkthem without some alteration% Mod1fications

Y

, extended from adding, deleting, or changlhg a few words and
. & L

° ' exercises to a complete redesign more éppropr1ate for their

. situation. At one site, the WRRC materials requtred act1vi-

.y N
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A

. ties pertaining to an environment/that was 'unavailable
3

locally, so the teacher deleted them. In several other
| sites,_thé same materials were considered "too easy" for
. students, so the teachers revised them. Similarly, at one

site, the non-Yup'ik instructor teaching Englisk as a Second

Language (ESL) found portions of the ESL curricplum unclear
or mfssing; he substituted ndh-ESt teaching materials and
improvised in other ways when suitable alternati&es were not
readily available. At another site, an entire progré“com—
poneﬂt for English language actlvitles was deleted at the

request of the communlty. . .

¥

q At all site?, adjustments‘wige‘gegularly aade‘in th?
’ . program procedures. For ex&mple, thé sequence of program
? apt?;itieé werie ‘reorganized to fit local calendars'(pqrtic-
uisrly activities réiatiﬁ; to the local cultural and phys- ,
[ 4 ., -

ical ‘'environment). The extent of Yup'ik language usage
. - %W

during classroom instruction in both elementary and second-
ary clasSes varied from nearly all instruction in Yup'ik to
A .
only g%lrty minutes a day. The methods for determxnln
N Yup 1k grades varied--from objective to’ subJectlve criteria
Examlnation of 'the other side of "mutual adaptatloﬂ"
reveals that no 1nst1tutional structures and procedures were
- significantly modified or chanqed as a result of the poliCy

\ requirements. The few chanqes that were made 1nclude stu-

denqt scheduling to accommodate the bilingual program;

liy . . o
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. L
classroom space being set aside for the programs; provisions\

>

Jfor qailing, popying,'jnd uséfof the short-wave ra?io and
telephone (wheré availaLle). .Aside from these accommeda-
tions, which are usually pronded to similar special -or sup-
plemental programs, the schools and the school district, as

a whole éystem, changed litfiz, while the programs were

2

forced to adapt to the existing institutional structures and

.

procedures. s

In summary, although there may have been some evidence
of mutual adaptation, most of the adaptag}bn was one-way, -
namely -more changes were m;de in the tybe_of bilingual pro:
gram approach implemented than wer; made in a school or the |
Digtricé. of fhe'four kinds o?‘possible'interaction dis-
cussea by Paul Berman‘which‘qharacverize implementation
proéesses, the pattern developed in LKSD most closely
resemblsp "coop%ation"'interaction:, "no adaptation‘ig.\
deliverer behavior, 'but adapfafion in Fhe project to accom-
modate existing routines";3 program plans and goals were
redesigned to meet local expectations. 'Impleaentation of

“bilingual education prbgrams in LKSD cannot be explained as

-

mutual adaptation or as an evolutidnary process, but rather

\ .
as a complete capitulation to the existing organizational

setting.

-

The reasona{sr this pattern can best be explained by '
. ‘ s
examining the state's policy an {delines. State bilin-
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gual policy-‘contains insu?ficient'subgoals or explanatory

‘ .
| . “ B . . o . .

| direotiyes to guide Io%al implementers. There is no,consen-

sws as to the-desired outcomes or the mewans.for achieving

~ ® 5 .
. . ; -
them amohg policy makers and ‘implementers. ,Thus, at the . . '
. » . - 4 Soe . .
local 1eVef key“personﬁei'continue to implement their own '

& s "
interpretations and understandings of program goals, curric~a N
Ty
ulum opbions,oand scheduling-actiyities. . ' . )

L] . % ¢

. AN
. -

, _ A KSD IMPLEMENTATION AS A POLITICAL PROCESS

. - -
~ ’

<

Y * L - f ¢
. Thege was ample ev1dence in the LKSD b111noua1 educsw )
tion experiehce of implementation as a political pr ss _— ' )
. , Lo 0
The literature sugdests that 1mp1ementation is bwt a gr tin-" -,

) uation of“the political process into yet another arenta; th%.~
R S ©
‘pPagram development protess prov1des another opportunity for
» 1 LR
interest groups .and adm1n1strators to negetiate on a. pothi» R

cal b351s. When federal offlcials (OCR) .entered memorandwms .
of agreement with the state and subsequently, with local A

» Te

“~school districts, they relinquished virtuallv»all authority « T

*”

‘4. to the state. OCR relies on the state to obtain and ‘process.,
J -
information _from distriets as well to provide all necessary '

. technical assistancel“ From the féderal perspective, suc-
. 3 b

. toon .,
cessful program implementatiqn appears to be measured by the

" i > v
s . . .

.- . ' | 3 .
é&tent to which specifigd&prodedures‘are administered. &

-

. . - *+ .
Acknowledging its limited > staff, OCR relies on the cooper- -




~

¢

‘guideline
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~

ation of state officials to monitor and enforce state guide-
lines 1ncorporating federal criteria (the Lau remedy)

However, the state Department of Education (DOE) is in
S —— ~

general unable to impose federal state’ prlorities on"’ local

-t vy

districts. One reason is the state' s commftment to local
control .of schools derived from an historic concentration‘oﬁ
power at the local level. Another is the lacK of state per-

sonnel to monitor and enforce the guidelines. Aithough

technical assistance is provided on a scheduled basis .for

®

.all districts during state- or redional-wide.conferences,

>

the state's two staff members cannot provide individual

y

technical assistance to local program sites; at . best, they
k]

* .

are” able to meet with district office program *implementers.

Accor&ingly, the state's ability to control the implementan

kd

tlon process is limited, and as a result,'implementation

depends . on Aocal prloritles, as opposed to federal-statg

PA\ - : . -

priorities, which may not be consistent with the reform

goals. _ -

State officials rely.primarily on ‘administrative guide-
9

lines to zpnvey bilingual education reform, however their

4

1y

to guide implementers nor retain adequate program control ,

- -

for state officials. Guideline requirements and interpreta-"

° -

tions’are‘important points of departure for learning and

negotiating among/ﬂocallfmplementeré and for controlling the

1ig

neither-provide Lhe kind of information necesSary'
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implementation path of programs, however the state's goals |
and guidelines are broad amblguous, and flex1b1e
The- development of reform goals and guidellnes by ted- g

eral, state, and bilingual education advocates, and their
o
implementation by school personnel have been marked by dis- .

) A

agreement, negotiation, and modification. Most Alaskan edu-
cators ‘recognize that translating policy mandates into pro-
. grammatic practice is not a simple task. Like other new

education pragrams, the bilingual education program encount-

ered a 'variety of implementation problehs.’ -

» . N
The debate over guidelines resulted in a significant

J
&

compromise affecting the administratjive r;fponsibilities’of

three governmental agencfes. The state agreed to seek addi-
7/ .

tional bilingual education funds from the legislature and to

establish a fGnding mechanien that would assure school dis-
hY

tricts of adequate funds to implement the new policy

requiremgnts’. In return, OCR ‘relinquished virtually all of

its authority to the state.

°

Prior to the bilingual reform, schools applied to fed-
eral and state agencies for competitive grant funds. “Subse-

. quent to the DOE/OCR agreemen? the state established a com-

s

;le&\formula grant sysStem for allocation of bllingual educa-
tion fuﬂds among the various dlstricts. This formula grant
system concentrates funding for those students of greateat

need (A . and B) on the assumption that there is a correla ion

. " \ , - 7

bl - L PR -
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between 1ingu1stlc characteristics and'educatlonal depriva- -
tion. This mechanism for distributlng funds estibllshéd an

3 /" entitlement .program which effectively guargntees bilingual
education funds for.qQalifying school districts. The

absenceqof competition for program funding, combined with .

N Pl

.. the state's commitment to local control, weakens-the ability
of state officials to bargain with school districts over
';bilingual_program activities. .

Districts are responsible for develbping a program,

then implemenfing'it. They assess all students, ‘identify !

N

those who are elingle; design programs according to the
— instructional op%ions in the state guidelines, and apply to
the state DOE for approval. The DOE reviews program plans,

provides technical assistanée, monitors programs, and sub-

mits semiannual reports to OCR on the state's and districts'
progress in implementing their respective agreements. With‘
the complete déleggtion of programmatic responsibility to

. the state, OCR's role Is significantly diminished--consist-

)

.ing of little more than reviewing district anéXstate reports

3

ssubmitted by the DOE. - ’ T )

In summar&,.the OCR agreements entered into by state

.,

and local school districts limit responsibility at éach ;o .

. level of government. Federal influence dominated during the’.

e

early stages of policy formation; OCR specffied the minimum

-

constitutional ériteria which must be met by local dis-




tricts. Ghrrentiy, federal.responsibilities are minimal;

3

the state has the major respon51bi11ty fo%arevxewxng pro-

ggams for compliance with the federal state criteria. Local

- < 2 '

distrlcts have wide latitude-in de51gn1ng programs and ,“

[}

. guaranteed access éo billngual edudation funds, circum-

» " §

) % ~scribed only by the effectlveness of state supe)vision

‘ which, in turn, is circumscribed by the inhereat difflcal-
tiee zf enforcing:- a vague policy which lacks specificity as
to the ﬁeana for achieving outcomes. The var;3h§ approaches .
disqussed in Chapter III demonstrate’ a state pollcy which
permits a var1ety of goaIs tc flourlsh at the local 1eve1 . '
The broad, multiple goals for bilingual’educatron are

manifested in the Lower Kuskokwim Schoé} District in two

- . K
- <
N »

ways. First, the LKSD 's goais'are co&vrehehsive a5¢ ambi-~
’ ~ . . K4
tious covering both lahguage'and cultural components_for

Yup'ik and English skills. Local program~goals range from

i

»

learning English as _ a language and'medium of instruction, to
learning ‘Eskimo values;.cgstqhé, skills, and language. This T
range .of goale is all edeomﬁassing'anQ'creates conflictg as
to what the District's bilingual- goals should be. There 1§
broad cohceptual_agreement that sfucents becohe.equally/pro-
ficient in Yup ik and English 5oth linguistically and ’
zculturally, yet should the goal of LKSD's bilingual program

v
be to teach Yup' ik.language'and cultpre, or to teach English

ski%ls? The state's guidelines provide little;guﬁdanCe on

v . .



W

,"supplemental English skill concept development currlculum

‘A
this issue; tme various curriculumlinstruct{onal options
contain insufficient directives or ﬁadfcicnal subgoals to °
identify‘eggccted results or means for Jachlieving res%lts.

Regardless of what gcal the District selects, éiyﬁZ§ to

teach Yup'ik language and culture or to teach English

-skills, and it elects to implement that goal through the

option set fqrth in the state's guidelines, what are the

«

essential program components of this option? What are the
’ . . o

expected curriculum outcpmes? In the guidelines, this .
option is defined as "a program of instruction in which the
instructional content and methods' address the language

interference needs of students by abpropriately supﬁlement~

‘ -

lng the curriculum provided.to the distr ct's'nonbilimgual

&

students."% Beyond this brief descrlption, there is no

explanation of how this particular type of curriculum works
or how it should be implemented. In addition, the relation-

ship between the multlple goals set forth in the gu1de1ines

“and this particular option for-curriculum instruction is ‘not

. ~ A Y .
clear. For example, what methods or processes are required,

to implement this curriculum option so that it also’

,addresses the following obJectives. "provide effective use

! -

of’ English and the student's language, foster careers, aide

s

in obtaioing emp loyment, Jgeduce deprec1ation of local

culpure'and values, stimulate community schools' communica- -

07

.
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tion, build students' positive gelf-images, allow options _ .

;‘ : .' for students in choosing a way of_lifea [and] brinb-togethe;
the students' culture with that oF.other‘s."?'-5 Without)qddi-

;' tional subgoaLe or directives,'localkigp}ementéfsirefine, k
redes{gn, and improvise’progfam; acoofding to thegr own
roies, backgrounds; and'perceptioné of the program goals.

%Thue;’what one program site cells a suppiementai English
.:skill and concept de&elopment oprrfbulum ég; not be consist-

.~ ent with another program site's interpretation; indeed, the ’

L

\interbretations may be many, and- the programs varied. ,

Second, the three different approachggwtqlbillngual
“"’““««;.\ ' B °\., '
program development 1n .the Lower JKuskokwim 'School District

~

illustrate not only d1vergent agproaches but also‘oonflict-' oo

ing goals under a single po;icy. The broad and all inclu-

sive instructional program options~contaihed in the state,

MY

gu1de11nes expand the concept of bilingual education to in-
4

clude teaching English as-a Second Lanquaqe and teaohing ,

Yup'ik as a Second Languaqe, or a combination of both. How-
ever, the goals of these insb%; tionaf options are not spe-
W 01fied, thereby allow1nq each school or district to define
, .

its own goels. The three approaches to program 1mp1ementa-

. tion in the Lower Kuskokwim School District address three

different problems. ‘The transitional enrichmeng program
(PEP) addresses the situation where students hav : t@ie
. . ) .
English speaking ability, the goal of the program being to
. . N N \ . -

o

ERIC ’ , - 1iy .

.
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. learn English wh%&e §§eaking Yup'ik The enﬁichnent resto- o
.- . L'ration Dnogram teaches Yup ik t0¢English dominant speakens, )
@:t and ?he enrfcpment ma1ntenance brogram attempts to balance

LA

<£s ' . language usage 1n both Engllsh and Yupllk Although the

., e . -

:M,‘ " goals for~each program may not' be consistent, each is~

3. ¢

VA permlsslble under the state s policy

~

~"? R Conflict among the District's goals had not been clear& >
5o ly anticipated or addressed, much less resolved. Not know-
- ; ~ing what_eise to?do, LKSD officials turned to the local com-

munities for direction, yet pro@ided little guldance. This
\,-k M , . . .
L ; is evidenced by the latitude given each local advisory
4 r) ’ ‘ ¢ L] - \
fschool board to determine the nature and extent of its pro-

L \l ‘
gram.activitigs, and by the flexibility given local imple-
y : N ) R : .
menters to .adjust, modify,‘and adapt -program plans. Ffor /\\\

. >
L]

"eyanple, the guidelines. do not clearly define the natuge and

)

extent of "parent and community involvement" in any of, the
n": T . . N .
program components. The meaning of "involvement" is not
. , X .
sufﬁtciently clear. Does it mean as lrttle as simply being

}ﬁ' : advised about the program, .>r does it include participation

f s‘;;‘\ o * . ' ¢ - v a

o in the deciston making process(- District program planners &
.“'.‘ ._‘;' . . . -
?&. have adopted the latter interpretation: they defer to the

: ~advisory school boards as to what to implement, if any-
’ [

-

thing. +In those communities whére parents and school per-
S '

sonnel feel bilingual education.is important and they are

-

committed to their program, there is little disagreement
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over its nmature and extent. Howevers/in othér communities,

paﬁyicularly ;hbse with encichment restoratidh programs,

there was more controversy as to implementation of any

’

o bilingual ..\ ' :
v Ilingua program \\\<t . ,
; . Other problems are emcountered in-implementifng bilin-

~

gual education.policy in the District. One is the Nack of
adequate federal and state personnel to monitor and enforce :
the guidelines. Without guidance from officials outside, the

District, local implementers .define program direction and

K !

_outcomes based on thelir own past experiences,withmbiiingual
education; wea( federal and state influence allow. local

interpretation of program priorjties to dominate the imple-

- VLY
.. ™
. ¥4 3

.

mentation processl,
At the federal 1evel thefé are six persons ap OCE1

regiohal field of fice in Seattle,ggashington who are respon-

sible not only for the myriad Title VI (Civ11~Rights Act of

1964) violations, but they also have responsibility for

monitoring and investigating violations. pertaining to such .
programs as Title IX (Education Amendments of 1972), vocag\.
tional education, and the handicapped in Washington, Idaho,
Oregon,*and Alaska. OCR has relinqu1shed virtually all of

'its authority over local prog;ams to the state. ‘'According -

to one federal of fich al assigned to Alaska, problems at the .

district levél are handled through correspondencé or tele-

phoné conversations; as part of standard/ federal operat'ing




»

“

procedure,tcopies of most correspondence are sent to the .

state Comhfssioner of Educatfon or Superintendent of Public

[N

Instfuction regarding on-site revigws and letters of com-

pliance or non-compiiance. In an effort to respect thé )

2

- \itate's role in the local education 'phocess, "We try not to
interfere with state-activities. The state has oyersight
responsibil‘ities"6 for thq/Lau plans. OCR.recognizes that

- .- . )

the task of monitoring and inwestigating viofations is not
. N g ¢
easy, because "we don't have enough staff or resources to

" monitor all projects bn-stte. Everytime we lose somebody on’
Al . .‘ -

our staff, we can't %eplaceithem.ﬂ7 The lack of adequate

staff often poses. priority problems--which activity is more
v A . .

important at this time, on-site monitoring or investigating

-

a complaint°--and curtalls the federal role in the operation

of local bilingual programs.

hd
I

At the state level, bilingual education.is admxnlstered
. by a sectJon of the Division of Education Program Sopport in
the Qlask{;State Departnent_of Edueation (DOE). Currently,
the section conshsts of two Program offioers (there never
has been® more than two). Although state"bildngual education
policy‘is usually set‘aw higher levels of the DOE, the two,
program of ficers form the link between'the state and the

school districts., |
They are responsible for essentially two functions:

-

one 1is go approve and monitor programs, and second Is to .,
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A

-

coordinate and provide techqical assistance for districts to

devélqp bilingual programs. Once district applications are

-

submitted,- these officers review program plans and approve

them. The apﬁrpval letter may contain .remarks or réquests
for additional data regardiﬁ( the program plan. Suggested » .
. 'x .

conveyed in su¢h phrases as

'S

program changes are. typicat

. H & .
“"your plan could be strengt@-ned by . =73 or "your plan
. o '
. YW ‘ .
has been approved, but we wquld like ¢larification on the N
‘ following e o+ o« " Jhe rewggionship appears to be a cordial -
. N - 1t .

- 4
one. However, most of thejjytate bilingual st%ff time is

spent in monitoring progralﬂ and consulting with district
program directoks. Progga”ﬂmonitpring or "compliance

. e, :
team of state personnel who

-

, reviews" are conducted by

4 g ‘

review not only bilinguaLl

other special and categor ?-

the,state. For example,

4 ',‘.,
accompanies a non-bilinqugllj team of reviewers for an on-site

- . P

“review. Both bilingual egvcation officers spend a majority

L
»

of their time on such compliance-reviews and prepdring

’
L]

|
| R

. . * i . - ~
write-ups; nine to ten bq ingual program reviews can be com- . -

pleted per year, whereas school year 198041981, twenty- L

nine school districts con‘

7

_guage groups, These revii‘ws' are programmatic only and dg,

*

il

,not examine éxpeﬁdituresﬁkf fdnds; the state's bilingual
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édministrative regulations provide the cf{terid for‘conductﬁ

ing these reviews, l.e., is the district adhering to program
* ‘ - , *
pians'as qpveloped under state regulations? "Effective moni-

toring relies on the cooperation of both local officials and

gtate officials. This delicate interaction depends on the

y

skills of each party in irffluencing the other, whether the

objective is to produce major pragram,6changes or to effect
. , ] 2

minor adjustmeqts. . S

Time not spent on compliance reviews is utilized in
‘ \

" planning technical aséistanqe conferences, regionally and

. [N

statewide, to disciss matters of iocgl concern to bilingual 5

v )

program adminigtrapors. In addition to these activities,
both- officers work with the State Advisory Council for | -
Bilingual-Bicultural Education which holds quarterly m@el-
ings and participates in the annual statew;de bilingual edu-
cation coqferences; All of these reviews, planning’;cidvd- '

. v A} -.' ..
ties, and conferences are time consuming and leave little

opportunity for auditidg expend;tufé of Qﬁlingual education , 3
. e .

funds. - . “ . -

Even if there were adequate personnel 'at- the federal :

=

and.- state levels, there are'{nsufficient trained personnel

O . ‘3.“ . - N
at .the local level to. implement the guidelines., The sophis- ’
ticated nature,of the.guidelines require some degree of

bilingual education expertise in order to understand how s

they ﬁay be implemented. At each Pprogram site, bilingual .

4




aides.with limited formal educatlion and varying teaching
) Aexpefienge of ten are the onfy people responsible for the

’prbgram. In some cases, the principal-teacher or another
~ ‘“ . .

‘éértified teSChe; wfth limited bilingual training will share

-

-responsibility for exécuting the program activities, ‘how-

ever, for the ‘;st part, bii;[gual aides execute the day-
- ) .

to-day program:activities. < Not knowing what else t0‘d;>>

-implementers rely on-their backgrounds and perceptions of

- .

the program purposes in order to direct program development.

»

The guidelines set forth broad .reform goals and spe-
cific, curriculum/i structional options for achieving those

Joals, but the guidelines fail to give any guidance as to
. / - ] .
how schools should implement these options %o achieve the, '

varioLs goals; The major purpﬁse bﬂ the guidglines appears ,

to Be'to éstablish standard app;icgfiontprocedure and format .Q
in which ‘'schools might provide-state and f:deral officials
with,sufficien% data for defensible programs. ¥hile state

L]

6fficia¥s thenéfpre may be able to determine that a particu- .
la;:program is not in hcompliance," their authority <for non- n
comp{i;nce'is vague and ?ncomplete. ‘Eurther, a manuai‘for
planning and imélgmenting bilingual érograms.has been devel-
6ped Fo asgtst districts, but it prqvins little direction,
.few'suggestions, and nothing on progSaT evaluation or how to
detgrmine program success. This manual, hndfconéusing, in-

-

completé responses to prggrams, being sthe extent of the

( . . .-
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g 1]
for determining how implementation should proceed. One

-

state program officer candidly admitted that the state only

f .
how to implement these areas. *

- Another problem encountered in implementing bilingual

educapibn policy involves local "participation. It {s e

thing to require parent and community parkicipation, but

quite another to determine the kind of participation stru0'_

ture which meets the requirements of the guidelines. The

L

degree of local involvement depend§ upon local interpreta-

tion by school staff and community members: 1in some commu-
nities there was~significant particrpation, in others there
was little, ' <! .

.An example of the highly sophisticated and bureaucrati

» -

nature of the,guigelines involves the complex student lan-

.guage assessments reqdired by the guidelines. Bilingual

spea5ers arée required to test students and' administgr the

parent qpestionnaire. Detailed forms and instructions are

@

provided*for (1) testing students, (2)'administering a  «

parent. questionnaire (which may require translation from

English to Yuyp' ik), and- (3) administering a teacher's lan-

-state s guidance, districts must rely on their own resources‘

.

M :’:‘b’;? M - "
tiforms districts of the "areas needing strengthening," not,

c-

*

guage observation questionnaire' this data mu.st be collected -

annually as to enteping and transferrlng students and is

F

.used to determine their proper language categaries. Cumula-



tive data on each student must be recorded, transferred to
state faqrms, and filed. ) /

" A second examcle of the. complicated nature of the

&

»

guidebines involves-the hethdd of ‘determining eacr schodi's'
) fiscal allocation; The formula grant system is.a yeighted
mekimod for. cafculating-fiscal allocations for the various

1l anguage categories- it is not a simple procedure. The
amount of time required td completes these calculations is

si n1ficant, and the complicated calculations require con-

-

‘ 1Y
sidegable training. The state providef a complex set «of

forms and instructions ﬁor,deterhining fiscal allocations,
L4 ¢ < [}
although the instructions assume a certaih amount of basic

-

knowledge, such as how to calculate.the averdge&ﬁaify‘
membership. RSeneral knowledge about school administration ‘.
- . . ¢ '“

»e

woqu.be immensely:helpful.

Another example relates to,developing the instrubtionaif to.

[N

L 2]
)

- ’ - N N . “ [LEENY ‘ ~
'require that districts "insure that the skills of their ) T

-
ol +

staff component of the bilinguai‘prqgram. The quidelin s - .

. Y . . » q
instructional staff are commensurate with the type of pro;
grams selected. "8 If districts do not have any certifled

bilingual teachers, such as the Lower Kuskokwim School Dis-,

. » . -

trict,'they must train these teachegs to receive, a regular

Y

. , _ _ .
state teaching certificate. -Districts are required to

\

establish a stafﬂ training plan respondlng to £lght qeneraL

objectives, ‘such as "objectives which.are directly related




¢ ‘-
:  l ' ~
to the needs of the students; . . . a design for evaluating.

*

the trainfng."9 Lastly, d%;tricts must establ4ish a career
ladder for its bilingual paraprofessionals through coopera-

pivé agreementsjwith colleges and universities in order to

L]

produce certified teachers who are bilingual or who meet th$

needs of the districts' various bilingual students. This
requires knowledge of teacher certification requirements and
. an assessment as to whether the institute. of higher educa-

- 5 % p ¢ N
tion can deliver these servicescéccordiﬁg to the districts' //

priorities. )

Al

These examples of the state's‘guidelfne requirements

underscore the need for expertise in bilingual education

[y -

program design and operation. Guideline directives are ' B S

ultimately implemented at thé local level, but with few ade-
quately trained implementers at this leved, it is unrealis-
tic to-expect uniform results or, perhaps, any results at

all. Delegation of state authority (in the name of chal

N -

control) “to local "districts places‘é heavy burden on dis-

tricts with little-bilingual expertise.- If(\he state were

I

to provide techqicgi expertise for local program administra:.
tors in areas such as é&aluation; monitoring, and adminis-
fraEion; somewof'the implementation problems would be
resolved, fSimilarly, district administratoéors must recobnize

their:leéaership responsibility by providing adequate sup-

port staff and supervision, i.e., guidance and direction

. . N -

.
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consistent with overall school goals for the local levels.
- Examination of thé Lower Kuskokwim School District's
bilingual- staff may.provide some insight into the problems
assotiated with translating étqte policy into action. The
. ) ‘
director of the bilingual program is a former elementary
school teacher; she is a fluent sbeakﬁr of and literate ig
the Yup'ik language: The director's.role in the implementa-
tion process réquires working wtth parents and commdnities
in different language situations. For ex&hple, program
explanitions and clarifications are:made to many of the Dis-
trict's‘Yup'}k *speaking adviso£§ ;chbol boards qyd parent;
by tHe director. Her training and experience as a local
teacher provides valuable ihs@ght into problems dealing with
teaching and learning in another lanéuage. For instance,
the éirector is able to ?ldrify and explaiﬁ the application

R .
of ‘western cbncepts of instruction to Yup'ik teachers in the

)

Yup'ik languaqe o .

The director works independently as an autonomous unit

in the District admlnistratlon, yet she is often required to
work with other administrative units of thg District. She

assembles nUmerous program elements among the various units

]

in order to' meet locally determined bilingual needs; compet-

ing demands ofteﬁ??equiré~soMe administrative (and nggotiat-
ing) skillks in order to reach an atceptable resolytion, For

example, recognizing the need for additional bilingual pro-

-t
¢

12 Jo
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gram curriculum materials, the ‘director persuaded'the superﬁ
intendent and the regional school Bqard to tak; over the
oper%tions of a Bureau.of Indian Affairs materials.devélop- ‘
- ment center. In another—exaﬁple, the director entered info
a three-pa}ty consortium agreement with two insfitutions of

v ’

higher education in order to deliver lower division and ' -
upper division courses for biiingual staff dev;lopment. THe
agreement was necessary to avoid disputes between the com-
peting institutions® the local community colf%ggﬁgrovidpd
all lower diVi;ion courses,, while an AnChorage-basejh?Tiyéte
-university provi&ed upper division gpﬁrse;.

Other Qilingual staff.at the District central éffice
level in the 1980-1981 school year included two coordinators
who conducted language assessments and literacy training for
bilingual teachers. Both coordinators lack approximately é h
year of college courses te cgpplete their bacheior of arts
requirements. One of thé goordinators has had extensive
experience as a bilingﬁal teacher. Both spend a majority of"
their time traveligg to\the'DistricE's twenty-fouf program
sites. When they are not traveling, they attend to curric-
ulum development tasks, organizing and récording student ‘
assessment files, or other‘tasks assigqed to them by the
ditector. ‘ ‘ ) . : | ;3'
H Af the mfcro-fével of impleﬁ%ntation, the program site.‘ :
hlevei, thére are virtually no cerfified school personnel

N .

~
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children as specified by the state guidelines. Of the ten

3 ) ' 124

- ;
trained to -implement and operate.programs‘for bilingual
sites examiﬂed, only four principals had past administrative
experiencé, and only one principal-teacher had some experiJ
T ‘ ’ ,

ence_in bilingual education. Like other actors in. the - /

implenentetion process, biklingual teachers anq local admin-

-

istratcrs'had limited knowledge of what was required for®

;uccessful program implementation. Bilingual teachers had

the least amount of forhal,education, and none hgﬂ‘ﬁ/teach-
ing'degree or admini§tretive exper%ence; howe,ver they tended
t%‘héve the most experience with bilingual education pro-

grams. _The bilinqual teachers' views of thei_ roles varied ‘ -
widely\based_on their own experience and training.

" It is unrealistic to expect district and local imple-

. [} . — ~

,menters to develop programs with uniform results if the,

N |
guidelines do not guide (program implementation) and the

state provides little technical bilingual expertise. For

the most part, the neceésary experience and .training for

effective bilingual program implementation does not exist.

]
Program implementation at any particular site tends to
. p .
reflect the background, experience, and undersﬂanding\of the
. . *
implementers in that community.

Lastly, the lack of specific guidelines for identifying

and measuring program outcomes makes success oOr faiiure dif-

ficult to determine. The lack of definition for expected *

l

s
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program outcomes avoids conflicts; different actors use dif-

[y

\\ferent standards. Impleménters cannot clearly fail.

Depending on one's interest in the program, its outcome can
be characterized as a success or failure. From the local

+

perspective, the programs are a syccéss, b;cause they )
reflept aspects of communiyy needs and asp?rations; from the
federal-state perspepgive, the clear and uniform outcomes
COntempla;ed by federal criteria (the Lau remedx) aré {oiled
by local implementers.

* The guideliﬁes do not ;learly specify a method for

measuring dverall program success, not to mention each of

the program components (such as the curriculum/instructional

eptions). The guidelines pass this responsibility on to

districts.

/

Each district shall establish a procedure for

evaluating annually the components of its

program as set out in its annual plan of

service. This procedure must include, but i

not necessarily be limited to,” collecting .
- information concerning the pro?ress of stu-

dents enrolled in the program. 0

’ [ 4 B N .
The state kﬁovldes evaluation report forms calling for sta-

“tistical data on student enrollment (according to language ,

category) and staff employed in each program, as'wé}l as
: t

information regarding parent and community involvement,

T

“instructional programs and matérials, staff t?ainlng, stu-

dent progress, and program masagement. Only two questions

: 131 \
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1

" in the entire form suggest any criteria for program measgre-'

ment: after identifying the instruments and methodology

-

used to measure student progress,'the districts are asked:

"What factors do you feel made the greaEest contribution to

-

« . L]
students achieving the objectives. of the instructional com-

ponené? What problems were most influeﬁtia% in p£eventing
students ﬁxeﬁ achie@ing the objectives of the instructional .
F;rogram?"11 While the answers to these questions may be
important for some purpose, they have little evaluative
value. Additional definition ;nd direction is rFquired;
without increased guidance and clear specification for mean-
in;ful evaluation cri;eria, it ;: unreasonable to expect
that any determination of program-succéss will be adequate;
much less uniform. ‘ ’

fhe state distributes a booklet entiéled "8ilingual-
Bicultural Education ériteria for Excellenc;,f which édr-

/
ports to identify "more than thi?ty elements that are char-

acteristic of successful bilingual-bicdltural education pro-
grams." However, one state program officer emphasized that
the Criteria for ‘Excellence are_“not performance standards”

to measure program success -or thplianee, but rather are
intended to identify promising program’practices in Alnga
‘schools: "Districts ¢an see their progress in the programs

and use tHe criteria as a self-evaluation chart tngetermine

areas that need strepgthening . . . riffif}icts can deter-
S P

Al
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mine how they are doing if they want to be nominated'ﬁor
promising practices [in Alaska schools]."12 Districts are

I.still without guidance or clear specification for medningful

.

evaluation criteria. ) Q .

.

From the loc;l»pePSpective, programs were a political
success for. a varlety of reasons. Some include:‘ ;tudents
'can'speak Yup'ik, students can read and write Yup'ik
students like their Yup'ik class, parents and communlty
members are happy that their'langdage and culture are
'recognlzed courses of 1nstruction Thése seif evaluatiéns
are difflcult to challenge, because the qpldelines fa11 to\ ;

adequately define program outcemes or criteria for program:

«

evaluatlon.' Different actors may use deferent standards of

success; as previously statgd,.melementgrs cannot clearly
3 ‘ o ]

fail. There is widespread.disagreement at all levels of the

¥

. .
implementation process as to evaluating program success.’

The guidelines avoid the controversy by avoiding definition .

of program evaluation. From the state'’s perspective,ﬁ"it'ée ‘
[ b4

. ' ’

a matter of districts looking at- their own:evaluation

- o
reports. They need to show some sort of testing and areas
- needing strengtheningw A If kids aren't doing well on
N Y
tests, then we offer éssistancé and try to help determine
- \ E]

either an appropriate test or curricqlum offeang etc."13 ,

b ’

Thug, the state optsafurther out of the controversy

In addition to this omission in the guidelines, the

L]
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matter is further complicated.by.a lack of agreement among

o ¢

policy makers and implementers_on how té\i;rermine a‘suc_
cessful bilingﬁal educatiion program. The\Yack 'of agreement

may be illustrdted by the vague statements of 'the various

a0

multiple purposes“of spate bilingual educat}on\ﬁblicy.
These purposes range from teaching Nap&ve.language and

culture to teaching English as a.Second Language.- Depending

qngpqe's perspective,'bilingual ‘education programs may be or -
may not'be successful. If'one views the program as a
- vehicle for providing supplemental cultural enr.ichment
~activities, then standardized academic achievEment%test

scores may not be~an approprlate way to medsure success: . a

program may not be successful simply ‘because students are
six or more moaths above grade, level as\measuredlby the dis-

.y . »
trict's student achievement testing program. More appropri-

. r

[y
PO

ate criteria might be to consider the extent to which stu-
‘ - - ; *
deats incorporate Yup'ik cultural elements Into their dally

(7
Ll L]

lives or speak pnly Yup'ik'during their Yup'ik class. '

Whereas, if one views the program.as'lear}iﬁb English only,

_then the evaluation criteria may include a standardized

achievement test foor students learning English‘as a Second
Language. ' 2
Until specific and clear evaluation criteria are estab-

4
I

lished or guidance 'is provided, the local view will prc;’

vail: the progrém is & sdccegs, because it reflects aspects

) » \ ' g
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6ﬁ commupity needs and aspirations. The state, in effect,

-

provides local communities with the.oppo tdhity and

’

resources to devélop their own goals and pyiorities. Thus,

the{e i$ no single evaluation yesultf

formance standards to be used by\al
- . , - ¥
lems will continue in determining whether

3

is working successfully. There-will be inconclusive evalu-
) 5 . . '
ations of the state's bilingual education programs., o

*

Chapter VI: .CONCLUSION /U B

~

’
t

As bilingual education pol%cy in Alaska has evolved

through significant changes caused by federal intervention

-

and the "influx of increased sums of money, it itxi?portant

<

to examine :the policy's impaet in terms of itS'implem%htF-
tion. Analysis of the implementation process examines the

programs developed under the policy after its” first five

-

years, identifies the problems ,ncountered, and evaIu}aEes
the policy, as implemented, in.light of these problems.

L

This study 1is -an attémpt,to understand the relationship

between pol}fck.-and its'impleﬁentation.' e ‘
‘Because thesref h'policy emerged as a result of fed-

eral intervention, a bgPef history of the poliéy refofm was

A
W
-y
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school distrifcts, prob-

the state's policy

T
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- state bilingual mandate, and why federal and state policy L
. - ) . ‘

: - , 130

,

r

- Lo
necessary to understand the context in which reform develop-
ments occurred. A review of three competing theories of

-

social policy implementation examined the factors underlying

-

each‘imblemenfat}oq theory. .Lbca} programs were examined to
determinebhow the reform policy was ifiplemented and ta iqe;-
tffy any p;oglems encountered in the implementatiop prbcessﬂ.
. Exanination of local operational programs i?veals es- .
sentialiy tﬂree approackes to implementation, each demon-
strating different roles, goals, values kéf local jimple-
menters), and levels, of support. These differencé; reflect
the divergent and often;contradictorx pexceptions of program
- 3 . |
goals, although the unJ;rlying purpose of each is to main- . |

tain Yup'ik language usage. Each approach responds to the

varied and unique environments of the community and its lan-

t

guage chéracter{stics.

-

"The politics of implemehtation explain why state policy
is predominately implemented.at the local level, why imple-
mentation problems emerge, why there are as many different

. : \

programs as there are ‘communities in the Lower Kuskokwim

-

SchBol District, why the pro@rams‘are i success from the

"ocal viewpoint but fail to implement the expected federal-

makers continue to fund programs they are unable to con-
trol. Essentially, federal officials opted out of any re-

sponsibility for controlljng p&Lisy implementation, and the

~ AN
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state has Jéferreq its authority to local education
agencies.l,O At the local level, implementers adapt progdgram
planp to meet their own-needs and_e;pectations, because
(1) guidelines are Sroad enough for a variety of inter-
;pfe?ations: (2) guidélines contain_inadequate program »
QUI8£QEe’ (3) state official; cannot provide adequate per-
~s'c?nnel or expertf§e on any systematic Ba;}s, and (4) guide-
lines tontain no ;riteria for evaluatiﬂg success or failure.
§ Broad and general program dengn;n@ovides latitude and
flexibility to.teacher;, administrators, anﬁ the community -
to devélop programs according to local needs and goals.
. Local priprities interacting with diverse teacher and admin- “
}strator roles ‘and goals contribut; to local variations.
From the loical perspective, the program is a polifich suc-
cess, because they reflect aspects of community needs and
asﬁirations. §The state proJides the resources Fo communi-
ties to do what }s important to them. From the state-
federal perspective, £he clear and un}form outcomes contem-
plated by federal (the Lau remedy) criteria are not T,
’aqpiéVeq. ' "
The Lower Kuskokwim Séﬁqof District's plan allows and
encourages locai‘ideas, conce}ns, and priorities to emergey

loc%l interpretation of the plan-dominates the dmplementa-,

-

tion process. Although implementers' diverse roles and

.
. ¥

-

goals.may cause inconsistencies with féderal poligy:goals,

’

# 13¢
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v there is little interest in resolwving these inconsistencies -

[y

: or in conforming local goals to.féderal.goals, because local

~-

-agendas and interests are Being'fulfilled in varying de-

+ .- grees. This experience suggests that federal reform\‘ -

. measures intended to produce similar outcomes in a variety

,of community contexts will continue to result in variable

outcomes. . »

V'
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’ EPILOGUE N
Since my on-site investigations were éondﬁcted in the /
Lower "Kuskokwim School District (LKSD), two developments
have occurred that merii reporting. uInvNovemSer 1981; the
state Department of Education conducted a compliance review
of sixteen LKSD program sitesf “The compliance.team consist-
ed ef seven non-Bilingual membérs ,and one bilingu%i program

-

officer.. 'In addition to reviewing the bilipgﬁ:l programs,

c// -

other programs were reviewed sdch as spe01al education,
vocational education; Title I, and Title IX.

The team found.&KSD's biIinguaﬁ’prograh‘to be in non-
complianoe with™state regulations in one area: its procedure
for assessing student language characteristics was incomg
plete. LKSD was in partial compliance in another area: re-
evaluatinq the needs of students ¢fin language category B.

The state reqeesied a plan fozgreassigning\sgudents in lan-

guage caEegory B to another curricelum.and suggested four

areas "which needed strengthening": (1) review of District .
pfocedures for maineenance of complete files_with the var-

ious student language tests and forms, (2) inform nonaYun“ik . -7
teachers of 1anguage assessment and instructional services
for bilingual students, specifically about English as a
Second Language and its methods, (3)-hi$e additional Dis-

trict staff to™control required student data and conduct .

t




.teacher trainingvfdr bBth English and Yup'ik teachers, and

. , o .
(4) consider arrangements with other di§tricts and agencies
’ . - .

regarding materials development and staff training.

» y L

The compliance réporf dealt extensively with proce-
dures, not program goals;,éutcomes, or expenditure of

-

funds. Altfiough the compliance report.was lengthy and de-

»

tailed, it contained little guidance for implementing the

.
+

"areas needing strengthening."

+

Secondly, as a result of the anticipated transfer of
between nine and éieved Bureau of Indidn Affairs schooks to’

. . ’
LKSD during the next school year, a fifty percent increase
in b;lingual services for new s;udentsris expected, primar-
* -~

ily i&,language categories A and B. Iflevents develop

cording to current plaﬁs, a total of twenty Bureau of

Affairs schools will be transferred to thejDistricf

-

1983-1984. Transfer of these students will require don-,

struction of .seventeen _new school B@fldings and hiring of
additional certified teachers and principals. With all

)

':gﬁoéis thén'qnder LKSD's control, school board nembers and
District office staff hope elementary and secondary cur-
. ricula will be more coherent and make transition from one
. school to thé next less confusing and disruptive to thé
student's education ereriencg.

ihe'igcreasing bilingid1 needs projected by the Dis-

trict will not only Impose additional demands for proqgram




guidance and éirecttah, but will require additionai manager -
jal skills. -Given the current implementation problems, the
"increased bilingual program requifements, the lack of guide-'
lines that adequately guide program development, the inﬁuf-
ficiént training and bilingual technical expertise at the
local level, and th inadeLuate state personnel to monitor
or providé expert assistance, implementqtion of the stafe's

bilingual policy will Qggfinue to be a challengipng task.
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Register 69, April 1979 EDUCATION 4-AAC 34.010
~ ' * , 4 AAC 34.040
CHAPTER 34. (1) language assessment and enrollment

BILINGUAL-BICULTURAL EDUCATION

. Section

10. Purpose -
20. (Repealed)
o 30. (Repgaled)
35. Stateaid ’ .o
40. Grant entitlement

50: Identification and assessment of .
language dominance

$8.  Annual plan of service

60. Parent and community involvement -

65. Curriculum/instructional program

70. Materials .

75. Instructional staff .

80. FEvdluation .. i

90. Definitions

4 AAC 34.010n.PURPOSE. The purpose of this
chapter is to ncourage and assist school

districts, in cooperation with local communities,
to meet the special needs of children of limited

English-speaking  ability. The department
believes that providing equal educational
opportunity to these children through the

establishment of bllmgual/blcultural programs of
education will provide more effective use of
both English and the student’s language, foster
more successful secondary and higher education
careers, facilitate the obtaining of employment,
tend to bring about an end to the depreciation
of local culture elements and values by .the
schools, stimulate better communication
betwecn , the community and the schools in
solving cducational problems, effect a positive
student self imagé, allow genuine options for all
students in choosing a way of life, and facilitate
more harmonious relationships between the
student’s culture and the mainstream of society.
(Bff. 12/29/76, Reg. 60; am 1/14/78, Reg. 65)
o _ Authority: AS 14.07.060
AS 14.30.410

- 4 AAC 34.020. SCOPE OF STATE-ASSISTED
PROGRAMS. Repealed 8/15/78.
\.\/
4 AAC. 34.030. GRANT APPLICATION.
Repealed 8/l 5/78.

° 4 A’AC 34.035. STATE éD. (a) A school
distnct is eligible to receive bilingual education
foundation funds under AS 14.17.041(g) when
it has submitted and received depurtment
approval of the following:

RIC | 15

e
C(—w
o
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report required by sec. 50 of this®hapter; and

(2) plan of service required by sec. 55 of tiis

chapter. 1~
N4

(b) The department shall distribute bilingual
education foundation funds based upon the
following student ADM weights for the language
dominance categories defined in"sec. 50(a) of
this chapter:

- " A
Weighted ADM
Category Students Inctuded Per Student
A All. 1
B Al 1
- C those whose achievement levels meet 2

the requirements of sec. 55(e)(2)
of this chapter; .

D those whose achievement levels meet 2
the requirements of sec. 55(e)(2)
of this chapter;

[ R

those whose achievement levels meet A
the requirements of sec. 55(¢)(2)
of this chapter.

L ) .
(c) Astiident may be counted in membership

'for bilingual education foundation 'funtjl,nn

starting on the first day he receives sefvices
appropriate to his language gategory.

(d) Under requests for proposals issued by the
department, districtg_are also eligible to apply
for funds wunder the provisions of AS
14.30.410(a). The commissioner may award
grants to fund .in whole or in part those
proposals whiek are determined to be the best
submitted according to the evaluative criteria set
out in the regueét for proposals. (Eff. 8/15/78,
Reg. 67) p
Authority: AS 14.07.060

AS 14.17.041(g)
AS 1430410

4 AAC 34.0-&. GRANT ENTITLEMENT. The -
commissioner shall consider the following in
making grants to school districts:

(1Y his evaluation of the program plan
subtnittéd under sec. 30 of this chapter. ranked
in the following program priority order:

*
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(A) programs directed to monolingual
speakers of a language other than English;

(B) programs directed to bilingual
speakers whose proficiency in the language in
which instruction is givernr is not sufficient for
instructional pur_pbses;

s ;-

+(2) numbers of studentg in each program
priority; L. '

(3) relevant cost factors in serving variable

numbers of students in

the same language
program priority; and -

»

4 AAC34.050

under (a) and (b) of this section shall consist of
the following:

1 lnfor{nxng parents through »\orkshops‘
publlc meetings ¢ .or public announcements of the

‘ purpose and 1mp05t(:mce of thh the asséssment

procedure  and “-fhe - development .of
bxhngual/blcultural programs and of they
necessity for completc and accurate data on the
parent questionnadire, and how to complete the
questionnaire which they will be asked to

complcte' . *. -

-—

(2) selecting, onentmo and tt‘raxmng quahﬁed

.+ persons to _administer the aslessment
(4) program costs related to the amount of instruments and evaluate the results;
special instruction required based on the needs ..
of identified students. (Eff. 12/29/76, Reg. 60) ° 13) providing & parent questionnaire,

_Authority: AS 14.07.060
AS 14.30.410

4 AA&G 34.050. IDENTIFICATION AND
ASSESSMENT OF LANGUAGE DOMINANCE.
(a) Before December 1, 1977, each school
district shall carry out an {dentification and
asgessment of language dominance for the
purpose of categorizing eafh student in° the
district in one of the following: > -
“Definition

students who speak a language othcr
than English exclusively; 5

B students who speak mostly a language

Category
‘A

other than English, but also speak

some English;

C students who speak a languaﬂe othér ‘students not iritially identified as being category
than Enghsh and English with equal , F under (3) of this subsection. Based on ‘the
ease;; - . Jfesults of this jnstrument and the parent .

+ D students who speak mostly English
but also speak a language other than

* returned.

reviewed and accepted by the department, to
the parents or guardians of each. student and
assuring that the questionnaire is completcd and
If the results of the parent
questionnaire clearly indicatesa category F
student and if the student’s tea or teachers

. agree ,that the child is not in catcgories A

through E, the district may identify that student
as being in category.F and need not carry out
the remaining stepSf'f the assessment process as
to that student;

(4) using a”  language observatnon
questxonnalre, reviewed and ccepted by the
department and conducted by a person who is
bilingual in the student’s hdme or primary °
Ianouaoe which+is other than English, for all

questionnaire, a student shall be tentatively
identified as being in ¢ne of the 'six categories

English; . set aut in (a) of this section;

E students ° who  speak  Erglish : .
exclusively but avhose manner of (5) administering ~’a  language assessment
speaking reflects; the grammatical instrument, which has been reviewed and

structure of another hnomoe, oo
F students who speak » English
exclusively but do not fit category E.

‘(b) Following the. initial assesSiment made
under (a) of this section, districts shall identify
andassess all students new to the district within
30 days of their enrollment in school.

(c) The identification and asscssiment process

ERIC

-student shall

accepted- by the‘dep:u;tment, to all students
tentatively identified under (4) ~of this
‘subsection as being in categories A through D.
Following administration of this instrument, the
be identified as being in that
category which reflects the lIcast degree of
English facility as cstablished by the three
assessment instruncnts; .
. (6) reviewing the results of

the parent

4244 . -
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questionnaire and  language  observation chapter. The commissioner may grant a

questionnaire * for those students tengajively
identified under (4) of this'subsection a§ being
in categores ‘E .and F and modifying those
results as necessary with systematic or prior
observation by the staff of the ‘students’ school
and identifying those students as bemg in either
category Eor F. ]

(d) Each district shall submit to the
department, no later than December 1,'1977,
for the initial assessment required under (a) of

this section and by November I, of each,

subsequent year, a compilation ahd analysis of
ltS assessment data. (Eff 1/14/78, Reg. 63)

"Authority: AS 14.07.060" -

AS 14.30.410

4 AAC 34.055. ANNUAL PLAN OF
SERVICE, (a) Each district with a school
attended by eight or more category.A through D
students who spgak the: same language "other
than English or eight or more category E
students for whom an educational program is
required“under (e) of this section shall file with
the department by March 15 of each’ school

year, a plan of educational service whrch,

complies with the provisions of secs: 60 — 80 of
To be eligible for bilingual
education feundation funds under AS
14.17.041(g), 'a district must file a plan of
service for one or more weighted ADM.

°

(b) The plan of service required under (a) of

this section must contain the following: ¢
(1) a parent community -involvement
component; . ’ .

(2) a cun-iculum'/instruction:ﬁ component;
(3) a materials development componen/

onent;

o ¢

(4) a staff development &
(5) a description of th¢ district’s process for
implementing and  coordinating the plan of
service;

(6). an evaluation con{ponent

(c) A drstnct may request varinees froni. the
bilingual/bicultural education = program
requirements set out in secs. 60 — 80 of this

opportunity,

requested variance upon _a showing by the

district oWram. feasibility and that the
proposal promdses to provide equal education

(d) Upon filing of. a plan of service, the
department wilt review it.and either approve it

* or return it for necessary modifications within

60 days of it§ receipt. “Upon approval by the
depart ent the dxstnct shall 1mplement its plan.

(e) Appropnate programs must be provided to
the following students: —
(1) all studerits in categories A and B;
L4
(2) those students in cate'gories €, Dand E
whose overall achievement isat or below
7

(A) minus one standard devratron on a
normed test; or

(B) one vyéar below ~grade lével ds
measured by the district’s ongoing student
achievement testing program.

(ﬁ A district, may, at its option, provide
programs to students who are, not mcluded in (e)
of this section. .

(g) A disttict may meet the educational neefis
of category E students described in (e)(2) of this
section through nonbilingual programs of
instruction which it provides generally to its
dnderachieving studerts.' However, the plan of
service required by this section must identify
and describe those programs. ” N

hY

(h) Districts may comply with the
requrre'ments of secs. 60 — 80 of this chapter by
a phased-in process designed to accomplish full
implementation of those requirements by tife
end-of the 197821979 school year. The phase-in
must at least meet-the following time frames: ~
community

(1) initiation of appropriate

.involvement activitics under sec. 60 of this

chapter by the end of the first semester of the
1977-19%8 school year;
“ . . s
(2) significant progress toward establishing
appropriate curricula under sec. 65 of this
chapter, with particular emphasis on providing
)
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programs to students in categories A and B'
1dcnt1fymg instructional * materials netessary
under sec. 70 of this chapter, and recruitment
and training of instructiorial st3ff under sec. 75
of this chapter by the close of the 1977-78
school year; and

(3) submission of the district’s initial plan of
service under this section by March 15, 1978.
(EfY. 1/14/78, Reg. 65; am 8/15/78, Reg. 67)

Authonty -AS 14.07.060

-

T ’ —_— . -A81430410

4 AAC 34.060. PARENT AND‘COMMUNITY
INVOLVEMENT., (a) Distriets shall provide for

the direct - involvement® of the parents’, ‘of |

bilingual/bicultural students and other membeys
*of the community in the initial development and-
subsequent evaluation and improvement of the-
program, including providing sufficient
information and allowing adequate time for the
parents to review and discuss all aspects of the
program with responsible district personnel.

(b) Districts shall conduct an informational

program for. parents Of students and other
members of the community in each language
group for which a program is A will be
conducted. This program includes notices in
abpropnate media and languages as well as
community meetings. (Eff. 1/14/78, Reg..65)

a Authority: AS 14.07.060
AS 14.30.410
4 AAC 34.065. ICULUM/INSTRUC-

TIONAL PROGRAM. (a) Unless a variance has
been approved by the commissioner under sec.
55(b) of this chapter, the curriculum of the
district must include, for' each category of
student for whom a program must be provided
under scc. 55(e) of this,chapter, one or more of
the following options:

(1) category A and B s&udents at the pnmary,‘

and intecrinediate level

(A) a bllmgual/blcultural curriculum; .

(B) a’
. curriculum;

transitional  bilingual/bicultural

(2) category A and B students at the
secondary level .

e ke 4246

it~
4 AAC 34.055
- © 4 AAC34.065
(A) a bilingual/bicultural curriculum;
(B) a . transitional bilingual/bicultural
curricplum’; .

=

(C) a- hlgh intensity language training
cufriculum;

/7
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-
(3) category C and D students at all levels

(A) a bilingual/bicultural curriculum:

(B) an English as a second lanauage

curriculum;

(C) a supplemental English skill and

fconcept development curriculum; ¢
P 4

(D) a language other than English as a
second language curriculum;

(4) category E students at all levels

(A) an English as a second language
curriculum;

(B) a supplémental English skill and
concept development curriculum; '

(C) a language other than English as a

second l%nguage curriculum.
(b) The district plan must also proyide a
process }for reevaluating the needs of each

student in the-program on an on-going basis with*

reassignment to anofher curriculum or
individualizing ‘of instruction occurring ‘as
necessary to assure appropriate educational
services. ’ '

(c) At the request of a student’s parent or
guardian and if the requested alternative
program is feasonably available, the district shall
place” the student in its regular program for
'nonbilingual students or in a level of the
bilingual program with less non-English emphasis
than that called for by the student’s assessment
category.

(d) For bilingual/bicultural students in schools
with fewer than eight students in one or mere of
the categories A through E for whom a program
must be provided. under sec. 55(e) of this
chapter, districts “shall either provide a
curriculum as set out in {a) of this sectiop or it
shall individually meet the needs of each of
those students by means of one-to-one tutoring
and assistance. . .

(¢) Asused in this section .-

(1) a “bilingual/bicultural cufriculugn" means

.

EDUCATION
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4 AAC 34.065

<

. a program of instruction which makes use of a

student’s language other than English and
cultural factors and maintains and develops the
student’s skills in that language and culture.
Additionally, it introduces, develops and
maintains all the’ necessary English skills for the
student to function successfully in English. The
language other than English instructién may
vary from bemg in the language arts of the
“language other than English to being in all
discipline ' areas, with the appropriate
combination of language other than English and
English instruction determined by the district in
conjunction with the parents of its bilingual
students; .
(2) a ‘‘transitional blhngual/bxcultural
curriculum” means a program  of mstructlon
which makes use of a student’s language other
than English and cultural factors in mstructlon
-only until the student is. ready to partict
effectively in the English language cumculum of
the regular s¢hool program. Once this occurs.

further instruction in the language other_than -

English is discontinued. Until the student is

.ready to participate effectively in the English

language curriculum of the regular school
program, instruction inl the language arts of the
language other than English is provided, and
English is taught as a second language;

(3) an “English as a second language
curriculum” means a program of instruction
which teaches English as a second language, has
culturally relevant material in its curriculum,

and provides instruction in other subject matter
in English; .

(4) 2 “high - intensity language training
curriculum” means a program of instruction
which gives a student intensive mstructxon in
English until that student is ready to partxcxpate
effectively in the English language curriculuni of

.the regular school program, with the student

working exclusively on acquisition of English
language skills. Following acquisition of those
skillsmethe student is phased into the same
curriculum ‘as that provided to the district’s

_nonbilingual students.

v (5) a“‘supplemental Englisisgkill and concept
development curriculum’ means a program of
instruction in which the instructional content
and methods address the language interferencc

2

4-24.7 .
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needs of students by appropriately plan to train or othe;rwise secure certiﬁ::ated

supplementing the curriculum. provided to the
district’s nonbilingual students?

(6) a “language other than English as a
second language curriculum® means a program
of instruction which teaches the student’s
language other than English as a second
language. At the primary level emphasis is/on
otal lanuua@klll development. At ‘“he
intermediate and secondary levels, language
literacy instruction would begin after oral skills
are learned. Instruction in other subject matter
®conducted in English. At all levels, a special
effort is made to maximally incorporate the
student’s non-English culture into the
curriculum. (Eff [/14/78, Reg. 65)

Authority: AS 14.07.060
AS 14.30.410

4 AAC 34.070. MATERIALS, (a) A district
shall provide adequate instructional materials to
support and achieve the goals of the
instructional programs selected under sec. 65 of
this chapter. s

(b) If adequate materials are not available, the
district shall establish an action plan for
developing or otherwise securing” needed
materials. The district plan should involve
classroom teachers, individuals who, are native to
the language other than English and culture for
which the materials are to be developed and

_linguists in the development and review of

materials so as to assure that the materials are .

educationally and linguistically sound and that
they are an accurate reflection of the
appropriate language and culture. (Eff. 1/14/78,
Reg. 65)

Authority: AS 14.07.060

R ' AS 14.30410

4 AAC34.075. INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF. (a)
Districts shall insure that the skills of their

instructional staff are commcnsurate with the ’

ty pe of programs selected. .

(b) If regularly certificated (Type A) teachers
appropriately ‘bilingual “cannot be
obtained, bilingual instructors may be used to
implement the prograin. However, if bilingual
instructors are used

district shall implement' an action

¥

)] .t,he
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(Type A) teachers who are bilingual in other
than English languages for which the district
offers its program; and

(2) the district shall assure that the sajaries of ’

its bilingual instructors are commensurate with
the level of responsibilities and duties performed
by them and with thexr training and experience.

(c) Nothmg in (b) of this section limits a
district’s authority to require, as a condition of
continued employment, that a bilingual
instructor enter into a formal program of
training which leads to a Type A Cf':’rtiﬁcate,.

(d) Each district shall develop a staff training
plan for all bilingual program instructional
personnel, both permanent and temporary.
which includes, but is not necessarily limited to,
the followifng:

(1) objectives which are directly related to
the needs of thAe students;

(2) methods by which those objectives can be
reached;

(3) methods for seclecting teachers,
paraprofessionals, and potential teachers for
training; * <N

(4) the names of -individuals who will

conduct training;

A

(5) the location of the training;

~
&~

(6) content of the #raining, including as one
element linguistic/cultural familiarity with the
studénts’ background;

M a design for evaluating the training; and

(8) a proposéd time frame for carrying out
the training plan.

(e) As part of the plan of service required
under sec. 55 of this chapter, each district shall
set out specific rgeruitment and selection
processes “for its bilingual program staff and shall
establish, through cooperative agreements with
institutions of higher education, and make
available a career ladder for its bilingual
paraprofessionals which leads to regular (Type
A) certification.
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(f) The student- to-staff ratio for the district’s
bilingual’ program may not be higher than the
overall student-to-staff ratio for the district.
(EfT. l/l4/78 Reg. 65)

’ Authority: AS 14.07.060
AS 14.30.410

4 AAC 34.080. EVALUATION. Each district
shall establish a procedure for evaluating
annually the components of its program as set
out in its annual plan of service. This procedure

" must include, but not necessarily be limited to,
collecting information concerning the progress
- of 'students enrolled in the program. An
evaluation report of the bilingual-bicultural
program must be submitted to the department

by June 30 of each year. (Eff. 1/14/78, Reg. 65;
am 8/15/78, Reg. 67) )

' Authority: AS 14.07.060

AS14.30.410

« 4 AAC 34.090. DEFINITIONS. As u:sed in this
chdpter and AS 14.30.400 and 14.30.410, usiless
the context otherwise requires

¢)) “commnsspner means the commissioner
of education; .

(2) “children of limited English-speaking
ability” means both children born in the United
. States and children not born in the United
States who have .difficulty performing ordinary
classwork in English due to an interference with
their English comprehension by a language other .
than English;

(3) “bilingual-Yfcultural education program”
| -means an organiZed program of instruction in
elementary or secondary education which is
designed for-children of limited English-speaking a
ability, uses English, the child’s primary
languace, or both ®as a2 means of instruction,
allows childfen to progress effectively through
the educational system, and which may include
elements of the culture inherent in the language;

(4) “department” means the department of |
education;

(5) “school district” .mcans both city and
borough  school- districts  and regional

educational attcndance arcas;

EDUCATION

12a

4 AAC 34.075
4 AAC 34.090

(6) ‘‘school whick is attcnded by at least
eight pupils’” means, either an elementary school
or a secondary schodl with eight or more pupils
moregular daily attendance (Eff. 12/29/76, Reg.
60) «

\\ . \
v
- f

i

Authority: AS 14.07.060
AS14.30.410
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