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school teachers in Alaska. and the cont1guous -48 states. '

‘fields other: than education, in managerial and clerical or sales capacities.
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Rural Teachers and Gommunity'Schools:in Alaska

f e P

in spr1ng 1982 we asked a razﬁom samp1e of rurél Alaska téachers ' to
describe . local fehool operations from their perspect1ve. The ‘purpose was to -
collect inférmatiop about local schooling, as part~pf a three-year study Yof -
”Decentrallzed Educatlon in Rudral Alaska," funded by - the Natlonal Institute of
Education. s : ‘ . _ s
- We samp1ed’random1y one ‘teacher from each. rural school, and sent teachers
a survey by mail with questions on_a wide range of topids. Nearly 97 percent
of teachers in the sample answered our questions, and many 'did so in consider-

‘able” detail. We report on five topics covered in the survey: the background of
. rural teachers, teacher—commun1ty relationships, school social climate, teach-

ers' roles in school governance, 'and teachers' evaluations °of rural school
conditions. ' : -

A Descr1pt1ve Profile of Rural . Teachers

In persona1 ‘characteristics, Alaska's. rural teachers resemble teachers
elsewhere - in the U.S. They are much different from most rural Alaska ‘residents.
In allocation of time, Alaska's rural teachers also appear to resemb1e urban:

o

v Background Character1st1cs. Teachers we -sampled are from 23 to 63 years'
of age, and the average teacher is 33 years old. An overwhelmlng majority--91
percent--are 'Caucasiansj; 3 percent are . Alaska Natives, like the majority of

the rural popu1at10n. Sllghtly more women (55 percent) than men teach in rura1
schools. . : - _ L : v i :

2 S
A . Toe .

Few rural educators have taught more than 20 years. Most are still
relatively new to teaching, and. the average. number of years' experience is
seven. A small minority have -  spent fiuch t1me, at the schoff where they
currently teach: 55 percent had taught there less than two, years, and only 15
percent had taught at the same school for more than seven years. 0 :
: . &4 oo

Few respondents repopted: they had held jobs -in  education other than
classroom teaching., Of the]':(:.;:;L the largest number worked as teachers' aides, or:
in administration, coord1natlon ‘and counselling. Mdst had some experience in .

~
-

Rural Alaska feachers are newcomers to Alagka and to rural regions in
compar1son ‘to most residents. Four percent (13) were born in the state, arfd.r
only. 5 percent (16) . took their baccalaureate degrees in Alaska. The largest.

number graduated from Pac1f1c coast, inter-montane, and northeérn states—=~
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Oregoﬁ, Washington, ‘California, Colorado, Maine, and Minnesota. In extent -of

- education and in degree field, rural Alaska teachers are not greatly different

from other U.S. teachers. | TN : . 7

»

Teachers have lived in rural Alaska an avérage'of three years. Howéver, a

" majority- (57 percdent) have woTked in non-Anglo ‘cultures, including. Native ..

American. communities outside Alaska, minority Blagk and Wispanic ‘communitié€s.

‘Figure 1. TIME USE IN RURAL FILFISKHN,SCHOUL’S '(N=._7‘_97l.

A

Thus, many new teachers have training relevant to their' rural ’Alaska experience.”

’ . ‘ . | S ) . o '-]' .
Allocation of Time. We asked rural teachers how -they divided their time -
among various tasks. Generally, self-reports are not the -best way to measure’
job activity. But we had the chance to observe teachers in 29 communities in
1982. These gEfervations tended ‘to confirm what teachers had to say: -

.

Classroom instruction was the area of. greatest aCELVity,jwitg the average
teacher spending approximately 30 hours in class during the:-typical week.
Planning for.classes, .record keeping, and similar tasks absorbed approximately
10 hours of the  average teacher's  time.xSupervising teachers' aides and
classified staff was ‘less time consuming, taking four hours of the typical
week’. Meeting.pafénts to discuss students' progress "took an -hour a week on the
average. Other activities--administrative duties, counselling, program develop-
memt, maintenance concerns, meetings with boards and committees--were mentioned
by less than 10 percent of the. rejpondents (se€ Figure 1). School' size and
teacher tenure seemed to have little impact on how rural teachers. allocated
their’ti@é, But pdgition of reéﬁéﬁdent did make a differenceL Thirty-five of
the members of the sample were: from one—tgaqhér schools,v‘qnd they had

,adm%nistrative duties as principal-teachers. Y -
el as P ; :
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Teachers' Community Relationships Cx

 In most rural- Alaska communities,” teachers are an ethnic minority.
Whether; they adapt to the community is thus a matter of.local and statewide
concern, and dt influences ‘piblic policy deliberations “on®education. Two sets

of questions on- the survey prOV1ded ‘information on the - linkages betwee_y

" ‘teachers and communitiesi. direct contacts with parents related to ‘the/school,

§
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and teachers' commun1ty activities. In general the dita presenb two p1ctures
of teacher—community relationships.  About half of -the teachers are tightly

connected to parents and communityj;. the other half are’ loosefy conneCted to

(and in some cases estranged from) the communlty.
-7

Three fourths of the teachers in the sample reported they‘k"new all ‘the.

parents of their students, while a very small number (3 percent) reported they
knew only "a few.'" New teachers .and those in 17rge, schools were far less
likely to know all or- most /parents than were’ veteran "and sma11 school
teachers. [We defined "new' teachers as those who have taught one year or less
i the community. One third of ,the respondents fit this deij]mltlon in the 1982
survey.) - , , ) we 0 owi S s

R

Nearly two-thirds of the teachers said they '\;We'i'e Yinvited ' to parents'
homes on at least a monthly basis (qnly 20 percent wore” 1nviJ:ed once a year or
"less) and that they in turn inviteg parents into théir own homes at the same
' rate of frequency. Nearly. three fourths .df the -teachers indicated that they
would. feel welcome in the’ ‘homes of parents or community members. (As was
expected, teachers in .larger communities were less likely td" emgage in this
socializing than small v111\age teachers.) These ‘are indications of frequent’
parent-teacher, co tacts, and.of some community acceptance of teachers——wh1ch
one would expect in the small commun1t1es that typ1fy rural Alaska school s1tes.

Teachers had somewhat fewer contacts with parents d1rect1y re1ated to
student progress in schqol. They reported that a majority of parents attended
* most or all pagent-teacher conferences; however, 15 percent said that few
parents attended. (Parents whose children atpgnded Yarge rural schcols were
less 11ke1y to attend, in thg view of teac;!fers.) And, _teachers. said that

parents were not very likely to .visit ‘them, -at their initiative, to discuss’
students' grades, homework, or otHer ‘problefis. A majority "indicated that such,
‘visits occurred once .a year-or less. ReGponses to other questions on the .
survey. suggested that® these d1rected/\¥ tacts might be sufficient. A slight

maJorlty (52 percent), includlng more ‘- €lementary than aec ndary school teach- -

ers, do not assign homework; -and slightly ‘oyer one-=third (39 pekcent) reported,
that special heﬁlp sessions for students are fused once a week or more. )

The” community 'schoel ts ‘the premner social’ organlzatlon in many'rural
Alaska places, and teachers' 'on-the-job activity puts them in contact with

most community adults.  Teacher activity is not limited to the- ‘school during

‘classroom hours, however. Several indirect measures “provided additional informa-
tion' on teacher-community relations. Table 1 reports on fhe community activi-

ties in which teachers participate: o RS
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“Tab‘le 1: Percentidge of Teachers Participating "Oftép" In...

Act"ivitz s : ' N N . Percentage L
Huntlng, f"15h1ng, trapping - : o 28 % . :
L ‘Show machlnalng, skiing; boatlng, flylng a1rp1anes 45 s ‘
.Local" arts and crafts . . Y B o k2
" z&/lSLELng with other teachers T ‘ 9 °
'Visiting with communlty members L . L e 46T - .
. Attending local 'schadl board/cormittee meetmg L T
"Attending affer-school activities = . : . 53 e v
Attend g.other regular community events - : ‘,3'3 \:2) N

Responses to additional’ questlons revealed t‘ﬁat p rcent of teachers part1c1-—
tpated in church- groups and 43 percent in sports teaps. There were d1fferences
1n respomses based or gender of t,eacher, size communlty, and number of

,' year,s the teacher had taught in the school. .

. :l\. . ’
S -3

: N e .
Weoe

IS » . . ] .

[ 155 N ©
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/'It is evident that a substantial ,,number * of- teacher@are invoivéd in
-activities important Jo rural Alaskans. However, no ‘more. than 53, percent
"engaged in any commym/tty activity. Another ‘qu stlon on t__hf: survey “allowed\ius
to test teack\ers' comm1tment to the conﬁhun1t1es in which they live. and’ wo
We asked how ‘many’. summers’ teachers had’ spent *in the community since they began
teaching efe.,One half (including most of the new teachers) had ‘not, lived in,

- 4

' the community over the summer. . L , ¢ Lt

: . : T / ' ’ PRI r o | g%].'
; ,/ “In general terms, rural teachers havé links -to parents 'and communlty
: }\Iljts .arising from school act1v/1t1es and fu%pt.xons\(‘ About one-half have ‘
‘ ng -communitly roots and are strongly partic atofy--even in’ villages with
fewer than**100 res1dents ‘that are -ethnically different from the teacher and
other ‘school personne], The othér rural teachers are not permanent, members of -
.their communities. This is pa(rtly exp1a1ned by the high ‘turnover. rate of
tee chers > in rural schools and, as mentloned teachers -are an etihnlc m1nority
“in“most rura1 places, and opportun1t1es for their commuguty 1nvolvement are~

p 11m1ted. Sl o ) S o Yoo

4, "

3 ) 1 . 5 . , , ' . ./l ‘\ Pv’
School Soc1a1 Cl1mate - - ‘

school ~on educat1ona1 atfhlevement, part1cu1ar1y in -sitbations involv1ng minor— .

1ty Amerlcaﬁis, we. asked teachers a series of - questld'ns regardmg the chmaté;
~ of expectatlons in their schools. In general, we found expectgtions to be
. moderately high, with some s1gn1§f.1cant exceptlons. R //'",\‘ s ,; yf—*

‘e < ,'/,7 - 1

~i s A majority. of teachers fe1t that 90 petcent or more: of their “students .
! would graduate from high school, and they thought that pa;:ents too held this.
" view, However, a clear majority. (58 percent) thought that? fewer - than one-third -
of »the students would as:tend college. And a comparable percentage (52 percent)

v -t ) ‘ _ ¢ .
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thought fewer than one- third of the students wouldsattiyé a two-year degree or
vocational training program. Teachers were pessimisti about the ability of
students from their "schools to complete college or other post-secondary
programs: 81, percerit thought fewer than one-third would graduate from college,
and 63 percent thought fewer than one-third would complete other post-sécondary
‘programs. Teachers' wiews were cons1stent w1th their percept1ons of parents'
'expectations on complet1on of posf—secondary work : .
‘ p .

A large number of :Alaska’ s“rural schools have Native maJority populations,
where 81 to 100 percent of the jtudents are Alaska’ Natives. (Three-fourths of °
the schools with ‘fewer than 50 students have Native majorities. ){Iqachers in
these schools had muéh: lowe expectations regarding students' ‘potential college
'Ettendance and graduation,/ For example, 75 percent of teachers .in Native

ajority schools, contrasfed to I37qbercent of teachers in Calicasian majority:
_ ols, expected that lass than 10 percent of the1r students would attend
college. ., : . ] L
) s " : ) : B ~‘. . : T -~ .7’ B s
» Thus, while rural teachers think completio of h1gh school is ‘a ,very
realigtic goal, for most rural -youth, they think college matriculation and -
graduation is not a reasonable goal for most students. Nevertheless, teachers
held favorable vieys. . concerning the academic ability and achievement = of.
students if" their schools. Nearly three-fourths thought most students’ were
capable. of getting good grades. A majority thought acddemic ability in théir
schools was the same or someahat higher- than in other~ schools Jin the nation
(but 40 percent thought ability was somewhat or much lower). Nearly 60 percent
thought student school achievement and learning were. average or better thamw“
average as compared to otjer schodls ‘in . the nation. (Néw teachers were:
slightly less favorable in this rESpect than veteran teachers) ) And a whopping
95 percent thought théir school could be at least average \(and' 22 percent °
thought "among the ‘best™) with ‘regard to student school. kchievement and
'learning. ‘Teachers gf larger schools were more favorable in tHeir evaluations
than those of. small schools on -this 1nt.‘And .teachers of schools w1thrmostly
Native studenté}were less favoxvable.,éi(> : L

.

S - : ! ) o <f '

-
M - R - -

When asked abput student achievement potential in relation to national
educational ’ norms, tedchers' ‘views were somewhat less positive. A maJority (56
percent) expected. achiévement at or above national norms, but 26 percent,
thoyght performance would “be sl%ghtly below (and 14 /percent much. below)
national norms. We /suspect these negative readings were’ shaped by knowledge of
ach1evement test ta. Finally, ‘only 22 percent of the sample of 'teachers
believed that 100 percent of the students in their school would” be capable of -
reading . English prof1cient1y by the end of "high school (a maJor1ty——51 N
percent—~thought 90 percent or more?of the students would graduate from h1gh//
‘school wﬁfh this ability.)

°

'scores of- rural uth ‘and some- amb1va&ence about the educational prospects of
rural stjydents and schools.: Teachers expect students to.do.well _in high school
and ‘'to graduate ‘from it; but they do npt expect most of- their students to
‘tontinue schooling beyond h1gh school, (Teachers are aware of the resistarnce .
to post-secondary 'in many ‘rural placeS? Tor this. triin1ng often removes
village youth from the communlty ) Teac ers “do not. find the1r student Jand

These v1ews§ of teachers Ireflect both knowledge of standardized test
0

- .
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schools greatly gifferent from other students and school$ in the U.St.Tethefs‘ -
views also embofly a degree of -contradiction: they do not expect students to
achievé above national 'norhs (an indicationx_of which is commentary about
reading proficiency in English),. but «they aré strongly positive regarding the
poteritial of their school for excéllence. . : : -

@ ’ ) - \ ’ ) . r

\ ’ . ’ B . ) -

Teachers in the Governance of Alaska's Rural Schools .
7 ‘ 3 ' ~

Teachers are'prominent'figures;in'small rural communities} and we would
expect them to be highly involved actors  in. rural schools | and ~sensitive
‘observers -of school governance processes. The questions we asked were attempts
to assess first the extent to which teachers Earticigated in important school
functions, and* second the degree of influence. teachers had, conpared-’ to

principals, superiptendents, and school boards.

BNl

‘Participation. The important activities in which teachers may be engaged.
range from hiring personnel, setting tfhe calendar, deciding on textbooks and
courses to deciding how the school building will be used and what behavior ‘is
appropriate in’ it. We asked teachers to compare their participation-in these

_functional areas f£o, that of six other actors: principals, students, parents,
local boards (advisory school "boards or community school committees), district
“superintendents, and, district board members. Table 2 on the following . page-
summarizes, the responses of the sample of teachers, comparing their answers to
those of principals in a 1981 survey. ’ ‘

There is a moderately. high measure of agreement. in’ the responses of
teachers and principals. In roughly four of ‘ five cases, ‘the percentage
evaluations of parnibipation. are nearly the same.. The general trend of the
responses'is clear too: teachers  participate actively in fewer areas: than' do
principals, superintendents, and district board members. However, .in five of

/'-the functional areas,’ a majority of respondents thought teachers played a very
_activé part: developing the school calendar, selecting textbooks, proposing
new courses, formally evaluating school programs, and . defining . acceptable
student behavior. ¢And in _two’ of these areas—-text selection and proposing

courses—-respondents thought teachers were more’ active . than any othér ' school
actor. - : - R .

The evaluations of teachers appeared to be shaped by their tenure and -
setting. For example, new teachers were more inclined than .veteran teachers to
regard local actors as strong participants. Teachers in small schools- (most of
which have Native majority'populétions)‘weré~far_mOre likely than ‘teachers in
1arger'sﬁhbols»tq see local actors as significant participants in all school -
governfent processes. . Their viewg f the activity ?E/parents and local boards
were much more favorable. . . o ’

’

i Teachers 'thought - their own involvement was limited to areas of their

. expertise. Their opinion was that principals and superintendents were far . more
active, . general agents of scHool government. This, view was reiterated in
teachers' .comments on influence of actors in school government.

.
-
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 Table2, . ~- Partieipation in Local School Qperations, Rural Alaska
X '!‘7' ‘A ‘(\ 4 | < A ) . ' ‘ . ' .
\"A [[
© Pumction - . - Percentage of RuralTeachers*(Principalsf Believing ... PartIcipates R

) ._ S ; } ; . - ‘ A ‘ S ’ R
o Principal Teachers © Students - ‘Parents JASB/CSC Supt. . - Dist. Bd.

1. Hiring principais,ﬁv R . S f: - \ A
teachers. - Wy o 1-0) Q) lz (16) , 33 (4%2 91 (93) 66 (71)
42Lﬂm;mgoﬂmrsdmd o S . K | o - |
C persqnnel 68 (89) . ; 15 (12) L(2) - 15(l0) 48 (49) 59 (38) ! (622“
"3, Developing the school '  :' . ; | | R 1' , |
calendar 6 (8) - 62(7) 15 (29) % (44) 55 (61) 52 (57) . 49 (8)
4 Selecthg texchooks 65 (60 B 5D m@w o0y %@ w00
'\1";,"' ' . ~ ‘\ . . ?— - ‘ ‘
5. Proposing new o A . R | |
courses 790) 8k (86) (W) (%) 41{ (55) 53 (6)) - 43 (53)
3 ' ' e T . ‘
6o Formally evaluating | | I o B
- school programs | 76 (87) 55 (55) 16 (20) 23(29) 32 (43) - 68 (81) 4L (49)
| 7. Planning school o o Y ' --> ,‘ | o “ .
© budget " 73 (80) (V) RN () 13 (19). -41449) 78 (84) 60 (63) /
) ' - ‘. A ‘ . "

L 8. Defining acceptable L o : ,
student behavior 87.(93y 8k (83) . 41 (50) 4 (50) 48‘556) 42 (50). * 39 (51)

| 9, 'Defining c0mmun§ty‘ a R \\‘ o s o
- use of facilities 82 (86) 35 (29)  16.(18) 43 (38) 32 (60) - 48 (56)’ 45 (51)

[}
\
! A

- 10, ’Détermining locai ; : ' | 7 | L o B
construction needs 66 (78) . 33 (39) - 12 (11) 41 (43) 51”(55)5 77 (84) - 66 (71)

1. Prop*sing ne I o e - 3
- school facilities 66 (72) 40 (35) } 16 (15): © 43 (A1) 5L (56) ' 79°(84)" 63 (72)

]j[{j}: **Dfawn from responses EO the Teacher Survey, 1982; N=304 | S T
"”““Sr“ Responses to the Principal Snrvey, 1981 N=315 Responses from pr1ncipals are 1n pifentheses. ‘ _1{} s

o
. |
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Influence. Table~3 presents data on eight of the 11 funct1ona1 areas, and °

in each indicates views of teachers (and pr1n¢1pa1s) regarding -who is the most.
1nf1uentia1 actor. - - , , : ~ y

N

. . . LY .
Table 3: Percentage of Rural Teachérs* (Principals*¥)

-

‘ Regard1ng ... As Most Influential+~ .
Fupction ! Principal Teachers Local Brd Supt - - Dist. Brd
1. Hiring'prir;cipalls,.teac':hers++ 9 (10) ——f(;-l 5 (11) _65 66\\; 10 (8)
. ’ ' 2 . ) T " ;
2. Hiring other school personnel 46 (56) 1 (1) 16 (&S) 26 (21) 4 (3)_
’ . : N o
3+ Deciding how school budget 45 (46) 4 (3) 3 (6>, 30 (35) 14 (10)
will be spent : :7 ‘ G T .
4. Approving textbooks for 26 (43) - 41 (27) 2 (55 4 12 (11) ‘11.(11)
the school - : : a _ . . .
: 9 (5 17 (28) 13 (16) 18 (13
5. Deciding on school calendar 35 (21) (5) (28) : (16) (13
6. Deciding on new coursesﬁ. | 39 (41) 21 (19) .'5-(i0)j¢415 (15) 12 (12)
programs T wl . )
7. Deciding on communlty use 46 (42) 4 (1) 22 +(26) 11 (13) 8 (12)
of facilities ’ , : Do . .
8. Deciding on acceptable _ : . . : ]
student behaxior : " 45 (46) 32 (18) . -9 (13). 3(3)° 4 (6)
/. R

*Drawn from responses to .the teacher sprvey, 1982, N=304

**Responses to the Principal . Survey, 1981, N=315. Responses from principals
are in parentheses. . ) - ,
_ +Students; parents/community,wénd district staff are excluded from the table.
# In one functional area (influénce over hiring principals and teachers) 7
} percent of the respondents thought district staff were most influential. 1In’
all -other functional, areas, less than 5 percent of ‘the respondents regarded
these other actors as having most influence. Because we have excluded them,
row totals do not equal 100 percent. '/ ‘
++Our mistake was -to group principals and teachers. Data collected in field
research. lead us to suspect that in the opinion of principals, they are also
the most ifluential participants in the recruitment and retention of teachers, ‘
a point on which teachers appeared to be in agreement. _ . . //f

e
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. Table 3. presents important data on the pattern of 1nf1uence in rural -
schools, from the perspective of schgol teachers and principals. We would not'
expect perfect agreement between the evaluations of teachers and principaIsL
and we do not,6 see. it in the figures. Nevertheless, in six of the .eight
I
functional areas, there is substantial agreement on: who .is most: influential.
“*. Principals and teachers ' agree that superintendents ‘are -the <¢hief hiring
officer.. They ‘algo-agree that principals are most jinfluential 'in hiring .other -
school personnél, deciding ‘on how the school budget should be spent, what new
~ courses and programs should be offered, what acceptable student behavior is,
and how the school fac11ity should be used by .the community. \\\
¢ Disagreements center on textbook selection and the sch%ol calendar.
Whereas principals see themselves, as having most influgnce over books used- in .
the school, teachers Sif this as their prerogative. And whereas principals see
local boards as being wost. influential in deciding when.the schodl year starts
and ends, teachers see this as. a function of the principal.

Our final question in the area “of school governance asked teachers who
.was ''most, important' in overall’ 1nf1uence. Teachers' responses were predict-
able, given the above information. 49 percent thought principals had greatest
Jinfluence, followed by 19 percént who voted.for ‘district superintendent, 11

. percent for district school board, and 9 percent for teachers. These evalua- -

tions are consistent, with the ‘responses of principals:\'with one exception.
Fifty-three / percent of the princ{pals thought they were most significant,
followed by district superintendents (17 percent), district school boards (13
percent), 4nd local boards (11 percent) At issue' in the comparative evaluation
of teachers and principals concerning influence in school governancexls only
the question of who occupies fourth p1ace-—loca1 boards or teachers. ‘

-An implicit question of our research on rural schools is whether one's
role in the process of school government 1is relatéd significantly to jobv
satisfaction. Analysis of teachers' -participation in 'school operations and’
teachers' perceptions of limited influence leads us to ask further questions
about the conditions of teaching in rural Alaska.

»
¢

Teacher»Satisfaction with School and Community.Conditions

L3

~ Most teachers are relat1ve1y new to the unique cultures and societies of
_rural Alaska. Nevertheless, they appear to- view tliemselves _as established in

. * their communities to the degree possible,' given the fact that most of them are
Caucasians teaching in_ ‘Native majority regions. Their expectations regarddng,
~~gtudents and their schools are moderately optimistic. In a question on ‘their
accomplishments as teachers, nearly 80 pe;pent reported that they were '"very
gsuccessful" or '"successful." What are teachers happy about .and what makes. them
unhappy? To answer these questions, we asked respondents to indicate their
perceptions about general and specific conditions .and indiv1duals in their
school and community.

»
@
’

With . the exception of two areas in which teachers were "'very satisfied"
(pay and benefits [55 percent], the higﬂest in the nation for school teachers'”
and student relations [60 percent], ‘which tend to be very amicable in the }
small classrooms of most rural Alaska schools), «no other singlé responsel

. . . [
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’ 'seemed part1cularl:y 1diosyncrat1c. However, . when we: grouped the responses .as

. we have in Figure 2"on the follpwing, page, d1st1ngu15hing ‘the mOstly satisfied -
from the mostly -dissatisfied cdtegories, we note, a pattern1ng of answers that -

— tells us someth1ng about. the state of m1nd of rural teachers.. e s

There are some. areas’ of d1ssat1sfact1on ‘one .would expect, given the.
nature .of rural Alaska 'society: Rural Alaska pldces -are quite small in compari-—
son to rural ‘regions of the U.S., and they'are more 1solated from cities.-and™
.service .areas than any part of the contiguous-—48 states. Substantigl teacher
dlssat1sfact1on with such conditions- as poor, med1cal care, 1nadequate housing -
and" maintenance services, and limited selection of foods are  to be expected :
:given the . gfeat ‘variance between 11V1ng cond1t1ons in  rural "areas and urban
Alaska ‘(or- contiguous-48) conditions. :Also, we would ‘eXpect that teachers will.
tend to be d1ssat1sf1ed with the mot1vat10n and progress students d1splay in

school. Coe
L]

What str1kes» us as most 1nterest1ng about teachers' views "is the cluster-
ing. of responses in the area of school orgpnlzatlon, ‘management ;- and govern-'
ance. There is’ moderate - d1ssat1sfact1on with those who .are. seen to be in
control of the community schodl-=the pr1nc1pal and local- board. But' there is’
relatively greater d1ssat1sfact1on w1th actions ‘and effects of operations at. -
. the  district office. Teachers ‘say there are’ ﬁroblems in the relat1onsh1ps
between local schools and* d1str1cts, central’ offlces and boards, problems that.
.are part1cularly serious in’ the - larger ‘REAA ; and: gborough districts  of the .

. state. (Dissatisfied teachers are ‘more likely to t‘ch 4in small schools wit
' Native majority: populat1ons, veteran teachers are -more d1ssat1sf1ed ‘than: new
faculty ) : - %

e

To attempt to understand this ~,d1ssatisfact1on concerning . the control of.
the academ1c environment in- rura,l schools, ‘we looked closely at ‘the- responses
‘teachers, ‘made’, paying particular attention to comments and to’ 'what -amounted in
several cases to a litany of compla1nts about local school rand: dlstrlct offlce‘
cond1{t1ons. Samples' of these comments i’ncluded such points' as "The  central
office “fails to understand- Tocal . problems," “and¥M1 was ass1gned to *““.’-‘f‘"’?f:v-.
school by\ the district office and ‘given nothing to do for six months," and
references t nepot1sm, reglonal favor1t1sm, rank incompetence, ‘and the like. '
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- The remarks of" teachers suggested that effecgiveness of admin1strative
personnel might®. be the issue, and fortunately, we- -had asked a question gbout
this po1nt, preseneed in Table 4 below: = - . : : .

..-g;,
R A = . . . .. - . .
. e . . & . e

. Table 4: -Teachers' Perceptions of Effectiveness of School/Districe Personnel

s

f ) ;' * Best/Better Than  Average. ' ‘Inferior/Below
T . : : Average : . ~ Average
Teachers .- T 18 % . 20.% S 2%
S “Prlnc1pals DU 59 - T . 17
.. -Local AsB (csc) © 39 - 38 ~ 23
. . ‘ . AP . ’ )/ . ‘ . . - \v
-Superintendent' v 46 o3t 230
District échoolxﬁoarzn ; f: 29 - 42 v Zé
. District Staff. . 48 Sy - 15 o
. . : ', : : - - . M (S - . N
. 8 » ) N

Teachers are perhaps not the m t re11ab1e commentators  on their own
effectiveness, and we have discounted T is self—evaluat1on. But teachers are
in a unique pos1tion to - observe the effect1veness of school governing boards

“and administrators. What they say 1is that in mariy cases, there are problems. A
large minority of the ;teachers are “critical of the competence of . district
superintendents: and looal/reg;onal boards. Yet this criticism does not explain .

~ our findings completely. ther wordsi orilly part of teacher dissat1sfact1on

.‘with school management *and:‘comtrol relates to the preSUmed ineffectiveness of

”gadm1n1strators and boards. There is someth1ng else. o S

1

_ “ The survey of Alaska's: rural school teachers is large silent on what
might explain these very intereStlng findings. Field researéh in 29. drfferent
school sites in 1982 ‘suggested that in some rural communities ‘and ‘regions, a
pattern of control and influence has evolved that is fundam lly different
from what teachers have been tra1ned to expect. We will ret to this themef
din Future repdrte.; ‘ I
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" number ‘of items used in the 1981 principal survey, and we pretested the survey’

Methodology _ ‘ o o <
- e ' Y o ' . y
We used the. 1982 Education DireCtory to form a list [of rural " school.
teachers. Our initial definition of, rural comprehended all schools ;outside of
Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, and Ketchikan. The sample w_as designed to

represent ' teachers 'in  schools, the wunit = of ‘analysis of our project. We .
randomly selected one teacher from each rural school Half of, these stchools -

have fewer than 50 students.

<

We developed a questionnaire on local school,} operations, i'n_cluding'a

.in several “sites with over 30 principals, teachers,..super1ntendentf and
.education researchers._ We mailed the survey to principals in February, 1982

“d
N

and followed this with two waves of mail surveys and telephone. calls to
non-respondents. Most of the data were colledted by May 1982, but a few

surveys came in later. The completion’ rate of 96:5, percent was high, and it

insures that comments Jepresent the universe of teachers in «schools.‘(—‘
. . N

Data were coded (most . quest1ons ,fwere closed-format type) by a research
aide, and a" verification rgutine was Hsed to insure inter-coder reliability.
Coding sheets Were dlje)r,tly goded onto tape, which .-has been analyzed using
the SPSS package. : N : ‘
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