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£HAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION \
,

r»
\

The stereotypic problems of rural Alaska elementary and secohdary

educdtion ‘are lack of academic achf®Vement, cultural relevance, and
community support for schooling. For a host of reasoms, rural stu-
dents do not leave school with the same abilities in reading, writing,
and computation as do their urban peers. at "a majorfity of rural
students are Alaska Natives, with distinctive social and cultural
orientations and values, is frequently.used-to explain this conditionm.
For equally numerous reasons, rural . schools lack the institutional
support im theig communities possessed by urban -schools. Again, the
fact tha® rural schools are "alien" institutions in most places--run

by Caucasians with different values and goals--is frequently mentioned .

as an explanation. .

In ;esﬁbnse to t,' second phase of the Native self-determination
movement ~in Alaska (a minor theme of which ¢sconcerned educational
organization and gontrol), the Alaska state legislature decentralized
the state-controlled rural school si%tem in 1975. Contemporanédbusly,
the federal government allowed more localized direction of ‘the opera-

~tion of BIA schools. These state' and fiederal policy‘.choices were

partially based on the hypothesis that rural community con&rol of
education and .direct involvement in the schooling precess would lead
to a significant improvement in the outcomas of 'schooling, especially
for minority children. The national literature on educational orga~
nization and change, ,although based on urban case studies, encouraged
the belief that students -and parents would become interested in (and
perhaps adapted to) the schooling process if it were subjegt te their

~ control. . .

. \ -
»

Our |research agenda has been to study the jmplementation of
decentrallization in rural .Alaska education: to determine what patternms
of control emerged after decentralization, what factors were responsi-
ble for their development, and what association there was between

]

. I ~
these patterns and selected outcome measures. The research project we -

conducted over- a thxee-year period is the first evaluation of signifi-
cant organization changes in Alaska elementary and ‘secondary educa-
tion, and it is one of the fey systematic studdes of change in. orga-
nizational processes of. education in rural Am a. As is the case
with most complex studies, the results of our investigation do not
polnt simply to "success" or "failure" of foxganizational change inm
terms of its central purposes. Not only do we lack the longitudinal
data to make .such an aSsessment, but also we have found that the
mediation of change through educativnal dctors and institutions is the
critical variable in determining satisfactory results, o T

1 . -

>
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We report on the results in the following eight chapters.
. .. Chapter,;2 describes the theoretical relationship between educational
change and schooling outcomés; it blends ' the literature’ om rural

' \ schooling and ruyal reactions to national changes with analysis of $
) decentralization. experiments in U.S. cities.  Chaptgr 3 chronicles the
ptocess of establishing community schools in Alaska and analyzes the
perceptions of school actors, monisors, and interest groups in the
process of implementing federal and state decentralization policies.
These chapters set the ground.work for our study, which is-described
in some detail in Chapter. 4. The remainder of the report describes
what we found in different Mypes of -school systems. Region~-
ally-controlled schools that appear to duplicate in regional settings
_ the consolidated pattern of “the .state-operated system used before

K decentralization are the subject of Chapter 5. Chapter )6 describes .
the evolution of a locally-controlled system of educaffion in some -
/I parts of rtural Alaska, focusing attention on the ways 1 which these

schools have responded, to their communities, and the perceptions of
school actors and -community residents concerning the changes. - In
chapter 7, we examine schools operating under a "unified" system tlat
most closely resembles centralized control, Chapter g carries
analysis to &hat large group of schools in which the distribution and
amount of control are in dispute. The report concludes, imChapter 9,
with several geperaliZations concerning the locus and amount  of
control in,rﬁt&} Alaska education derived from both case studies and
statewide surveys. : _ ’ 5 *

-

-

_ A description of the rural " Alaska- settipg - introduces
the .context for organizational change. We then discuss the L
development of rural . schools and th emergence of educational
problems, including the confused perception about what schooling was
to do that entered the political agenda in Alaska and nationallv.

o The Rural Alaska Setting .

To consiget the sociéi and ph;gical fdcts of rural Alaska 9bjec~
tively is to see few reasons for typical Western institutions .of
education at all. In most parts of rural Alaska, extreme enviromn-
mental conditions' discourage human habitation. widters are lqng,
‘dark, and extremely cold. Travel is usually-difficult., Areas suit- -
‘able for settlement are isolated from other communities. Those who
"Tive in rural Alaska are distinct in culture and gotivation. After wa
have established a definition of rural Algska we will look at - this
setting for Yural educational institutioms. - .

o

-

, ' The Meaning of "Rural"j)n the Alaska Context
v— y- — L

‘The U.S, Cenaus Bureau defines "rural"” as those Alaska places
having a population of fewer than 2,500 persons. By thls ‘definition,
35.7 percent:of the state's 1980 population was %ural.“ The standard
definition of tural used in Alaska is different.” It ‘defines rural

areas as the residual category, after spetifying as urban the, nine.
. " boroughs wHich form around large cities, .free~standing first-class
- municipalities (Cordova, Petersburg, etc.), and road system ar-

- eas--encompassing some 80 percent of the state's 1980 population.
. ! . [ 4 b ’

. ) . E;
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What is left becomes "rural.™ This”definition 1§ unsatisfactory to
.us, and we would add to the residual meaning a perceptual and behav-
“foral one. There are fringe areas that are rural in attitude and life
style (such as Salcha‘*and Tok), and the reverse-—seemingly rural’areas
that - are firmly tied to urban economy and society. We ,want a
definition that captures lifestyles and values, to establish the most
authentic universe for our discussion of rural schools.
. i o . C .
.' . The basic meaning given "rural” in this and the following
chapters is thus residual and behavioral: rural Alaska consists of
. the area of fhe unorganized bordugh-plus outlying parts .of area-wide
boroughs, whose residents pursuesrural lifestylés. We estimaté this
' h - rdral population to be approximately 100,000 or nearly 25 perc of
) the state's residents. We add to this definition the fact:Q
9 sparseness of population, isolation from the state's largest cities -
and homogeneity of population.

3 . Rural Alaska has few towns or v1llages with more than 100 fam-

. ilies., There are’ exceptions, of course--Kotzebue, Barrow, Nome,

" Bethel-- each with populations in excess-of 2,000. But- most of the

® nearly 300 communities in rural Alaska have populations of dbetween 100
and '500 inhabitants, and several villages have fewer than 100 inhabi-
tants. The second meanimng of rural is sparsely populatedgareas and
3: the closeness of relationships which this implies--villages populated

v ‘ o .‘by blodN relatives where each knows the business of all.
@ B The third meaning of rural in the ilzska context is phveical-
. L Y 1solat'1on from the state's- largest cities aré from influences of the
. c:ont;n.guous 48 states. | There is a contiruum of isolation in rural

Alaska. scme villages, particularly those on the road svsterm ¢or

"drive-in bush,”" as it is’ often called), zre little more than an

_ hopr s drive from an urban center, and increzsingly -appear te be drawn.

& &hto the urban hub. - At the other extreme are villages such as those
,in Western Alaska or the Aleutian chain, which can be reached cnly by

.ismall plane once a week. For the average rural Alaska resident,

3 travel to Anchorage, Fairbanks, or the eepital in Juneau requires time

and monev, and frequently depends on the vagaries of weather. .

L} ‘ ' The - fourth meaning of rural Alaska is ethnic homogeneity. Once
rural Alaska meant exclusively N.ar\_ive Alaska, .- for mdst residents of
the region were Indians, Eskimos, or Aleuts. A majority of places in
. rural regions are still inhabited by various Natjve ethnic groups. and

W : more Natives live in 'rural Alaska than in cities, but there have been
: : two changes in this pattern over time. Tirst, a small number of
@ commpnities were orig‘inq‘lly Caucasian '"settler" towns, built .on

_extraction of resources such as minerals, timber, and fish, or they
began as military installatioys. Thesge cormynities over time have

’ attracted some Native residents. Second, the larger Native 'co
nities have become heterogenous, as increasingly larger numbers f

¢ Caiicasians have migrated to them. These two factors motwithstandi
® the average rural resident is far less likelr to,see people different
' . from himself than is the Yesident. of one of Alaska's cities. More-
over, rural areas remain the home land of Alaska § aboriginal cul-
tures—-—expressed through blood relationships wvhich frequently cohnect

of ..
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all members of a locality, and through ‘rituals of sharing that reaf-

firm a sense,of community-ahd ﬁpltural identity.
a ¢ -

It is primarily smallness, isolationm, and cultural homogengity of

population that makes an Alaska place “"rural” today. A discussion of

the physical geography 6f rural Alaska-fnd its economic conditiohs

-«

explains these factors.

L 3
\

Physical Geography of Rural Alaska o '

-

As the hinteriand whfth surrounds Alagka's cities, the physical .

_geography of rural Alaska 15- that of the state as a vhole. - The

-

highest Noyth American méuntain--Mount McKinley--stands in Alaska, but

this monument and the Alaska Range (the northwestern spur of the Rocky

Mountains) are joined by other magnifitent barriers——the Brooks Range
that separates ‘the North Slope from the rest ®f the state; the

‘Wrangell and Chugach Mountains in southcentgpad Alaska; the Kuskoltwim

Mountains that divide western from southwest Alaska; and the St. Elias
Mountains that set Southeast Alaska apart from most of the state.
These mountains impede communication and transportation, and physical-
ly isolate regions freém pne.another (See Map 1).

Conditions of weather and climate discourage human habitdtion in
rural Adaska. In all regions of the state except the Southeast and
Aleutians, there -are. great extremes of temperature and weathef
throyghout the year. The midnight sun of the North Slope lasts for
four months each year, and supmer temperatures reach 60°. For nearly
three, months, the sun is not Yisiﬁle. Winter temperatuyes, influenced

. by harsh winds off the arctic icepack, reach a chill factor of--120°.

There is little moderation of these conditfons if . the Interior.

Summer temperatures, are Wwarmer, somgtimesAreaching.906 in July and ®

August, but winter temperatures are colder on the average. Gale-fgrce
winds hit the coastal aress a*&kislaqu of the‘Aleutians and western
Alaska. Rain and snow are less frequent in Ehg Interior than glong

‘the coast and . in' western regions of the state. The "rain - forest

climate of Southeast shuts out the sun for most of the yvear.

within and ardund the mountainé.of rural 'Alaska are vast stretch—}
es of .empty land. The north has treeless tundra, which is a ‘blanked
of “color for moments in the arctic gpring and summer, but it .is

. normally an unbroken white. Below the Arctic Circle, the tundra

landscape 4s dotted with trees, and divided by rivers and lakes in
interior and western Alaska. The appearance of hospitality to man is
deceptive, however, for the lands arxe underlain with permafrost-~-in
continygus and discontinuous patches—-and the spoils are poor. They
support agriculture only after a huge’ infusion ‘of cgpital. Even the
relatively simple business of constructing homes and other buildings
{s difficult beeause of the condition of the ground. In Southeast,
and along . the_Aleutian chain, waters encroach .on rocky terrain, and

-man fights nature for a place to live.

[y
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Physical geography, climatic conditioﬂs. soils--all have influ-" .

enced the pattern of settlement (and, as we shall see, the development
of schools) in rumal Alaska. The original inhabitants of these
S . - { b
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.~ MAP- 1--MAJOR REGIONS OF ALASKA \
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regions tended to settle on the coasg, Along rivers, or":Ln protected
valleys. They did so because the species they depended on-for gur-

“vival were most abundant there. But they compromised with changing -

physical conditions, seen fn the nomadism of the aboriginal popu-
* lations before they came into contact with Westerners. As more
non-Natives entered Alaska, and as a road system was developed to
~ connect populated. areas of the territory, -settlement \fo¥lowed and
become more permanent. : ‘

£

.'lgarsh‘ phys\cal conditions have limited 'popuiétiop growtt;,ix; moét
parts of rural aska. Today, less than one-fourth- of. the .state's

residents ‘live 4im this land area, which- comprises mota than.-

three—fourths of the space of ‘Alaska. But the harsh env:_Lronm_enf did

not stop people from living where there were resources available for—N
~rexploitation. ‘ : i Co

~

¢

Resource Availability and Development Opportunities -

~ ‘.

The natural resources which can ‘sust.ain life are” no't .evenly
distributed in rutal Alaska. A brief descriptioﬁ of’ the resoutces,
the kinds of individuals “attracted to exploit them, and future re-

spurce dexfelopmen't prospects will tell, us most about the setting of

change and the environmental constraints op institutions such as
sclfools. e IR

e . Alaska's. aboriginal population.settled. t{\‘e 'land mass in . rs@
of large mammals that migrated along the Bering Land bridge. e

Aleutians, and the western and northern coasts, were settled by -

Eskimoid peoples, who harvested seals, walruses, whales, and fish, and
to 4 lesser extent land animals such as caribou, bears, sheep, and
birds. These wildlife resources were finite, and this factor limited
the population of the  Native groups which pursued them.. None of these
species has been domesticated, and thus opportunities for subsistence
use now,are dependent on annual changes in animal and fish popu-
latfons.' Today, no rural community in the state can subsist primari-
ly on hunting af}d fishing pursuits, but the culture of subsistence use
remains powérful and affects sthooling in many rural areas. '

Athabascan, Tlingit, and Haida Indians also relied to -some extent
on land animals for subsistence, but, they were more dependent on fish,
which explains their tendency to .settle along rivers with productive
fish runs (particularly salmon) and on those sections of the southeast ,
coasts where sea resources were particularly abundant (See Map 2).
Opportunities for development of this resource, especially for future
commercial harvesting of fish species, are difficult ' to estima<ge.
This- makes uncertain the econgmics of the many small fishing villages
in- rural areas of the state. ’ >
) ' . . : \ _

Other natural resburces,of rural Alaska have be¢n exploited since
the nineteenth century, and their continued development and potential
expansion depend on supply .and demand conditions outsidé of Alaska.

The 'presence of minerals--chiefly, gold, silver, coal and lately zinc .

and -molybdenum--brought overnight development to some rural areas of

y
H
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the atate. The best exaﬁple is Nome, which was Alaska's largé%t city
_(with a population of 12,488) jn 1900. Yet Noma nearly became a ghost
town when gold supplies. and prices ‘declined. Minerale development in
’/ rural Alaska hes resulted Jdn two types of settléments: minigg’ .
enclaves, which_ bear resemblances to the classic compagy town (seln
most clearly in the early rélatidnship of Alaska Gold Company to Nome o
and Usibell{ coal mine to Héaly); and small-scald communities of
* individual miners_who stake and-work claims, as in Livengood, McGrath,
Central, and other Interior areas. Again, mimerals are difffcult -hnd
very  eaxpensive to. e;tract' under Alaska- climatic conditions, and o
: “communities that éxplqit them gre highly dependent on external forces - :

o of supply and demand.” These communities dre distinctive from other

rural places in that their population is predominantly Caucasian.

v .

0il and gas resources do not figure directly %n_the development

pattern of rural Aldska, for petyoleum exploration and explojtation 1ig PO
a high technology, enterprise, ctnducted from inylustrial envlaves on
the North Slope, and fp§m urbinized communities on-the Kenail Peninsu-

1a.6 With the exception of the Ngﬁjh Slope, the impact of oil-and gas S
development has been indirect t e pﬁesent——mainly tirough increased * v
' state spending. However, the irospect of new energy developments in i -
other rural a ggiib's heightened concerns aboe changes,igktraditional - )
socleties, ) _ - o
-~ N N (J . . LU

Southeast ‘Alaska and to a lesser extent southcentral and-interior .
rural regions ‘of the state have. abundant forests. As demand foar wood
! . products increased in Japan and Eamst Asia generally; Alaska foyest
' products becams valusble, Exploitation of this .resource brought - . @
Caucasian anq~sbme\Native workers to rural areas and¥led to growth of -
communities., However, this industry has been depressed recently, and
futurexdevélop?eﬁt is. Jependent onh factors extrinﬁlc te rural regions
of the state.. Economies of logging cemmunities have collapsed in
¢ several areas as a result, and schools haye:- been closed.

~

The ggneral nditions. for agriculture in rural areas of the
state have always! been inauspicious:. soils are poor; climate and
weather conditions are harsh, notwithstanding the long daylight hours }
of the growing geakon; transporting products to market iw diffidylt
_and costly, because of the incomplete infrastructure of roads, rail - J
lines, harbor&;,hnd marketg--both within the state and:interpation— ®
» ally--are pootly developed. "Neﬁertheless, growth of agriculture in -
the Matanuska-Sigitna Valley in' the 1930s and 1940s, and developmgpt
of the multi-million dollar state-assisted barley project in the
Delta-Clearwater area more recently, have led to the formation of
rural agratian communities, in the sense in which this term is used in
the contiguous 48 states. ] - g ' ®
N .
Finally, the physical beadty and uniqueness of sgme rural regions
have attracted tourists,, and the tourist indubtry h:s grown in impor- Ce

tance. But it is a majot economic factor in few rural com@hnities at N
‘the present. , : D W I ®

Vo
® o

: " . L . : ’ :
’ Thus, a variety of resources support human habitation in rural
Alaska, and a‘gnmmer of communities have been able to develop and

¥
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,“ .‘ - ) '
capture economic ,benefits from the development of these resources. .
Such communities have seen their populations ‘and commdnity wealth
expand, but itiis, expansion is highly dependent on ext®rnal demand far-
the resource. In general, however, resources aré unevenly distributed
and® poorly developed in rural re€§?ns of the state. This factor *
explains ghe absence of.a tax ba in most rurdl areas (and the
creation of ‘an unorganized borough in which government services would
be. provided directly by the state). It is a major .limiting factpr in
the development of fully autonompus communities with school systems
that compare to those in urban America. C, = ‘ )

] . Py
*

Poé&@etidn charactetistics . i -
Ve :

'Genera*ations abound concerning the differences between. urban
and rural AWhska, but, as rural communities ahd kegidns'differentiate -
over time, it becomes increasingly difficult to draw an accurate
portrayal of the state's average. rural resident. .

1f we paint in broéd strokes, we can ,point out these major
differences between rural and urban residents: .

. Rura:L-ra;sidents..hav.e...familx.ﬁfxi..P§.§<9§P?-F£..’.-EF.Q‘.‘F;“ that, are on

the avérage $4,500 lower than those of urban residents. = Costs
‘ for commércial products on the other hand are from 5 .to over 100
percent higher.

kS *

e The components of rur&l income diverge markedly from those - of
city families. Most rural residents hunt and fisgh for some part
of their food whereas most urban Alaskans do not. Furthermore,
a2 greater proportion” of ryral income is made up of transfer

, epayments from the federal government and state social agepcies. -

e. Opportunities for full-time, year-r und employment are available
for o a small number of adul® Native residepts of rural
areas. Work s likely to be seasonal.

e For these and other reasons, rural communities lack the social
ohd cultural amenities of urban Alaska Xnd contiguous 48-states,
and either fhrough desire or default, residents have a hardier
1ife style. . 4

~ @ Ruzal Alatkans do nhot have ready access gr: professional medical
and dental care. Rétes of infant and adult mortality are higher
than those in cities. . . ,

e Rates of alcoholism, and osﬁfr substance - abuse are higher in
resgl than in’ urban Alaska, and the impact &f alcoholism on
small scale communities is far more severe than in cities. .
Such generalizations have to be used with-a good deal ‘of cautionm,

however, becauge there are extreme cases today in, rural Alaska. Some
Native fishing villages.have average annual family incomes of ovex
650,000, even though a great number have slim subsistence resources

. and must~rely on transfer payments. Some mining communities have per'

[ v -
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capita annual incomes of -more than $70,000, while logging communities
are economically depressed. | o .

Sharp djfferences between m\tal and urban Alaska are seen most
clearly in the way school systems developed. *. Yo

Develgpment of an Edﬁcationa}. System for Alaska Natives )

. ] " .
Schools in rural Alaska were deveioped first during the “Russian
colonial period. The period of Russian educatiorn extended from 1785

.to 1916(* but igs impact was limited to a small number.of communities.

It was superceded by the American dual system of education, estab-

" lished im’ 1905. _This section describes the schools devkloped for

A A

Affairs (BIA) scloo still f.ound in some 20 rqr'al places as of the’

Natives in rura::q?ska, the antecedents of the Bureau of Indian

early 1980s.

For nearly 20 years after the Alaska ‘purchase in 1867, education
Ampfican churches, , Russian .

was provided by mission societies of ~
Orthodox schools, ,and by the Alaska Commercial Company (on the
Pribilof Islands). In the Organic Act of 1884, Oongress made. the.
Pepgrsment of the Interjor (and the BIA) responsible for schooling
childrer of .all races in the t'éfi"fﬁb'ffr""‘Inirljsallx, this was done
through public schools and "contract schools." Then in 1905 Con-
gress passed the Nelson Act that formally inaugurated the dual system
of education in Alaska. The federal part of this Eystem was to
provide schools for Alaska Natives. Federal dollars paid for the
schools, and a federal Department of Education controlled thew. The
territorial part of this system Included both local school districts
in incorporated towns and schoolssoutside municipalities. The intept

vas that local and territorial dollars would support these schools.

w _ .

In the first three decades of this century, the BIA's Department
of Fducation establisheéd schools in more remote sections "of the
territory. But three events of the 1930s affected the organization of

vative education.. An advocate of Indian self-determination, John |

Collier, was appointed Commissioner of Indian Affairg. He was instru-
mental in bringing about.the second event--passage of the Johnson
0'Malley Act in 1934, This act promised financial assistance to
states that provided public school programs for Natives (called JOM
programs today), and it authorﬁed contractual arrangemehts f3r the
delivery of education services. Third, " in 1939, the Department of
Education that had set up and administered schools especially for
Alaska merged into the BIA system elggwhere. This action was in
response to recommendation of the Merriam Report that all Native
American education programs_ be administered by a single agency.- Its
effect was to bring” Alaska's Native sGhooling under the general
framework of objectives used for American Indiams.

By the 1930s there had developed a framework of rural ‘schools fo
Alaska Natives which were funded and. diyected by the federal BIA in
Wag.hingtm, D. C. There was a strong {nterest in the eventual trans-
fer of these educational programs to'the territory,:but there were

limited funds for this purpose. - -
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f - ,that established at Mt. Edgecumbe (in Sitka) in 1947,

»

Initially, the BIA schools were day schools™ 1
grams at the elementary level only. From the 1890s ,~ sot”
Native students' began to attend tlie BIA secondary school in Chewlewa,
Oregon. (The peak enrollment period was from 1910°to the 19306%) $ The
\BIA did not establish secondary schools ip Alaska until the 1920p- vhen
secondary- schools and * vocdtional training programs were ;'sef.-u-li‘ at
Eklutna and Wrangell. The best known secondary boarding.sghool was

<
-

The lack of secondary schools in almost all rural. areas of the

. territory had a dramatic effect on village codhun}ties. Those who

wanted to remain gin &heir'villégesvhere denied the opportunity for any
education past the -eighth grade, and those who sought secondary
education were cut off from their communities for at least four, years,

~ and frequently elected to remain’ outside the rural community.' - ‘

]
-
The effeig ofPBIA schools upon Native culture and languages has

been studied. The social and #political impact of BIA education is
less directly evident. The BIA ‘school quickly became the most impor-
tant institution in the village. It gave rural youth access to new
information, and it controlled much of their time durihg nine months
of the year. BIA schools were staffed universally by Caucasians who
were for the most part new to rural areas of the Alaska territory and
unfamiliar with Native cultures ard values. Yetyas controllers of the
school environment, school teachers. and principals had village influ-
ence. They, for example, were in a position to affect the orderliness
of the village and its public activities. -
In all cases, BIA school personnel competed with traditional
councils and village elders for local political influence. In some
cases, BIA personnel inspired the development of other organizations
in communities, such as service and recreatjonal clubs dn a few
- cases, BIA teachers pressed for municipal governments in villages.

" Thus, schools for Native children were the major agency for change of

local culture and lifestyles. R .

Development of Territorial Schools ‘im Rural Alaska

~

The formation of territorial schools in rural Alaska followed the
development - df new resdurces there, which brought large numbers of
non-Natives to rural areas, particularly to the Southeast. In those
areas where few non-Natives settled, the local BIA schools admitted
non-Nativg, children. Gold. rushes around the turn of the century,

owever, resylted-in large increases in the Caucasian populations of

-~ fsome regions «e.g., Nome). The Department of Education could not

establish enough schools, because its funds were limiged. Thus, in
1900 as part of the Civil Code and Code of Civil Procedure for Alaska,
Cangress gramted communities the authority to inﬁ%rporate, establish
schools, and maintain them through local taxation. ~ :. .

- The larger towns such as Juneau and Skagway did incorporate and
establish schools (and school boards).. However, qgmnunities too small
to incoxrporate were increasing in number, and they also wanted some
degree of local cqgtrol over their schools. The Nelson Act of 1905

¢
¢ . *
3
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" solved thif ,prgiblem by. %horizing‘ the es:a%lishment" of schools
outsidk imcorporated towns.”  But the new schools, fundéd by part-of‘
_the federal fees received for licenses outside townd,.were to be
racially segregateg. The statute said: .

. ; . * . . . -

The schools specified and provided for "in this Act shall be
devoted to the education of white thildren and children of mixed

. ) blood who lead a civilized life. : .

Natives were to attend federal schools, Caucasians™to attend local and
- territorial schools. : ) »

e remainihg elements -of a territorialysystem of education were
established in 1917: A Uniform School Act fréated a Territorial Board
of Educatfon and the position of Commissioner of Education. As the

dual system evolved, glissatisfaction grew, especially in tHose vil- -

lages where both territorial and BIA schools existed. Many sought the
. transfer of BI§ schools to the territory. But the territory lacked
revenues to support the federal schools. This defe was partially
remedied in 1951, when Congre§§1 extended the provisions of the

Johnson~0'Malley Act to Alaska. Subsequently, a few more BIA
schools were transferred to the territory without loss of federal
- funding. e

Changes in Educational OrganiZation upon Statehood
_  when Alaska became a state in 1959, little headway had been made
. toward merging the two components of the dual system of rural educa-
tion into a single -system, The organizational pattern of rural
schooling was complex. There were BIA schgols, some private schools,
the rural state—opera’ted schools, and two types of local schools in-
rural areas: independent school districts and incorporated school
’ districtd.”” Education was the chief service that rural residents
‘wanted, é\@nd the tomplex system perhaps satisfied this ‘need.
Certainly,\the ‘opportunity to establish a school district in any rural
area with moge than 100 persons that lacked a tax base, and to fund
& this ‘with non=local monies was a disincentive to the formation of
integrated local communifies where the schools would coexist with

other public organizations and services. e
Framers of the h"aska‘state constitution were disturbed by the
number of independent taxing jurisdictions in the territo-
ry--especially school districts. They sought to bring order.to the
development of govermment in the state through the. creation of a
system of local administration that would be decentralized but rela-
tively uniform in provision of basic services. They specified that
the state would have only two local government jurisdictions—boroughs
and cities. Boroughs (strong, area-wide local govermments) weré to
: “have compulsory powers of education, planning and -roning, and taxa-
. " tion. All schools within boroughs were to be organized in & school
district resPonsible to the borough assembly (except in one case,
Haines, where a third-class borough was established in which the
assembly was the school board). First class cities outside boroughs
ere given compulsory powers of education, planning; and taxation too.

e . | ] ™ 18
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City schools were also tq become part of a school district that would
- obtain local.%evenue from the city coumcil, .

. ' Areas outside boroughs and first class cities, which inp1970'

comprised neerly 9 percent of the state's territory, were left in the
residual category called the "unorganized borough.” Their ,(local
governmentfaffairs, including delivery of educational services, were
the responsibility of the ‘state legislature. )

. R o \ '
Following statehood, little changed with respect to the adminis-

tration ©f rural edutational affairs. An intgrnal change in the’

»)Department 'of Education in 1966 'did create a Division of
' State-Operated Schools, but this had 1ittle impact on Native education
or the relationship between state and federal school Systems.
A N : : _

< In 1963, the legislature formed nine beroughs under provislons of

. the Alaska Constitution, and all local school districts within the
boroughs as well as 32 stafe-operated schools in the; new boroughs’
boundaries were transferred to the borough districhg. The state
continued to operate 85 schools, serving approximately 2,30 3students

in rural aregs, as well as schools on military reservations. .
Increasing interest on the part of rural Alaskans for a stronger

role in local educational policymaking led to a significant chiange in
1971. The Alaska legislature created the Alaska State-Operated School
System (ASOS3 or SOS for short) and transferred operational ‘respon—
sibilitv for rural schools from the Department of Education to this
unit. SO0S was governed by a seven-member board appointed by the
governor from areas served. The legislature provided for 1local
advisg{y boards in :communities where state schools were in opera-
tion. This',legislhtion implied that .S0S would be & permanent
district for state school operations in the unorganized borough. For
rural Natives and non-Natives the action compounded the problems of
the dual system. ) » y
S

Rural Education Problems in the 1970s

- -

To Alaska Natives and Caucasian educators, the problemé-in rural
Native society were at leagt in part the result of organizational
patterns. The centralization® of ‘decisionmaking in both federal and
state systems, but especially in the SOS, frustrated thejr desires to
create viable local school systems; organize stable, - responsive
patterns of educational policymaking; improve student outcomes; arnd
expand influence over the‘direction of educational’ change.

- -

Rural residents had consistently sought the treation ‘of viable

s¢hool systems for small yillages, and sought high schools as close to
their homes as possible. This commitment to local elementary and
secondary schools has been a major impetus to organizational change in

- rural education. The difficulty lay not only in constructing new .

school fac@};ties in villages (a controversial issue in state poli-
tics), and*{n. staffing rural scholls and -assuring them a continuous
base of resources, but also in deviéjoping alternative models for small

v
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debated. There

v

local high_gchools. Thus the enviromnment of rur;fl school districts
influenced directly the lability to achieve local control,

~

Neither . the ‘state” SOS nor the BIA system was thought to be
responsive . to parents and children in rural areas of the state.
Decision makers in both systems were distant from local®schaols. They
did not. understand local situations and made poor decisions. The
curriculum was deciggd upon centrally and was often inappropriate.
Actual control over local operations was left in the hands of teachers’
and professional administrators. Most of these indivdiduals were not

adapted to the communities and regions they served, nor accountable to -

them. The Alaska Native Needs Assessment (ANNA) project summary
called for local control of schools, and emphasized the continuing
need for technical assistance to support local control. ’

‘Schc‘adls in rural Alaska have ser‘red a student population that is

- markedly disadvantaged in standard academic skills. There is a wide

gap between reading and verbal skills (in English), and mathematical
abilities _of .rural aad urban youth and, within rural populationms,
between .Caucasian and Native students. - ‘Native youth have been disad-
vantaged by the failure of the state and natidn to develop school
programs preparing them for emtry into a changing skills market and
national social }ife. The ANNA project summary mentioned the growing
desire of Nativesstudents to attend and succeed at college, and for

vocatiopal and career -education opportunities im and beyond high

school. These factors and pressures for achievement also lay behind
the movement for organizatiomal change in Alaska educatiom. .
y But pressures for student achievement conflicted with' equally

strong pressures’ to maintain and strengthen Native culture.. In the
late 1960s, the general educational goal of Native adults and students
was that the school should help equip the individual. tb get along in
either the Native or non-Native culture, whichever the Nativy child
should choose.“’ By the middle of the decade, the school system also
had become the argna in which -the survival of° Native culture was
;re conflicting, irreconcilable demands——teach
standard English, ‘preserve Native languages, and maintain village
English--and specious, ‘glib golutions. ‘The school in Alaska as
nationwide was to handle sotiety's problems.. It was .not clear what
po}itical leaders, administration, parents, or the professional
reference group thought it was most important for the school to
accomplish.”) Local control cpuld have clarified these demands.
These, then, were the problems and conflicts surrounding.rural
Alsska education in the 1970s. The extent to which the debate was.
expressed in terms of organizational change and communify control,
however, was a consequence of the national debate (and academic
inquiry) on these matte/xls, to which we turn.
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percent of the North“Slop; Inupiat, a people perhaps more subject to

the " impacts of modernization gPan any other rural group ip Alaska,

. continued. to use subsistence specied,. which “comprised an important

part of theiy diets. Two-thirds of the people interviewed in a survey .

in the NANA'region in northwest Alaska indicated that they hunted for
at -least half theif meat. See State of Alaska, Office of the Gover-
nor, the Alaska Public Forum, NANA Survey Summary, May 1979, p. 1.

f ] A"

.12. The NANA 'survey (1978, p: 5) found that only'84percent of
. the Native population of that region was employed ‘full-time. The vast
; majority worked part-time (45 percent) .or were unemploy¢d‘(47 per-

cent).
“ -

A}

13. Several studies have indicated .the rates of alcohol and
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Among these, a recent and controversial report 18, that of Samuel .

~Klauser, et al., Social Change and the Alcohol Problem on'the Alaska
North Slope (Philadelphia: Center for Research on Acts of Man, 1980).

. 14, This éhronology is based primarily on Don M. Dafoe's The

-
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Natives, Fairbanks: Center for Northern Educational Research, Univer-

sity of Alaska, 1978, pp. 8-35. Also see Carol Barnhardt, Historical

.Status of Elementary Schools in Rural Alaska Communities, 1867-1979,
Fairbanks: Center for Cross Cultural Studies, University of Alaska,

1980, pp. 1-4.

v 15. The Department of Education contracted schooling in many
communities to missions—-Catholic and Protestant (Congregational,
Episcopal, Methodist, Moravian, Presbyterian, and
Swedish-Evangelical). The process of discontinuing this practice

"began in 1894,
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' Michigan: Wayne State University, 1970, pp. 157-158.
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CHAPTER 2. ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE AND COMMUNITY CONTROL OF EDUCATION

.
L
¢

The manipulation of organizational cortrql and the impact of
organizational change om/school outcomes is a controversial tbpic dn
both educational research and practice. This chapter . presents a
sket&h of the thegretical investigations irtc organizationa issues in
education. - It also discusses the experiments im school district
decentralization of the 1960s and 1970s, and de¥tribes research
findings that seem to pertain to rural schools. The chapter concludes
with an examination of the movement of .nztional social issues to
Alaska and the Alaska Native Claims Settlecer:t Act of 1971, which were
the impetus for decentralization of rural schools. ¥

f The Organizational Context ¢* Education

Three broad streams of acaldemic research in the social sciences
provide 4 framework of ideas for the anzlysis of rural educational
organization in Alaska. First, a generat:ior. of sociological research
on the structure and behavior of organizatic:s has generated hypothe-

'sds about interorganizational relations’ znc. the interaction of" en-

vironments and organizations. Second, tte expanding field of study
called the "politics of education” has explcred organizational goals
and effects at a less abstract level concemning, for -example, power
relations between superintendents and schoc. boards. Third, middle

and narrpw range studies of decentralizatio- of government services, .

particularly education, have interpretec the way in which orgas-
nizational change affects service delivery. -

- *

hrgénizatiohal Behavior and Change

Organization theory research sets brbsd. macro-analytic pargme-
ters for the analysis of educational institgytionms. There are a large

number of studies in this field, and several approaches to answering °

the question of the impact of organizational change on human behavior.*
The reigning paradigm since the Second World War has been that vari-

ance of human behavior in organizational settings can be accounted for -

by ingraorganizational variables, such as. btreaucratization and other
factors. This approach has united researchers from different
disciplines and vantage points. Although few 0f the researchers
considering the internal structures and furctioning of organizations
have followed an explicitly Yclosed syster” approach, the range of
consideration given environment factors 1in this perspective is
limited. For exapple, a recent and highls influential theoretical
statement by Blau considered the organizzzion's size to-be of far
greater importance than its environment, tec-nology, or ungertainty in
explaining structural differentiation of orgznizations. - :

‘e @
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» { A greatvdeal of research also has been conducted on the nature of
organizational processes, taking envirommental factors as givens. The
. Weberian rational model of bureaucracy continues to excite interest
" dnd spur the., tracing of interrelations among characteristics of
organizations.” However, the comnections Between structure and process
of an qrganization and its goals, conceived in terms of incentives ahd
costs, has not 1led to generally accepted models of social Y
. subsystems, sudh as the educatiomal supsystem.  Pagtial models of _
rational decision making processes are -‘drawn from the Weberian
perspective, and' these have been adapted much more easily to research
into decision wmaking in school districts.
>
As a supplemént to or substimt?z.for rational models, researchers
have proposed sodial psychological and polfitical approaches, all of Y 4
which concentrate on , relationships o power ancy authority E“‘ ' -
\ _organizations. Crozier , Hickson et -gl1. , and Child , among others, >
have focused on those individuals in organizatioms who derive power
from their congrol over scarce resources and sources of uncertainty.
This treatment of power as- the Opptrgitg 0¥ dependency isjpositional,
not structural, which limits its use in comparative studies. Also, ’
most of these studies tend to combine analyses of authority and
influence instea% of identifying the saparate sources of each as
Gamson recommends . '
_ One exception to this. pattern is Tannenbaum's research on control .
in organizations. He criticizes the dominant focus on the relative
distribution of control among different ‘echelons of organizations, and '
.argues that theoretically, organizations may also differ in their
total amount of control. The assumption of a variable amount of
control seems particularly _ applicable to loosely structured
* organizations such as schools and school districts where participation
g of the "rank and file" (teachers)” is usually encouraged.” The impact
of different distributions of control has been studied in the politics
of education literature, but the implications of variable amounts of
L control on school outcomes such as student retention and achievement
have not. '\

Recently popular analyses of interorgqhhatiwl change have
questioned the” organizational system paradigm. Weich described the
normal pattern of organizational action as "loosely coupled,”" meaning
it violates 'the requirements of linkage assumed in Systems theory.

\ ' Cohen, March, and Olson developed the "garbage can model”

' organizational decision wmaking 2s a corrective to the ratiogaliﬁ
perspective. Applying the concept to schools, Meyer and Rowan
contended that "the§ bureaucratic standardization of ritual
classifications" of schooling had "little impact on- the actual
instructional activities of laeal schools.” ' P

- These criticisms haye led to an increased focus on environments 7
of organizations. An early theoretical work that influenced the
evolution the "open system” viewpoint was Thompson's Organizations
in Action ~. Thompson considered organizations to be dependent
because of ambiguity and uncertainty in their envirenments; neverthe-
less, they were systems that strived for .certainty. Discussion about

L .
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the enviromment of the organization, the network of +interacting
organizations, including-the particnlatlzplelof “"focal organizations,” . -
is classified by Aldrich and Pfeffer into two approaches: ‘the-

’ poﬁulation-ecology and resource dependent perspectives. .

f_ The population ecology or "natural selection perspective is
applied to the population level of drganizations, It suggests that

. environmental factors se}gct those organizational characdteristics best

fAtting fthe environment ~. This perspective explains organizatiomal .
change .through three stages adopted from the biological metaphor:
organizational variations occur; some. are eliminated while others are
selected; the variations seletted influence organizational structure
and process.qver .time. . The.perspective'dirdbt§ attention to the force
field® of organizations, and it applies particularlyswell=to schools,

which are multi-pressured social organizations._ . - .

-

The second aPPfoacﬁ.lgalli{'the “resource dependent perspective" .’
bv its author, Pfeffer ~, gives greater attention to political «
decision making processes that occur within the organization. It
argues that organizations seek to manage or .strztegically ‘adapt to
their environments.- One element of this theory related to school.
vrganieations is the proposition that administrators may engage in

r.o activity. msnaging théir environments than controlling their
or;;%izations‘ ... Another element, of broader applicability, is that. .
organizational decisions and actions are determined by tHe "enacted
environmgnt"—-that sét- of definitions of the world or orientations
developed through the organfzations' attention processes.

Overlappings the resource dependence perspective is the¢ , trans- .
action 1érpproach, illustrated .in the work of Williazson and
Warwick . This approach posits that organizatjons are in: constant
interaction with their enviromnments, and that these {nteractions
affect their structures and processes. The approa¢h %presents
organizations as potential maximizers: that. learn from intq&acg;ons;

In re¢ent years, researchers have begun to apply both closed and
open syst models to the analysis of educational organhizations. We-
have selgcted from  this literature two -approaches that seem-.
partieuldrly appropriate to the tonditions of rural Alaska education.
The first  is a focus on both the distribution and.amount of cpntrol in
rural educational .organizations. The sécond is the _concept of
incorporating environments into organizations, which is’ applicable to
the proress of lo alization in rhral Alaska education and the apparent -
deprpfessipnaliza?ion of Caucasian”educators're discuss in Chapters
4-6. - : ' . ) .

o

Politics of Educational Organjzations .

o Has power over what and with what effects is.among the oldest

. questfions of politics, and one that has been asked with incregsing

frequancy of school systems. This literature divides roughly into
studieé of the school or school district as a formal organization (its
administrative behavior), research into_the -power, partigipation, and,
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influence of educat.:lonal" :ictorazo,- and attempts to formulate a
political system of the scheol or district. . : .

Studies of fo:mbxl_’forg‘a’n:l_.'zational aspects of the school have
.influenced conceptual and empirical .work. The school 1% viewed as a
. rational system of. unitg" (boards, superintendents) pursuing a common
S goal, units that' are interlinked. The structuré of the organization
(for example, its eize, gpan of control) and work actiwities’ (for
example, communicatioh) are’-subjects of analysis™ , The ‘holistic
approach has been used to des¢ribe school administxation, however, the
. approach 1is sébject to .the. shortcomings of "closed syste&'z'
perspectives in'. Srganizaticnal behavior discussed above. Weick
applies his "loosely- coupled systems" approach as a corrective, and
studies following :this" lead have concluded that admipistrative
grrangemegss are looseély ‘coupled to the technical core of .public
education“®. As mentioned, the study of administrative control has
focused on the impact of different distributioms on performance, and

has not tonsidered the fmpact of variation in amount of control.

Studies of individual  school actors are numerous " with pexhaps
greatest attention focuséd oh school boards. In 1938, G oss condugted
research’ . on atticud%"_:*perc;gﬁtions, and role orientations of boards
and -superintendepts. - A recent assessment is Cistone's edited book
" on school boaré.”” This study presents a comPrehensive view of boards,
their sociopolitical enyi't;oﬂments,. their " authority relationships,

/  their institutional growth and change.: Among the authors, Boyd
suggested variables that® influénced “the conddct of board-gtaff

-.felations:. community characteristics' (political culture, educational

‘expectations, ‘histor ‘of school/community conflict),_‘charactertstics"

of school authoritiés, school goveynment factors (degree of fiscal
independence), school systen factors (vulnerability of system, qua-
si-professionalism) . resources - (kngv’ledge, information, management
resources, ‘and the ‘community's demand for representation). The list
> of variables with a potential impact on educational policymaking is
long. But one shortcoming of the approach was that it. failed to

"clarify the rﬁlation‘ship betweey educational policy processes and

.  eritical ‘¥artable, and several studies have pointed out.the ways in
which it influences both adpjnistrative and ‘political control of
sc?)ols'. Lutz and Iannoccone focused on conflict, especially that
induced by differences in political culture and declining. economic

resoirces a;,g_u!..xélat'sd thi& to results in school boardselections. They

present embii*ictk.‘l\‘:data showing that there is an "episodic adjusgment

(through elections) of ‘school district policy to the will or value of
the larger.community.”. The notion of "episodic adjustment” is ome we

§ will apply to rural ‘Alaska, but because use of elect’jons is recent, we

- will also look for qther forms of community : &issatisfaction.
Salisbury considered ghe. wore ephemeral topic of citizen participation

. %n education, addressiing the outcames so far as indYviduals were
concerned. His conclusion®was:. ‘ B ‘ :

L
»

Citiéens mhgﬂ‘. ﬁsftifgﬁ te in school affairs remain positive. in
their supportive attifudes t rd the schools, trusting in the
general probity -and effectiveness with which  the schools are
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' pelicy outputs  §" The’ extent and effect of participation 1is a
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administered, and confident abqif their abiligy . to have some
influence over the course of educatjonal policy. :

This pa‘ttem of effects of particlipation in school politics is an

implicit pattern of comparison fér our research in rural Alaskge

, Perhgps the most so&g;sticated,part}al study of actors was that
of Ziegler and Jennings, which looked at the interactions between
school board, superintendent, 'and the public. The authors used a
nationwide sample of districts and examined recruitment to the poard,
linkages o between district environment® and board, and con-
flict/cooperation between boards and superintendents.’ A major finding
of this study was that gehool boards were insulated from the public:
lay boards were almost wholly dependent on superintendents for infor-

_mation on which to_base decisions. This view has been challenged in

Aprocésfses of the sckool system.

more recent research, and it provides us ‘&another standard .of
comparison to the situation in. rural Alaska where "communities are
smaller and decisionmaking is more likely to be doné by consensus. A
furthergstudy by Tucker and Zeigler™ again spoke to the issue of
"professional control' over .lay boards, and this is an important
eritical obsemvation to6 emerge from nearly a generatior of research on
the politics of education., This research has been ¢riticized by
Bacharach, hove?r, for its deemphasis of the overalf governing
process, and of ‘the consequences for school district policy making of,
political activity. ' : ' A , -

* *
Conceptions of the political system of the school obviously pay’

greater attention to exogenous variables. Wirt and Kirstjlproposed the

adoption of a political systems Yramework in 1972. In _Jater
studies, Wirt specified the various "constituents” of the school™ and
examined ¢t major pressures weakening the power of #werning

authorities™ : changes in the intergovernmental context, increased
pressure group activity, increased professionalism of teachers and
adminigtrators, and the differential effects of political culture.
Thompsog,also presents a conceptualization of the school district as a
system. Bacharach analyzes the theoretical sophistication of these
approaches, and concludes that what is needed 1s a marriage of formal
organization and open system perspectives. His "political analysis of
theyschool system" is an important synthesis of concepts in the field
of politics of education. It affords researchers the latitude of
examining rélatipnships of greatest interest to them while being able
to comnect these to % broader process of administration and politics.
0f importance to our research, Bacharach points out several ways 1in
which decentralization of structure hypothetically affects political

Y -

Decentfalization of Governmental Se¢rvices' ' '..

A third area of litemtufe relates directly to problems in rural
Alaska education that stimulated odr résearch: what effect if ap\\;)o

political and administrative a¥rangemgnts have on educational oht-"

comes? This literature developed in rgspomse to practical concerns bf
urban service consumers; it dcs‘cribes results of experiments related

L Y
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to the "gpfat school wars” of the 1960s. To describe the literature,
essary to look back at those events. -

Decentralization. Urban minorities who had
developed political consciousness and a capability to oxganize during

' the Civil - Rights movements of the 1960s felt they had been

shortchdnged in the social change processes of earlier decades. Their
involvemerdt in Great Society programs, for example, in community
action programs that encouraged their "maximum {feasible participa-
tion,"” brought them into an awareness of the poténtialiiies of their
community's control of important _/flmctions such as education.

Too, urban taxpdyers in general wondered what - they were getting
for their tax dollars: national social welfare programs seemed
{nefficient; municipal servides of health, education and welfaré, the
aduinjstration of which was centralized and remote, did not seem to
deliver results. These concerns, criticisms, and conflicts exploded
in the late 1960s in a series of eommunity control controversies.
Ultimately the issue of who should control schools in New York City
and the Decentralization Act of the New York Legislature in 1969
brought national lay and professional attention to the role” of orga-
nizational change in affecting educational results and to the concepts
of political and administrgtive decentralization particularly. o

Findings from Studies of Decentralization of Urban Services. A
host of studies have reported on these decentralization experiments
conducted in the 1970s in urban America. Setting the historical
background for decentralization was Cronin's 1973 interpretative
review fourteen urban systems and, their changing pattgrns of
control. General, single case studies™ chroficled the rich history
and complex context .of the New York decentralization law. Zimet
(1973) was one of the few tg conduct an’ in-depth study of a single
school district in New’ York. He specified measures of effectiveness
such as improvements in achievement,test scores, and found  thag the

district showed little Mrovmentﬂvhich he attributed to =« lack of .

substantial change in mode of school control: the Neww York law had
produeed two conflicting systems of governance in the schools—-a
top-down émphasis on administrative decentralization and & bottom-—up
emphasis on community control--which resulted in minimal change in
educational or administrative effectiveness.

Gitt&ls . comparative study, Six Urban School Districtssa,
{dentified the conditioning role of fiscal status and. measured the
outputs of innovation and school system flexibility. Of particular
relevance, she found the degree of openness~-nature of power. and
public participation--to be directly related to imnovation in two
cases studied. In her several studies of the effects.of decen-
tralization in New York City, she found no redistribution of power in

.school decision making, but she noted significant changes in cliemnt

participation. Many active participants went om to participate in

other areas of Municipal politics. LaNoue and Smith, in their survey

of decentralization in five cities, concluded that- "No significant
evidence exiasg about the relationship of decentralization to student
" .

achievement. - .
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Evaluation of the case qxﬁgzz;.of'decentralized school systems

,‘forwed an important part of the study, Street-Level Governments,,6 by

Yin and’ Yates. They examined the impact of wveak, moderate, and strong
decentralization strategies in five service areas (safety, health,

_' multiservice, education, and economic develppment) and assessed

decentralization outcomes within esch service area. They concluded
that "successful decentralization is directly related to the strength

of the decentralization strategy and 1s  inversely related to the”

degree professional and bureaucrafdc control over service pol-

icies." Specificallyaregarding education, they found "a tendency

for weak forms of decfitralization to produce service improvements
(improved reading scores, for example) but not ifcreased client
control (evem of a weak nature) and for strong forms of
decentralization to produce increa Td control but few service improve-
ments (even of a minor nature)."’ =, In short; the early, extensive
studies of organizational change in crbdn education were not sanguine
abgut the efficacy of administrative tinkering.

There is a different set of findings with respect to studies of
citizen 'participation in education. Davis argues convincingly that
increased participation affects five areas of educational result 1)
it leads to institutional policies that are more respz::}jg/fgs:;;ds
of constituents and communities, 2) it improves the nat and quality
of educational services, 3) it helps develop a sense of efficacy and
confidence on'the part of constituents of citizens' organizations, 4)
it can coritribute to.improved performance by students, a 5) it can
contribute to making citizen organizations more effective. Eowever,
empirical support is generally lacking for these hypotheses, with the

exception,gf the recent andlysis of decentralization in New York City
by Rogers . This project analyzed the implementation of the New York

law in the city's new school distrivts. Much of the study reports on .

case studies of districts. representing variation in class and
ethnicity, and there is a semsitive poxytrayal of changes in political
stability. One generalizgtion of this study is that policies of
decentralized districts, /suth as -the hiring of paraprofessionals,
became more responsive to consumers and led to greater community

~s{nvolvement in most instances. A second generalization was that test

scores did not decline under the new, partially decentralized
districts. Rogers' main thesis is that the process of implemertation,
especially the role of the superintendent, is a critical variable in
determining syccessful outcomes. :

Applications to Rural .and American Native Education. Lless
attention has been paid the impact of decentralization in nonurban
locales, but the logic of organizational analysis applies there
equally well. Rural school copsolidation has produced large, cen-

" tralized systems, with limited decisional control in stmall towns; and

the decentralization strategies of the 1960s seemed appropriate to
(and were applied in) some rural places. Considerably less
information has been accumulated on the fate of these experiments,
however. In fact, a leading assessment of the state of rural
education, Sher's Education in Rural Amesics, mentionsgagly one case
and that concerns the intent of. tMe Vermont State Department of

\
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Education to conso}g.date all public school districts in Amerih'—ﬁ
"most rural state.” . )

A large part of the population of rural areas in the Southwest
and Western, states 1is non-Caucasian, and the development of orga-
nizational strategies bringing control to towns and villages has been
high on the agenda of leadersy of minority groups. Studies of the
impact of 1increased particgtion opportunities (as a result of
decentralization) on black Americans indicated that minority students'
achievement in reading was assoclated with strong involvement g
paredts in the reading program and in other school activities.
Strong arguments have been made for decentralization of consolidated
schools on Navajo reservations to "allow Navajo ;parents' to have real
control of their children's education” and increase education
effectiveness. Thus, although organizational chamge might induce few
qualitative improvements’ in the education of a majority Caucasian’
population, -its dimpact might be significantly different for
non-CaucasLﬁ Américans.

" ¢ National Currents and Changes in Remote Regions

d In important respects, the development of education in rural
Alaska has mirrored naticnal processes. A cycle of decen-
tralization-consolidation-decentralization has operated within an

.. . ‘overall framework of increased integration of ethnic ginority (Native)

” and Caucasian educational systems. As mentioned, t .dual system had

become a target for elimination by the 1960s. Educators pointed to
the need for special programs for Natives and a single, distinctive
strudture for rural schools. State officials agreed .in principle to
merge rural schools into a single, state-controlled system. But it
was the emergence of Native groups which made these issues salient and
forced a change in educational organization. And the emergence of
Native political organizations in Alaska was largely a consequence of
national currents of social change. ) :

National Social Action Agencies and Rural Orﬁanization

The pattern of change in rural areas of the state was initially
one of pasgive reaction to nationwide pressures reaching Alaska during .
the 1960¢ combiped with strong reactions to state-initiated pressures
on rural areas. From this, organization ggressive strategies
for Native and local comntrol developed. -

This decade of change began with activitieg of directors of fhe

American Institute of Indiah Affairs, particulafly the work of Henry

Forbee and LaVerne Madigan. They visited Eskiso communities in

, northern Alaska 4in 1960 and 1961, and while there helped initiate

¢ - three significant events and proceﬂses.‘_ First, they assisted the
Natives of Pt. Hope, who were then worried about the plans of the

Atomic Energy Commission te dredge a harbor at Pt. Hope with nuclear

charges, in a plan called Project Chariot.  Second, in the process of

helping villagers protest this actionm, they worked closely with, Howard

. Rock,' and encouraged hin&d:o.found the first Native newspaper of the
' . [ state, the Tundra Times. Third, they inspired and assisted in the
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formation of a pan-village organization om the North Slope, the
Inupiat Paitot (Our{People ,Speak), which was a forerunver of the {

Northern Alaska land claims associatioms. )

A broader process of change occurred through the movement to
Alaska of the national War on Poverty and the ethos of the civil-
rights movement. By 1965, a statewide program “had started, first
through the governmor's‘office, and then as an independent, non-profit -
agency of ghe -sgpte. Under the War on .Poverty umbrella, a large
number of programs were brought to rural villages, which had the
effect of increasing mobilization and organization there. These
included: Operation Grassroots, Community Development Corporatioms
(CDC), Headstart programs, Volunteers-in-Service-to-America (VISTA),
and Community Action Programs (CAP).

.

The work of these agencies is described sufficiently els'e-s\"mare.l‘9

‘We are interested in the effects they had on rural communities, ard we

can pinpoint four: théy 4increased resources for change in small
villages; they enhanced the #4olitical. leadership possibilities and
administrative experiences of rural Native youth; they stimulated the
involvement of communities in their future; and they brought te rural

-

communities highly committed Caucasian youth, who identified in many R

cases with the self-determination goals and objectives .of rural
comnunities.. ‘

The resources put into programs that benefited people were not
vast, given the relative abundance of state governnent resourtes in
1983. But in comparison to funds provided in federal and state ’
programs at that time, the new resources produced the needed ma*gin

for change. By speaking of resources, we mean dollars net available C

previously--such as -for day-care assistance and pre-schocl programs.
We also mean the provision of seed-money for capital construction, as
provided through CDC grants. Although an analysis of the total
contribution of War on_Poverty funds has not been done, it is saZfe to
say that most of the resources were in  the form of personnel szl-
aries——to Headstart aides; VISTA volunteers, grassroots workers, and
to CAP coordinators. ‘ s

. As - wvas the c?/\n other parts of the United States, .\the War o
Poverty programs the 1960s rapidly socialized minoritizs (in th

case young Natives) to a politicized communijy development ethic, and

made them ,available for broader leadership responsibilities in their -’ -
communities. Native youths were grante responsible positions, given ¥ ~
opportunities to travel in their own regions and statewice, and

provided with training sessions. These experlences enhancec their®

ability to function on a par with Caucasians in state and federal

government. \ ' <y,

Community action programs greatly increased the involvement of
village residents in public Hdiscussions about -local, regional, and
statewide 1issues. Moreover, they -created opportunities for the
transfer of knowledge and action from one rural regié’n to another, as
representatives and delegates appearedegtogether at statewide forums.
One of the mandates of the War om P_ov&'s community action program

~
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was that there be public hearipgs for projects, and "maximum feasible
participation” in the devalopignt of plans to eradicate poverty in
local areag. While this mandate was often ignored, there was real

had not been active’ previously,

: d to point out to them the benefits
of participationi/

b4 -

. changefin the procesgs:. attemptf were made to involve individuals who

A final but by no means the leas;: impprtant factor was the
effect the community action programs had it creating a class of
Caucasian intercessors in rural Alaska. ' This class was based on VISTA

- volunteers and later Alaska Legal Services workers, whose mission was

to assist in the transfermation of rural societies. As educated
agents of change,.they responded to the disadvantage#l conditions they
found.. In some cases their responses were hasty and inappropriate,

but -a large number of these intercessors identified strongly #ith the °*

rural people they had come to g€rve, and by lending communities their
skills and expertise, they were able to assist”"in their organization
for action. We will return to the role of Caucasian intercessors when
we discdss the IOﬁfli;ation of rural education in Chapter 6. !

Development of the Native ‘Land Claims Movement \

Shortly beforg the arrival of community.action agencies, programs
and activities, state agenciles had begun to increase pressure on lands
customarily used by Natives. This pressure brought on the formgtion
of Native regional and them statewide land claims associationms, and
the development of an aggressive strategy for resolution of these

cla}ms. , - &, %

State land selections were the direct cause of the land claims
movement. Wher Alaska became a state, the federal government .granted
it rights to select 104 million acres. To provide for itg financial
future, and acting under the statehood act, the new state Department

of Natural Resources, sought to quickly locate and select those lands

most likely to contain petroleum and other minerals.

The . North Slope was the major site of state selections in rural
Alaska, for this region already contained a federal petroleum
reserve, and geologic formations in other parts of the region seemed
to promise rich fossil enexgy deposits. Without mnotifying local
Inupiat Eskimo residents; the state selected the lands at Prudhoe Bay
that have produced the .state's oil bonanzy” of recent years.
Additional exploratory and surveying activity in this area was one of
several stimuli that led Inupiat leaders to form the Arctic Slope
Native Association (ASNA) in December 1965. ASNA was established
chiefly to estdablish Inupiatsilaims to aboriginal use and occupancy of

~all of Alaska's North Slope.

Possible loss of Native lands was the single most important
stimulus to formation of regional Native associations throughout
Alaska. Secondary causes were increased constraints on Native use of
Jands as seen, for example, in state and federal enforcement. of
regulations on subsistence use of species such as caribou and
waterfowl. : :
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Native leaders in areas most affected by state selections spread
information about state plans, and Native regions under no particular
pressure from state.-or federal agencies nevertheless followed suit in
forming claims asspciations. Thus, by 1966, land claims associations
had been fofmed to cover all areas of rural Alaska. The formation of
these orgayizations created extremely strong forces for change in
rural Alaska. Perhaps the most virile regional association was ASNA,
and it had the most at stake. Shortly after its o ization, ASNA
filed suit to stop the sta:ﬁ"s plan to sell oil and gas leases on the
" North Slope. Following this action, Secretary of the Interior Stewart
Udall in 1966 put a moratorium on transfers of all fedg¢ral lands to
the state govermment until the Native claims were settled.

~ Late in 1966, leaders of the regional associatiops met formally
. to discuss statewide federation, which they accomplished with the
establishment of the Alaska Federation of Natives (AFN) in 1967.
‘Notwithstanding the strength and independent tendencies of some of the
regional land claims associations, AFN maintained a relatively unified
posture of Alaska Natives when the claims of all Natives in the state
vere at -the top,&f its agenda. AFN quickly proposed the resolution of

land claims. However, oil companies refused to negotiate with Native'

groups# and AFN's plans were not supported by the state govefnment,
which opposed,L a large grant of land to Alaska Natives, and which was
disinclined to make monetary payments to Natives when the state's own
fiscal picture was bleak. A e '

Thg discovery of 0il ‘and gas at Prudhoe Bay 'in 1968 was the most
important -catalyst to the passage of land claims legislation. The
proven existence of huge quantities of this scarce resource, and the
inability of the of1 companies to' continue exploration work (or
acquire a federal permi® to construct a pipeline to bring the oil to
. market) without resolution of Native claims, set the stage for Native
leaders and their lawyers to develop 'a proposal for settling the
tlaims. 0311 companies wished to begin exploitation of Prudhoe Bay
0il, and wanted no legal challenges to their ability to work..The
state gpvernment, on whose lands the oil was located, stood to gain
vast enues in taxes and royalties from oil produced. The .federal
gov ent could satisfy these and other competing demands, and the
Republi}an administration could take crédit for the nation's most

generous settlements of Native claims.- President Nixon signed the

Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act into law on December 17, 1971,
ratifying a temporary.compromise of strongly antithetical interests.

The Alaska Native Claims Seftlement'Act (ANGSA)

The claims act has beeﬁ the single mostr important stimulus to

change of the social and political structure of rural Alaska -

(including school systems), and thus it is necessary to consider the
provisions of the act and the ways in which it has directed change in
rural communities. ' '
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Provisions of ANCSA \
Basicélly,. the.Alaska Native ‘Cleims were settled through payments
of cash and grarts of land, and federal. endorsement of state—chartered. . ‘ o

corporations, both at the regional and village levels. - K
The cash settlement was significant at the time the legislation

was passed in December 1971, and still is in the 1980s. Some $962.5.

million was to be provided to corporations and individual Natives in

Alaska, but not through direct grants to individuals. Instead,’ @

roughly, one-half of the}moum: was to be channeled to Native regional ' *

corporations formed under othe act, for thei¥ use in the creation of

economic investments for their shareholders. The remaining funds were .

to be distributed to village corporations and the "at large" regiomal

shareholders. The village corporations were also under some mandate

to distripute.funds to their shareholders. The payout schedule was “to ®

ryn for 10 years; the sources of funds were to be the federal treasw’y,.,n_ _

and a percentage of state royalties on oil. ] R T '
“The land settlement was significant at the time of the

legislation and has become increasingly important since then., About

44 million acres of land, more than 10 percent of the total land area . @

of Alaska, was to be distributed to Natives, but individual ownership

was not the primary objective. Instead, the surface rights to some 22

million acres were to be distributed to village corporations, on the

basis of the lands they selected (selections that took priority over

state selections), with .the subsurface rights given to- the regional

corporations. An additional 16 million agres (surface and subsurface . - @

rights) were to be distributed to twelve’/regional corpora‘tions based

......

on a "land lost" formula in the act. Nearly two million acres vere Cavste
set aside for other purposes, and an additional four to ftve million )
acres may be patented to village corporations representing five former Tt
reserves. "

The corporations, both village and regional, were thus the majof

..direct beneficiaries of ANCSA. These were mew legal entities in

Alaska, but they expressed the most powerful force in the ‘land clai
movements. The boundaries of the twelve new regional corporations

resembled those of the regional land claims associations (See Map 3), .
and the new leadership of corporations was initially drawn from e .
ranks of the Native associations. . :

Although new regional corparations resembled old Native
associations, the goals of the economic units were entirely different.
The corporations were chiefly concerned with getting title to the land P
and making profits for their-shareholders. ‘'They have had problems in s
attaining these objectives. . . -

Conveyance of lands to the corporations was slowed by the le‘n‘gt‘%i“‘
process of identifying lands of maximum value to Native regions, and _
by the time-consuming technical requirements involved in transfer of . @
federal property. The flow of cash to corporations was timely, but

problems developed in the crestion of profitmaking concerms. One .

major difficulty was that new boards of directors of the corporations
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lacked knowledge amd experience. A second was the smhll size of some
village corporations, which could not become visble economic units.
This led  to mergers of village corporations in some regigns, “and

.mergers of villages with regional corporations in others. A third

problem was the extensive litigation required to insure that lands
were cbdnveyed and that other aspects of ANCSA were implemented.
Finally, profit-making was made difficult by the lack of integration
among a large number of corporations. pursuing® limited investment and
development opportunities in rural regions of the state.

ANCSA as 8 Stimulus to Rural Sociopolitical Organizations

The 1970s began in rural Alaska with the prospect for
self-directed and ~initiated change. The major stimulus for this
change was creation of the economic corporapions at- the village and
regional levels. The first half of the decdde saw the development of
Tegional and local corporations. Notwithstanding the problems men-
tioned, some investments in new enterprises did turn a profit. Ne&
sources of capital became availaple in many rural regions, and the new
corporations provided jobs for Natives. Corporations also increased
opportunities for Natives to participate in decisions affecting their
lives, through shareholders' meetings and corporate planning processes
and elections. Of equal significance, village and regional corpo-~
ration leaders-*all of whom were Alaska Natives--became the most
powerful political spokesmen in their villages and regions. They also
became an important force in state politics through the AFN. - .

The 1960s land claims associations ‘had conducted a varigty of
social programs supported by grants or coptracts from govermment
agencies or foundations. ANCSA contained no provision for the
continuation of these social activities, and as profit-makjng entities
the new corporations could not undertake social service activities.
Therefore, in each of the twelve. Native regions, the Native
associations continued as non-profit corporations, conducting programs
in such areas as health, education, housing, nd employment

assistance. The indirect impact of ANCSA then was stimulate the
development of organizations whose major role was the delivery of
public. services in rural regioms. &

Thus, the passage of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act in
1971, by setting up regional and village Native corporations with cash-
and wealth. in land, was  an  important force 1n creating - an
organizational impetus forlgecentrilized educational services, ~

Action to Decentralize Rural Education

The movement to decentralize:control over rural schools involved
leaders of Native corporations, statewide Native leaders, and
educational researchers from the state university. In 1973, the state
Department of Education authorized an investigation of alternatives._
for education in the unorganized borough, and the University of
Alaska's Center for Northern Egucational Research (CNER) coordinated
the project. CNER's year-long study was done in coordination with’
AFN's Human Resourcés Committee and the Alaska Legislgsithfsnnittee
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~ with policy makers.
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on Prehigher Education. The process involved meetings of educators,

legislators, public officials, and -organization leaders--most of whom
were Natives. The were also rural meetings and directed sessions

- »

The CNER report, Prehigher Education iggﬁhe Unorganized Borough,
laid the groundwork for legislative changes. The report found that
centralized contrdl of educational servites had not met needs of rural
peprles, and that any continuation of centralized policymaking was
unacceptable becasuse of its -inefficiency snd deleterious effects omn
local leaderxrship. Several alternatives to centralization were
debated, 1including creation of educational Service areas,
regionalizatior, and development of community . control through
formation of local govermments.

LJ

Bills were introduced in both houses of ‘the state legislatureb
but no action was taken until Native organizations lobbied strongly
for legislation in the 1975 session. That led to the decentralization
of educational services. .= . :

. As with most attempts at rural organizational change, the motives
of organizers were varied. For Native leaders, the most important
objective was to wrest comtrol ofi schools in local communities from

professional educators and state bureaucrats who Trepresented the

increasing dominance of western culture and institutions in rural
society. The response/ to feelings of powerlessness and loss of
control was this deﬁfég "for, localized decision making. .For some
leaders, an additional purpose was to improve resources available for
Native education, bye developing a more efficient. decentralized
structure around which local communities could mobilize and seek

greater financial support. And to most leaders, an important objec— -

tive was the improvement. of Native schooling--the thought being that
local control would lead to greater attention to the distinctive
problems of Native education. The movement was supported by
educational professionals who resented distant control and by the
political ideology of self-determination at the national level. One
of the leaders of the’ statewide decentralization movement put the
objectives this way: " -

-

There were two sellers to the REAA idea: 1) local school board.

control would improve delivery of education, and 2) REAAs would
deal with what a student was--why do the same for all?

Irrespective of the motives and objectives of the leaders of the
Alaska Native education movement .n the 1970, the action married
desires for improvement of schooling for Natives to demands for Native
political control over rural regions of the state. These interests
were reflected in the process of implementation. '

L o . -
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CHAPTEﬁ‘E; IMPLEMENTATION OF DECENTRALIZED EDUCATION IN RURAL ALASKA

' r's
The movembent for decentralization of rural education did not end

with the passage of state and federal legislation. As is the case
with most organizational chgnges, the way in which statutes and laws

vere implemented- influenced greatly the pattern. of local school -

operations. This chapter describes the bases of authority to decen-
tralize rural schooling and chronicles briefly the process of change.
Then it -examines the resource issues of impleméntation and the issues

- of power -and influence that affected the. extent to which control was

localized.

Legal Authority to DecentraMze ‘

The Alaska Native Claims.Settlement Act (ANCSA) was the forerun-
ner to both the decentralization' of stzte educational services in the
1975 creation of Regional Educational Attendance Areds (REAAs)and the

_decentralization of federal Indian programs to the local level, in the

Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act of 1975 (and
related legisldtion, P.L. 95-561). Both these legislative changes
went a step beyond delegation of power. They partially devolved
federal and state power, by either creating or empowering locel
councils' and assemblies to make educational decisions affecting rural
Alaskans and Alaska Natives. Also, they partially deconcentrated

federal and sfate power, by moving the apparatus for educational

program delivery one stage closer to the people served.

After a year's wait, the state's REAA enabliﬁg legislation passed
quickly through the legislature in 1975. Legislators ¢onsidered
several bills reflecting the issue positions developed by the Centér
for Northern Educationsl Research (CNER), of the University of Alaska,
and the Alaska Federation of Natives (AFN), whose Human Resources
Committee had worked on this isspe’'with CNER. Similar bills were
introduced in both houses of the, legislature (Senate Bill 35, or S.B.
35, after which the REAA act is usually named, and House Bill 259, and
a conference version of the bills was enacted in June 1975. The
legislation established a transitional Unorganized Borough School
District (AUBSD), which was to be replaced ¢ithin a year by 21 Region-
al Educational Attendance Areas (REAAs), each with elected school

boards empowered to control all but ultimar@ fiscal decisions.

Change in control of federal schqols.fof Natives oOccurred some-
what less quickly. Notwithstanding the state and federal intent to
transfer control of BIA schools to the state, both govermments moved

slowly to integrate thém into the statewide system. By 1975, 43 of

the BIA schools operated by the federal government still had not

changed hands. Then, developments in federal .Ind{ian policy sagain
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influenéed the patfem of educatiomal organization in Alaska. Firsf.

‘congressional passage of P. L. 93-638, the Ingdian Self-Determination

and Educatiion Assistance Act of 1975, permitted the contracting of

social services to tribal organizations, thus involwing village.

tradi al and IRA councils and nonprofit Native associations in
school-relatdd matters. (IRA councils are federally chartered village
councils, formed uvhder terms of the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934,
as extended to Alaska in 1936.) -

Specifically, this legislation provided for self-deéemina{:iofg of
Indian tribes, in the sense that they rather than federal agencies

- would administer the federally funded programs {(within categories,

such as welfare, employment assistance, and adult education). As
applied to Alasks, the legislation made IRA .and traditional councils
the first Native govermnments to be considered for social service
funding. Passage of the act gave Alaska Native communities a fore
secure funding mechanism than they had previously had. (The revival
of Alaska IRA and traditional counecils is partly a consequence of this
new financial arrangement.) IRA councils had the option of applying
for and administering program funds themselves, transferring their

financial authority to regional nonprofit associations, or retaining -
. the BIA as & service provider.

- Then, in 1978, Congress passed P.L. 95-561, which provided for
decentralization of Indian schools and the making of budgetary,
curriculum, and.personnel decisions by boards at the local school
level. However, the amount of funds allotted to each school was

. determined by @ formula nct unlike that used in many states which

disgributed support on an average daily membership basis. . Few commu-
nities actually took advantage of this policy change.

Finally, in a policy change under the Reagan administration,
federal support of BIA schools was to be. terminated over a two-year
period. This action was intended to phase out remaining BIA schools
in Alaska, and their transfer (in some cases forqed) to REAA districts
(beginning in 1982). The federal action was tilemented in a manner
largely 1nco¥'sistent with the intent of the selfletermination act.

"The Process of Decentralization

Crea@on of the REAA System 1n Rmfal Alaska

The first action taken under S.B. 35 was setting boundaries for
the new REAAs.. This activity was assigned to the state Department of
Community and Regional Affairs (DCRA), which was to work in consulta-

tion with the state Department of Education (DOE). In a series of

hearings and informational meetings in rural areas of the state (of

the unorganized borough) in July and August, 1975, agency officials -
sqlicited views on the areas to be covered in the REAA districts.

S.B. 135 provided that REAA boundaries would follow regional
corporation boundaries established uhder ANCSA, implying that there
would be at least 12 school districts. But the legislation prescribed
that REAAs would have certain characteristics. They were to contain

w43



r

an integrated and homogenous socioeconomic, linguistic, and cultural
area. Designers also were to consider ease of tramnsportation and
communication within each newly created district. These standards for
1ncorpora§ion resembled those called for in the 1incorporation of
boroughs.” DCRA and DOE approached the drawing of boundary lines with
these ideas in mind. With drafts in hand, agency officials held
hearings in3a large number of rural locations regarding the proposed
boundaries. At the conclusion of the hearing process, the rural
areas of the state were divided into 21 REAA areass.

. The new rural districts were ‘a compromise of the various objec-
tives of designers. In each of the largest Native regions-—-Calista
..and Doyon--it .was necessary to establish several districts. The
designers paid attention to geographic and cultural factors. Thus, in
the Calista region, districts were set up for each ff ,the two major
rivers—Kuskokwim and Yukon. In the Doyon region, districts were
establislied on the two road arteries to the south--the Richardson and
Parks lighways, and villages that can generally be resched only by
plane “were divided between eastern and western regions. But omne
district (Iditarod) included both Calista and Doyon villages. Given
the large area of regional corporations, single districts were set up
for only four regions—-Northwest Arctic, Bering Straits, Copper River,
and Chugach (see Map 3 of REAA boundaries). Some REAAs contained city
school diitricts within their boundaries.

within each REAA, voters were to elect a board of from five to 11
members. The number was determined initially by DOE, in comsultation
with committees through hearings held in the district areas. The
legislation provided that small communities could be represented on
. boards through- the procedure of dividing REAA districts into school
board sections, each with one or more seats on the board. Section
lines were to be drawn based on population distribution, but some
gerrymandering permitted the representation of very small communities
on ths board. Board members were elected at large by all voters of an
REAA." This process had to be completed quickly, because elections
vere scheduled for January and February 1976. In those elections, 147
board seats were contested: -

Powers of the regional schools board were delegated.! REAA
districts had only powers granted by -the legislature, which limited
their resources as mentioned below. An important aspect of the decen-
tralization process, however, was that Marshall Lind, the Commissioner
of Education, who had overriding authority with respect to REAA school
operations, gave virtual autonomy to the new districts. His personal
values were strongly supportive of the decentralization movement.
Reflecting on the rf1¢é he had played, he commented: .
-1 guess I am patient by nature. I have an orientation that helps

a good deal—basic respect and trust for people, in whatever
capacity. I have felt that board members are concerned, sincere
individuals who want to do what's right. They mostly- hire people
with these feelings. At times we screw up, but as a state
agency, we ought to help them...by God we should do it. It 1is
very easy to take regulations and come down hard on rural
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MAP 3—REGIONAL EDUCATIONAL ATTENDANCE AREAS
Northwest Arctic 12. Yukon Koyukuk ‘ | ..
Bering Straits 13. Yukom Flats '
Lower Yukon 14. Alaska Central Railbelt
Lower Kuskokwim - 15.+ Delta/Greely
Kuspuk . 16. Alaska Gateway.
Southwest 17. Cooper River ’
Lake & Peninsula 18. Chacham : : ‘ L
Aleutian Chain 19, Southeast Island -
Pribilof - 20. Ammette Island !
Adak * . 21. ' Chugach

Iditarod .
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schools. That's the easy, bureaucratic approach. We are fortu-
nate to have staff, boagd members who feel that we are here to
help and not clamp down. «

Thus, areas of influence such as to "adopt regulations governing
organization, policies and progcedures for the operation of the
schools," and to "develog a philosophy of education, principles and
goals for its schools,” were implemented by the REAA districts

without significant interference from Juneau.

Interest in decentralizing control to the school building level
resulted in the legal requirement ‘that each community (or military
reservation) with'a school have a community school committee (csC).
Members were to be elected at regular municipal elections or special
elections, and the CS5Cs were given, under S$.B, 35, rather loosely
defined responsibilities: "to review and make recommendations to the
board” of the REAA "concerning. the curriculum, program and general
operation of the local school.”"’ TNéy also could be delegated other
functional responsibilities by the school board and, as we shall see,
in several districts their involvement with school eprocesses was
extensive.

However, in some REAA districts, such as those with only two or
three schools~-for qxample, Delta~Greely and Adak~-the community
school committees were superfluous from the start. In larger REAA
districts--such as 1ditarod, Lower Kuskokwim, and Northwest
Arctic--the committees appeared to perform valuable services, for not
every village if the larger regions was represented. on the regional
boards. As the new system developed, however, misunderstandings and
conflicts arose between the regional boards and the community commit-~
tees: regional interests‘cogtesting with village interests. A major
ares of controversy concerned the control of hiring at the hool
site. One outcome of this conflict was a change in regulations
affecting the P8Cs. An amendment to REAA legislation in 1979 (sup-
ported by modt district offices and boards) removed all references to
the CSC, and the regional school boards had the option of eliminating
them. Today, one-fourth of the schools in rural Alaska have no
community school committees. (But they retain the option to have
them, as do city and borough districts.) Most of the remaining local
boards are called Advisory School Boards (ASBs), to refleqt their lack
" of “légal authority. As we shall see, only a minority of the existing
local boards have strong influence over local school staff and pro-
grams.

Termination .of BIA Schools

BIA schools figured in this process, in that they either could be
absorbed into an REAA district or could become "independent” under the
contracting procedures of P.L. 95-561, resembling city school dis-
tricts but without & local tax contribution. This remains an option
and BIA schools have gone independent in Chevak, Akiak, Aklachak, and
Tuluksak.
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Some controversy surrounded the decentralization of BIA schools
too. The federal requirement for transfer of authority was that the
local commiunity be consulted and agree formally to the movement of its
school into the‘state's jurisdiction or to the creation of an indepen-
dent school. In several communities in the early 1980s, there were
questions about the adequacy of presentation of options to villagers,
and more than one community that.initially sought transfer to the
state (gnd its REAA districts) changed its mind and sought to rescind
the action. :

As the federal withdrawsl from Native education in Alaska began
in earnmest in 1982, however, independence of BIA schools became
possible only through the organization of a first class municipality.
Hints of court suits were heard, but to date no BIA school community
has tried this route to retain federal support. .

Regional and/Local Models of Decentralization
. =

There were two models for the decentralization of education, and
both were implicit in the enabling legislation. One model and refer-

ence point was the borough school district. State constitutional

provisions on local govermment had specified that boroughs (both urban
and rural) were to include all schools within borough boundaries, and
administer them through a borough school district that was responsible

to the borough assembly. To encourage urban areas to assume local.

responsibilisy for education, ‘the legislature gave newly formed
boroughs large land grants and strong taxing powers to support educa-
tion. Urban areas that resisted local government organization vere
forced to develop school districts incorporated within the. borough
under terms of the Mandatory Bdrough Act of 1963. The two rural
districts with rich tax bases formed boroughs volunterily. The first

borough formed was the Bristol Bay Borough, a small settlement includ~

ing one of -thes/world's richest salmon fisheries. The second case
occurred in BY/2 when Natives of the North Slope formed America's
largest local government in the {erritory which includes the Prudhoe
_ Bay oil reserves (taxed by the borough). The North Slope Borough's
independent school district gained local control over sg¢hools formerly
“administered by the SOS and BIA. The idea of S.B. 35 s was that

once REAA districts developed a tax base, they should ecome boroughs, -

and their school districts should rely on local suppoxk.
- :

The second model was the city school district. Areas outside
organized boroughs but within first class city boundaries were ob-
ligated to provide for education. In 1976, there were 24 such city
districts, and about half were in rural areas as we have defined them.
The REAA legislation had provided that each community within REAA dis-
tricts have substantial input through its Community School Committee.
This gave substantial autonomy to local communities.and, because one

.analogue for the CSC was the city school district board, it gave an
“{mpetus to the incorporation of first class cities within REAAs and
formation of city school districts. (The two communities in rural
Alaska that have already followed this route were Sand Point in 1978
and Tanana in 198?.) .
K



r | : '

Thus as the REAA system was established, tensions developed

between regional headquarters and villages. What this brief review

suggests is that choices for rural communities were constructed along
regional and local lines, with the. weight of resources on the side of

- they regional option.

- Resources Issues in Impleﬁentatioh

The issues of resources in the.implementafion of decentralized
education were primarily those of money, new school constructipn, and
personnel.

L J

Funding the’ REAAS

The REAAs are funded under provision of the Alaska Public School
Foundation Program, using ‘the same formula for determining public
support as city and borough school districts, except that no local
contributions are required. In additfgn, REAA districts are given an
amount per student equal to the évegpiz per pupil local tax centribu-
tions in city and borough districts, and some REAAs may recelve an
area cost-of-living supplement. Residents of REAA districts are not
requiéed to make any tax contributions to support their schools. (On
the average, well over 80-percent of city and borough school district
budgets are funded by the state, and local taxpayers make relatively
slight contributions to education compared to taxpayers in other
states.) Although REAA -distPicts may receive voluntary contributions
from local individuals or corporations, this has been an infinitesimal
source of income in all cases. &he chief funding difference then
between REAAs .and city/borough districts is tlidt REAAs are not permit-
ted to tax. A minor difference is that REAAs receive less than the
full value of federal pax?ents remitted to the state in lieu of taxes
on federal installations.

REAAs are similar to city amd borough districts with respect to
their ability to receive federal and state funds for special programs.
They may receive Johnson O'Malley (JOM) funds directly as well as
assistance under the Indian Education Act. ¥unds under the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act programs are available, such as Title I
monies, but these are administered through the state DOE for all
districts. All districts are eligible for community school programs.

allocating moré funds to adi¥f{nistrative and operating expenses thran
instructional ones, the legislature required that at least 55 percent
of district budgets be spent on instruction. Furthermore, as one
control on the budgeting practices of districts, they were restricted
from carrying forward into the next fiscal Jgar more -than 10 percent
of their budget. (However, there is no penalty if they do.)

Thus, the funding issues in the implementation’ of decen-
tralization concerned slight disparities in revenues between REAAs and
city/bgrough. districts and & &ignificant discrepancy in revenue
sourcds. This led some REAAs to perceive that they were subjects of

‘discfimination in - the state legislature, because they recelved

M
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Because legislators feared that REAAs and other districts vere



somevhat fewer of the pass—-through federal dollars and because they
had no ability to raise revenue locally. Borough districts .including
all urban schools in the state took the opposite view. They saw the
new rural districts getting a free ride from the state, and their
residents objected to paying property taxes for operating expenses and
for building - construction when residents of the unorganized borough
paid none.

New Schools in Rural Alaska . i

The amount of funding available for instructional programs was
not an issue in most REAA districts. There was enough money. Some
CSCs complained that districts did not give them discretionary reve-
nue, and this was an'impegineﬁt to local control at the school site.
But the most- important funding issue concerned the construction of new
schools and the maintenance of old schools now administered by region-
al boards. This was the Molly Hootch case, and the issue of
state/local relations in the construction and administration of public
facilities. .

I? 1972, Alaska Legal Services (ALS) filed a suit against the S0S
on behdlf of Molly Hootch, a girl (from Emmonak) whose village had no
high school. The. intent of the suit was to force the state to provide
Hootch arnd other Native children high schools in their home commu-
nities. The State Supreme Court ruled that establishing local high
schools was not required by the part of the state constitution that
calls on the state to provide schools "open to all children.” Howev-
er, the court did comment that the state was mgrally obligated to
provige high school opportunities for rural youth.

Shortly thereafter, a second. claim against the state was filed,
Anna Tobeluk et al. versus Marshall Lind (Commissioner of Education)
et al., alleging that failure to provige high schools jin Native
villages amounted to racial discrimination. "This case was settled out
of court in '1976. The agreement pledged the state DOE to actively'
scek funds from the legislature to provide secondary school oppor-
tunities in a large number of villages on a time schedule. The state
Board of Education then adopted regulations assuring every thild a
right to attend high school in her or his community if there was an
elementary school there, unless the cofmunity declined to - have a
sthool. The 1976 state legislature asuthorized and voters approved a
$60 million bond issue for rural schools, the largest state bond issue
up to that time for construction of public facilities. This fund was
supplemented by succeeding legislatures, and it has led to the state’
funding of construction of new schools in neaiiy 100 villages and the
development of new high school programs there.

., The comstruction of these schools was controversial and the
subject of press criticism, as "gnafus and foulups" delayed con-
struction and increased costs well beyond those projected. Part of
the difficulty lay in the limited authority of REAA boards and dis-
trict staffs concerning school Qonstruction. Operation of the school
pﬁgsical plant and decisions to establish new tschools or close old
onlis were all subject to approval by the Comimissioner of Education.
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Until 1981, REAAs' authority with réspect to construction was limited:

they either had to rely on the state Department of Traisportation and

Public Facilities to build schools requested by REAAs, using funds

e appropriated by the legislature or accept and use grants from that

' department. Choice of sites and other important matters (such as

whether the school should be comstructed on pilings or on the ground,

%_ have a full court gym or a multipurpose room) rested with the dis-

~cretion of departmental officials operating under state regulations.

Ownerships of all school buildings and land remained with the state

(the REAAs had use permits for them), unlike borough and city school

facilities that were owned outright by the municipality. Thus, the

issues of school construction and maintenance pushed the REAAs and the
state departments h}to what were at times adversarial relations. ,

 Personnel in REAA Districts . !

Py REAA staffing authority and®patterns also tended to resemble
° those of other districts i&:he state. The REAA district boards had
. full authorization to hire and fire administrators (including superin-
- tendents), teachers, and support staff. Thus, unlike the New York
PY decentralization case where constraints were placed upon the hiring of
" teachers and administrators by .decentralized districts, in Alaska

there were no such limits.

Initially, REAAs were simply miniature versions of the SOS,
centralized in regional capitals of rural Alaska. Many staff were

® former employees of SOS or AUBSD and continued 4in similar posts in the
REAAs--1€ading to the observation "system changed, .people were the
same." Then, as Hootch schools were built and new school programs

developed, the number of teachers and administrators increassed. Most
of those recruited to fill ‘administrative and teaching positions were
Caucasians from urban areas without Alaska 'experience. Many brought

® to rural Native regions an entirely different set of values and
, expectations; therefore, they formed a major agency of change in rural
compunities. ' '

Power Issues in Implementation

o Legislation decentralizing rural Alaska education created new
' institutions——district offices, regional superintendents, regional
school boards, and local educatignal committees. - Actors in’ these new
‘school institutions and roles came into competition for ‘control over

E school operations with local actors--site administrators (principals,
principal/teachers) and teachers. The legislation also increased the
® number . of monitors of rural school affairs. And the complexity of

policymaking in the new system attracted the participation of new
educational interest groups, which competed for influence with profes-
sioffal associations and older interests.

-

The Actors
@ .
'This section describes the five major imstitutions (or roles) in
the implementation of decentralization in rural Alaska education. We
} - -
e o - . -4 5~
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also present some information on the characteristics of actors.] These
data are drawn from statewide surveys of . rural principals,, teachers,
superintendents, and °school boaxd members, .during the period
1981-1983. Survey methodology is discussed the appendix.

. Sugeiintendents and District Staff. The most visible new actors
in rural Alaska educatioh are superintendents and their district
office staffs. New school headquarters were established for each of
the 21 REAAs, and in a short’.period of time, they became a major

source of employment and funding for regional capitals of rural areas.

For example, school districts located in: McGrath, Mountain Village,
Ft. Yukon, and Tok are now major sources of year-round employment in
thege communities, and school construction provides significant new
employment for residents of these places. ‘ ’

The size of the district administration varies by student popu- .
lation, §ize of district, logistic problems within it, and preference

of the distfict superintendent. In some REAA districts in 19892, the

district office consisted of little more than a superintendent,
secretary, and maintenance persom, but in most there was a large work
force. The average size of the REAA bureaucracy is 34 persons. In a
few districts with widely scattered schools, such as Northwest Arctic
School District and, Lower Kuskokwim School District, the central
office held nearly 0 employees—a large number of personnel given
the fact that none gf the Alaska rural districts had more than 1,200
students. The supgrintendent occupies a prominent position within the
district office;/and in most districts, he is a person of regional
political influence. But turnover at the superintendency is high, and
over the geven year period 1976-1983, the rate of turnover exceeded 80
percent. Only three superintendents of districts with rural schools
occupied. the same post in 1983 that they had held in 1976. This
relatively high rate of turmover is-ome factor limiting the political
influence of superintendents.

The staff- of REAA districts is likely to include one or more
assistant superintendents, a business officer and staff, a maintenance
officer and staff, a facilities coordinator, a director of titled
(mainly federal) programs, and a curriculujn coordinator .and staff. In-
some of the regional districts, there is sufficient autonomy in staff
positions for officers to exert influence independent of the supexin-
tendent over areas of school operations. This is not a universal
phenomenon of rural district staffs, however. '

In most characteristics, rural superintendents in Alaska resemble
those in the contiguous 48 states. In 1982 all but two were male, and
two were minorities. Their average age, 48, was lower than that of
guperintendents outside of Alaska, qpd for this reason primarily they
had less experience in school administrationm. A relatively small

- percentage (30 percent) had more than seven years experience in rural

school teaching or administration in Alaska. It is a requirement of
the state that superintendents hold administrative credentials. Few of
the superintendents in rural Alaska have education beyond the masters'
level. t -
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, District School Boards. REAA district school boards were estab-
lished in 1976, and they too are new institutions. Boards ‘vary in
‘ size from 5 to 11 members, with districts paying different amounts of
@ attention to the representation of unique interests of the regiom,’
including geographic -areas or villages, on the board., Im 1976, there
were 147 _seats in the first REAA board elections. Uf we add to this
number the membership of city school boards and boards of boroughs in
which there are rural schools, we reach a total of approximately 250
rural district school board members in Alaska. .
Rural board members are occasional participants in school affairs
in most districts; no district holds weekly meetings or work sessions
on a regular basis. K Board members in mos¥ districts are given a per
diem to attend meetings, and this is an incentive to membership for
_ some whose opportunities for seasonal or year-around employment are
® 3 limited. ' ¢

In 1983, the majority of regional board members were male (61
percent), and most had lived in rural Alaska a good pamt of their
lives. Urnilike. superintendents, a clear majority of rural board

PY members were Alaska Natives, representing a constituency that is

primarily Native in ethnicity. Board members on the average are not \

well educaged. A majority had not graduated from high school, and a

sizable minority has not attended high school. Less than 10 percent

f rural school board members had graduated from college. Limited

Cducation and Native ethnicity are the chief areas in which board
® members are different from teachers ‘and school administrators.

Principals and Principdl/Teachers. There is far greater varia-
tion in the environment of rural education than is the case in
Alaska's city schools, end this variation is reflected in the adminis=-
trative position of principal. Nearly %5 percent of rural schools are
® ‘directed by heads or principal-teachers. They work in very small

schools with fewer than 50 students, where they are the only teacher

or share teaching responsibilities with no more tham five other

teachers. This position is much different from the principalship in
. the larger rural schools such as those in Bethel, Kotzebue, Barrow,

Dillingham, and Nome. Here, principals tend to have no classroom
® responsibilities. But the schools are still small by urban American
-standards, and the position of principal in them more resembles that
of team leader tham it does the executive director of a complex
institution. The principalship in the larger schools tends to ‘resem—
ble that in other rural regions of the United States. .

® In 1981, Alaska rural school principals were likely to be midwy,
dle-aged, Caucasian males who had/ taught school at least five years
and served as principals for apppbximately three yearsw The average
age of principals was 41 years, #ith the youngest principal 26 and the
- oldest 63. Some 82 percenat of rursl principals were male. Only 4
percent (13) of the principals were non~Caucasian, and in this respect
C ] principals were unlike rural Alaskans, the majority of whom are
Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut. 2. B
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Most principals had some experience' in rural Alaska. The average
yegrs' residence was 4.5, with a range from less than one year (2
percent) to more than 16 years (11 percentd. Hﬁg? new and old prin-
cipals had lived in other 'rural cultures and gainéd experience throug
the Peace Cbrps, study abroad, or teaching in rural areas of the U.S.
or foreign countries. Thus, rural principals were not new actors on
the rural sceme. .

-

Most principals had taught school for an average of five years,
and fpom this basis were selected to be principals or princi-
pal-teachers of local schools. While the average length of service
for principmls was 2 years, this statistic camouflaged a wide fange of
variation. Some 36 percent of the principils had not been chief
school administrators the ‘previous year. No more than 16 percent of
the principals had held positions over a five-year period in the same
school. These facts underline the high rate of turnover in the rural

A principalship.

Teachers. In personal characteristics, Alaska's rural teachers
resemble teachers elsewhere in the U.S. They are much different from
ost rural Alaska residents. Teachers sampled in 1982 were fronifi to
3 years of age, and the average teacher was 33 years. old. An
overwhelming wmajority—-91 percent--were Caucasians; 3 percent were

Alaska Natives, like the majority of the rugal population. Slightly

more women (55 percent) than men teach in rurgl schools.

Few rural educators had taught more than 20 years. Most were

* gtill relatively new to teaching, and the average number of vears'

experience was seven. A small minority had spent much time at the
school where they currently taught: 55 percent had taught there fewer
than two years, and only 15 percent had taught at the same school for
more than seven years.

Few respondents reported they had held jobs in education other
than classroom teaching. Of these, the largest number worked as
teachers' aides, or in administration, coordination and counseling.
Most had some experience in fields other than educatiom, in_managerial
and clerical or sales capacities.

Rural Alsska teachers are mnewcomers to Alaska and to rural

regions in comparison to most residents. They had lived there an

average of three years. Four percent (13) were born in the state, and
only 5 percent (16) took their baccalaureate degrees in Alaska. The
largest number graduated from Pacific - coast, inter-mountain, and
northern states——Oregon, Washington, Califormia, Colorado, Maine, and
Minnesota.. In extent of education and in degree field, rural Alaska
teachers were not greatly different from other U.S. teachers.

Local School Boards and Committees. The Community School Commit-
tees (CSCs) of the 1975 REAA legislation were new boards in a formal,
legal sense. Under the S0S and old BIA systems, local boards were
advisory; the new units possessed considerably more authority (until
the lpgislation changed in 1979). " In extreme cases, they could screen
professional personnel employed to work in the school, set the\school
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calendar, and control relatively large amounts of discretiomary school -
- funding. Most boards today have less influence. In addition to local

bpards (usually called Advisory School Boards or ASBs), federal and
state special programs require the creation of Parent Advisory Commit-
tees (PACs), for example for Title I, Johnson O'Malley, Indian Educa-
tion, and special education purposes. These boards and committees are

connected to local and regiomal boards in a number of different ways -

across the state.

In many respects, local board members sampled in 1983 had person-.

al background characteristics like those of district Roard ‘members.
They differed in that local board and committee members were more
likely to be women . (54 perceént) than men; they tended to be younger;
and they were even less likely to 'have year-round employment than
regional board members. Perhaps the most significant difference was
that local board members represented the ethnic composition of their
communities better than regional board mgmbers. -

Monitors of Local Schooi OperStions

Government at the local, .state, and federal level may by law

regulate the operation of local Alaska school affairs. Power over.

local schools is more potential than actual, however.

Local Governments. In city and borough school districts with
rural schoels, the school district is fiscally dependent (for local
revenues) Qp the city council or borough assembly. In theorv, educa-

tional expendityres are controlled by the council or. assembly, which

in making a local contribution to education may independently audit
expenditures and even educational programs. In fact, for most rural
schools within organized municipalities, the council's action’ is an
automatic ,acceptance of the budget forwarded to it .by the school
board.

.Because the REAAs are located in Alaska's unorganized borough,
which lacks an assembly or council, the state legislature has ex-
ercised this power indirectly, It has done so through the creation of
an oversight committee, & joiint committee made up primarily of rural
members of the state house a senate. The REAA oversight committee
has conducted a number of inveptipations—-related tq dropouts, teacher
housing, transpdrtation cests} and similar issues -and these have

influenced to an extent legislative funding. Its influence over REAA .

operations, however, has been sporadic. Ot occasion it requires that
district office business person el present information on instruction-
al and transportation costs to the committee. Superintendents may be
asked to report to the oversight committee too (in person), and this

‘may have some effect on their actionms.

! - .

A third local government, the traditional council of the village,
has been involved in the operation of a few gchools in rural Alaska.
Under terms of P.L, '95-561, traditional ‘or IRA councils may contract
for the operation of BIA schools, and in the villages of Chevak,

Akiak, Akiachak, and Tuluksak this was done. In these instances, the

traditional council functioned more as a school board than as a

B
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council or assembly, however, in that it' made no local financial
contribution to schools. :

» - , _

State Govermment. Three state-level institutions in addition to
the legislature are important sources of influence on local rural
school operatioms. The state Board of Education is responsible by law

*for the establishment of policies which gowern operation of .the
Department of Education and school districts. The Alaska Board of
Education is appointed by the state. governor; since the formation of
the REAA- system in 1975-76, rural areas of the state have been repre-
sented on ghe board, #hd it has been very sympathetic to rural schbol
concerns. Board policy obviously has an impact on school operatioms,
but in the past it has not discriminated' between rural and urban
schools. Thus, major policy areas such as length of school year (the
180 day requirement), unit requirements- for graduation, credentials
required for teaghers .and administrators, and the like affect, all
schools.

-

.+ The Comissioner"éf’ Education is selécted by the state board.

.The commissioner holds cabinet rank, and is the chief administrative
officer of the state Department of Education. From 1974 to 1983,
covering the first seven years of operation of REAA schools and
decentralization within the BIA, the state had only one Commissioner
of Education, Marshall Lind. Commissioner Lind had taugh? in rural
schools and headed a school district with a large number of rural
‘'schools, and he was conversant with financial and policy issues
concerning them. He was: styongly supporyive of the decentralizatiom

of rural schools, and he intervened in rural school operﬁE}ons only

when questions about the use of“public funds came to light. ™,
r
The state Department of _Education 1is an integrated education
.agenty that does not distinguish rural from urban schools. The
department's role under Commissioner Lind was as a facilitator of
school district and local schéol opexations. The monitoring activity
.of the agency largeMitoncerned financial operations and counts 6f

student attendance. Little program oOr personnel evaluation was done  .

in any of the rural schools.

Federal Govermment. Two federal agencies hawé been involved in

« local school operations in rural Alaska--the Bureau of Indian Affairs

“(BIA) of the Interior Department and the federal Department of Educa-
tion. Before the BIA system was decentralized administratively,
pducational policy was set in Washingtem, D.C., for . implementation by
the BIA area office in Juneau. This office delegated particular
respbnsﬂailities to four, agency offices in Bethel, Fairbanks, Nome,

and Southeast, (also in Juneau), which were~tqQ administer each schpol

following these policies. The BIA employed:staff, ordered supplies
and. equipment, determined the school . schedule and curriculum. Funds
for_ the operation of schools were included with the BIA's overall
budget. ’

The BIA schools rénaining,in the state are still wholy funded by

the federal government. However, school staffing, curriculum,
scheduling, -and maintenance are™wow far more subject to -the influence
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of local boards (amd in h;significant pggber qf cases, to the agency
offices) than. was the case in the early 1970s.

The federal depértment of ‘education has been involved in the
funding of special programs in Alaska's rural schools, but the imple-
mentation! of this has been done largely through the state Department

9f Education and through titled coordinators in school -district

headquarters. ' The only direct monitoring of rural school operatiomns
bv the federal government hAs came through the Office of Civil Rights
(OCR), which acts on complaints related to discrimination.

-

Educational Interest Groups in Rural Alaska
7

_ Contributing to the complexity of school bperations in rural
areas are a large number of interest groups. The actors discussed
above are represented statewide and, in the case'of teachers, region-
ally, through relatively strong pressure groups. These include the

Alaska Association of School Administrators (AASA), whose members are

administrators in the district office (usually superintendents and
assistant superintendents) and principals. AASA maintains connections
with the state board of education and commissioner, on the one hand,

and with the legislature, on the other. The chief interest of the

association has been in insuring that the legislature funds schools as
close to 100 percent of the foundation formula as possible; and it has
been active in pressing for supplemental legislative funding. It also
seeks to limit state regulation of schopl district and local school
operations, such as through financial or program monitoring, and in

‘this respect it has been largely successful. There are separate
.associations for elementary and secondary school administrators,

neither of which has been greatly active in rural educational affairs.

The Alaska Association of School Boards (AASB) represents most of
the regional school b ards in the state, and like the AASA has greater
representation from r{ral than urban schools. The AASB also lobbies
the legislature for increases in school funding. In fact, in recent
years the AASB and AASA have pooled resources to support & full-time
lobbyist during the state legislative season. The AASB plays an
important role in the recruitment of chief school administrators.
District boards frequently have asked the executive director to
‘advertise vacancies and do preliminary screening of applicants. And
the AASB has a training program for new scheol board members that has
been influential in shaping attitudes. ' :

»

Teachers in Alaska are represented by the National Education

Association (NEA), which is one of the state's most powerful interest
groups. Its legislative agenda, for which it has several full-time
lobbyists, includes support of the foundation formula for school
funding, support of compulsory arbitration, and resistance to legisla~-
tive attempts to implement competency-based instruction and other
accountability measures that are perceived to be directed toward
teachers. - '

These associations of teachers amd administrators represent the

interests of educational profe¥sionals well, Organizations and groups °

-
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representing the interests of rural residents, Alaska Natives, and
local boards are more diverse but no less effective. At [the state
level, two Native associations have been involved in rural education
affairs. . The Alaska Federation of Natives (AFN) conducts education
panels at its annual conference, and frequently considers resolutions
on rural education issues. As the strongest Native organization in
the state, AFN's position on any issue concerning rural schools
carries weight. Directly involved in rural eduqgation is the Human
Resources Department of the Alaska Native Foundation (ANF), which, as
mentioned, was instrumental in the passage of the REAA legislation.
Botlh ANF and AFN have recently focused attention on the transfer of
BIA schools to Alaska rural districts and the alternatives to trans-
fer, such as contracting out school operations to traditiomal or IRA

councils. Another state-level group is Alaska Legal Services, which'

was primarily responsible for the Tobeluk v. Lind consent gecree that
called for the building of small rural high schools (and* for local
community review of curriculum in these schools). A third group is
the Alaska Native Education Association, a small but persistent group
of Native educators' that frequently addresses rural education con-
cerns. ’

In addition, nonprofit Native corporations and Native régional

and village corporations have followed school affairs in their commu-

nities ahd regions, and have not been reluctant to intrude upon
staf fing, curriculum, and fiscal decisions. The most recent example
is the role of the Northwest Alaska Native Association (NANA Corpo-
ration), and its Spirit Committee, in promoti? an Inupiat language
program for that region's schools. Other examples are the activities
of both the Association of Village Council Presidents (AVCP) and
Tanana Chiefs Conference (TCC) regarding transfer of BIA schools and
Native language/culture programs. In general, local and regional
Native organizations.'wfth their strong concerns about local school-
ing, have been 1less successful in expressing these concerns through
statewide associations than have educational professionals—primarily
because they do not speak with one voice. Nevertheless, during the
period of our study, Native legislators vho vere strongly connected to
regional ANCSA corporations and nonprofits and statewide Native
associations held positions of considerable influence in the state
legislature. )

Finally, the University of Alaska through its schools of educa-
tion and its educational research community has .functioned as an
interest group in rural school affairs. Commissioned reports and
studies have been one avenue of influence, seen in the report
Prehigher Education in the Unorganized Borough 17and the study report
on the state's new small high school programs. A second avenue of
jnfluence, much less direct, has been through university off-campus
programs that are based 1in regional school districts, and that involve

]

organizations.

university faculty and staff with ='bcal education officials and
[ . . '

Given the history of conflict and confrontation in the decen-
tralization of education in many American cities, the process of
implementation of decentralization in rural Alaska seems peaceful and

- !
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untroubled. This is not to suggest that there have been harmonious
relationships only, for during the first two years there was uncer-
tainty and instability in community schools and political arenas, to
e which ‘'we will refer in following chapters. But there have been few
staged battles between teachers and administrators, on the one side,
and parents and cosmunity boards, on the other. JThere has also sbeen
little conflict betwégi‘*pressures from state level agencies and
organizations and local-level school associationms. -

We can attribute the relative peace of impIementation to three
interrelated factors: size of units, money, and state administration.
First, the population of rural students, parents, and communities was
small indeed, when compared to American urban schools. Fewer than
3,000 teachers and administrators worked in rural Alaska, and they
were fragmented across many regions. There was insufficient crowding
to support very strong opposition to any stage of implementation. For
example, there was not a class of educational professionals in any ome
place who felt they were going to lose, as did New York teachers.
That major school actors were few in number facilitated communication
and compromise. Second, Alaska's rural schools were decentralized at
® , the very time when state government experienced the largest revenue

bulge in its history. 0il pipeline construction began in 1974 and in
1977, when the pipeline had been completed and oil began to -flow, the
state had - a large revenue surplus: From 1977 to 1982, there was
enougl/ money available to fund any school request, and no group with
an ifsue that could be resolved by money was turned away. The public
ool Foundation program was amended almost annually through changes
in the formula to increase the amount of state aid. The state's
revenue picture began .to change in 1982, but the full impact of this
. change has not yet been felt in local school affairs. Third, from
1974 to 1982 the state's Commissioner of Education, Marshall Lind, and
the governor, Jay S. Hammond, were convinced of the political impera-
® tive of educational decentralization, and they supported its implemen-
tation consistently. These environmental factors played as important
"a role as local and regional political processes in the establishment
) of systems of control over local schools.

i
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NOTES

1. CNER developed a framework of issues .reflecting the con-
cerns, issues,» and methods of participants and agencies . The final
review was at a December 1973 forum. A Summer 1974 AFN meeting was
most instrumental in shaping options. See David H. Getches, Law and

Alaska Native Education, Fairbanks: Center for Northern Educational

Research, University of Alaska, 1977, p. 8, and Kathryn A. Hecht and
Ronald K. Inouye, New School Districts in Rural Alaska, Fairbanks:
Center for Northern Educational Research, University of Alaskas, 1978,
pp. 31-34,efor a discussion of ghe chronololy ,of the passage of S.B.
3s. .

t

2.  patrick K. Poland, "S.B. 35 and Regional Government,”" in
Hecht and Inouye, 1978, pp. 137-142. 7

3. Getches, 1977, p. 10.
4. Hecht and Inouye, 1978, p. 57.

5. Personal interview with Commissioner, November 30, 1982,
Juneau. There was sufficient political support for the new REAAs that
the commissioner would have been frustrated in administering controls,

had he been se inclined.
6. Alaska Statutes § 14.01.101(5) and 14.08.111(2).

7. Alaska Statutes § 14.08.101(6).

1

8. E. Dean !;on, "Financing the REAAs,” in Hecht and Inouye,

1978, pp. 125-136.

9. Don M. Dafoe, The Governance, Otganization, and Financing of
Education for Alagka Natives, Fairbanks: Center for Northerm Educa-
tional Research, University of Alaska, 1978, p. 4l.

10. For a review of small high school prigrems, see Ray
Barnhardt, ed., Small High School Programs for Rural Alasks,

- Fairbanks: Center for Cross-Cultural Studies, University of Alaska,

1979. N

11. John Greely, "The $60 Million Training Exercise,"” in Alaska
Advocate, March 3, 1977. :

12. These data and observations are. drawvn from our report,
Principals in Rural Alaska: A Descriptive Profile, (Gerald A. McBeath,
Judith S. Kleinfeld, G. William McDiarmid, and E. Dean Coon),
Fairbanks: University of Alasks, 1983. ' .

L Q‘#‘ )

I3. Rural Teachers and Communit Schools in Alaska, (Gerald A.

McBeath, Judith S. Kleinfeld, G. William McDiarmid, E. Dean Coon an@

Carl Shepro),,Iairbanks:-University'of Alaska, 1983.
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14. An example is the REAA Budget Oversight Committee's Report.
19%5

to the Legislature on REAA School Districts, Juneau, February
which reviewed areas of REAA district office budget management,
. curriculum and operation of small village high schools, and high
teacher tarnover in REAAs.

15. The Commissioner said "When there are abuses with money, we
deal with them. Yook at Adventure-Based Educatien. I was patient. I
stayed firm, and was not swayed by the politics of this matter."
Personal interview, November 30, 1982, Juneau.

16. Frank Darnell, Kathryn A. Hecht, and James M. Orvik, Pre-

higher Education in the Unorganized Borough: Analysis and Recommenda-

tions, Fairbanks: University of Alaska, Center for Northern Education-
al Research, 1974. :

*17. Barnhardt, 19789.
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CHAPTER 4. MEASUREMENT OF EDUCATIONAL CONTROL IN RURAL ' ALASKA

~
I}

The outlines of analysis are now in view. "Imr rural Alaska, a
once centralized school system has been dismantled, and control over
educational affairs, particularly those affecting most of the Native
population of the state, has been decentralized to new centers.

\ - .

It is not possible to .test the results of educational
decentralization empirically. The records of the centralized state
system were destroyed after ASOSS was dismantled in 1975-76. Boxes of
test scores, attendance ‘and drop out reports, even the complaint
files——all were destroyed, for there was no Space Or Successor
institution to preserve this part of rural Alaska's history. Many
actors in the ASO0SS--studdnts, teachers, administrators--continued on
in the new systems, but we found in field research that memories had
grown hazy. Recall data are unreliable under the best of
circumstances, and the politics and idgology of decentralization in
Alaska made objective pa}ticipant accounts difficult to obtain. For
these reasons, then, we could not follow the experimental paradigm and
conduct a before-after study of the effects of organizational changes
in rural educationm. ~ , »

In the national debate on decentralization of education, one
major goal was transfer of power to communities and their control of
education. This was also an ultimate goal of participants in Alaska,
which focused our attention on the community school from the start.
As the debate was translatéd in Alaska, however, it combined with the
Native self-determination movement. For several reasons, this
movement focused control at the regional level, to which power was
decentralized by the legislature in 1975. This mgde sense, given the
political complexion of ferces brought to bear on the legislature and
given administrative consideration#’(costs would be lower and probless
such as hiring of staff and setting up curricula could be dealt with
more’ effectively.) Because there were two distinct foci of
decentralization, -our study of the effects of decentralization then
became an examination of the pattern of control that resulted from
system-wide organizational changes—-~and the outcomes associated with
each type ofy control system. '

A scientifically valid study would consider those outcomes
first~-the dependent variable——and attempt to understand them through
analysis of potentially causative processes and factors. Again, the
real world of data about rural Alaska education intruded: the state
Department of Education had no complete, current file of test scores
for elementary and secondary schools, unlike the situation 4n Micitigan
and New York. Furthermoré&, other outcome data that are usually
available--e.g., data on attendance, dropouts, matriculation at

\
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college--were suspect as to their reliability or showed relatively
little variance across rural schools. .

However, concrete  experiences A\iuring implementation  of
decentralization suggested that the type of control system established
over local schools varied throughput rural regionms, The question then
became how best to capture the variable of school control.

{ Distribution and Amount of Control

The survey of literature on organizational change mentioned
research on power and politics in education.  With the exception of
studies by Wirt and recently by Bacharach’', emphasizing changes in the
amount bf influence on schools, most research has concentrated on the
relativk distribution of control in school systems. This is the key
issueelyrofessional versus lay control of schools-—and recemt evidence
from urban schools supports both perspec#ves. L]

Both dimensions of control--the amount and distribution--are
importagt to an understanding of local school operations and outcomes.

Variance in amodnt of control in organizations generally has been .

deemphasized or omitteéd in studies of organizational change.
Tannenbaum's several studies, supmarized in Control in Organizatioms,
remedied this lacking through analyses of the total amount of control
in organizatioms. Possibilities of control within organizations or
systems range from complete autonomy to vomplete dependence. Changes
in the amount of control may occur through two means. First,
Tannenbaum notes that the organization may expand externally into its

environment. Examples that apply to school systems include the

«development of a local economy through school hiring or construction

policies, and influence over a local policy through participation by
school actors in campaigns for offices "and change of govermmental
organization. The process of Venactment" or incorporation of the
environment stressed by Pfeffer's akin to what Tannenbaum discusses as
expansion of control. Second, control may be expanded through
internal changes, such as increased Interaction and reciprocal
influence processes among organizational members, and increased member
participatign and subordination to organizational goals and
objectives. Examples - of this form of expansion include the
development of defined interaction structures within a school system
and increased activity of school actors related to educational objec-
tives. - The tightness of administrative coupling. within school
districts is a summary measure of increased internal control. With
respect to expansion in the amount of control both internally and
externally, there seemed to be considerable variation im rural Alaska
educational systems. Although the smount of control has not been Qqur
main subject, we have paid attention to both enactment of the schoo%/
enviromment and administrative coupling within the school district.

The previous chapter identified five school actors who influence
the formation and direction of rural school policy.  However,
identifying a distributional pattern of control is a. more complex
process than analyzing .the amount of control. For example, one

‘possible range js' from the most hierarchical (superintendent) to the
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most democratic g local advisory boar8). control. However, this
straight-forward dichotomy 1is misleading, for democratic comtrol is
available at the regional as well as local level, and hierarchy of
decisionmaking may be stronger at the local level, through a strong
principalship that leaves teachers little autonomy, thamr at the school
district level. Also, it is nearly a truism of school politics that
the issue is "control over what." Some functional areas of school
activity, such as facilities planning and hiring of the school
custodian, are irrelevant concerns to many school actors. Imn short,
the variance in distribution may involve a dichotomy of influence or a
configuration, and it may entail plural sets of functions that are
difficult to sum.
1 _—

Qur leading research question was who controls local school
operations in rural Alaska, to what extent, and with what effect.
Thus, it was necessary for us to operationalize both the amount and
distribution of control, and then collect data on the dimensions of
control that could be used to characterize the pattern. No such
information existed on a statewide basis, even impressionistically,
when our study began. There were state DOE records that would assist
us, such as information on teacher and administrative turnover,
demographic data, and the like. But what was needed was information

control situations in local schools statewide that could be
gathered economically. Our working hypothesis was that building
fprincipals wauld be most knowledgeable concerning operations of their
schools. These local administrators were the source of state DOE

/ data. Their formal position was most significant in the schools, and

¢

the most connected potentially to both school. functions and
.community/regional forces. Notwithstanding the perceptual biases of
local school administrators, we suspected thev would be inclined to
report accurately on school operating 3conditions (a2 suspicion
confirmed during the course of our research™). -

Methods Used to Measure Control

In spring 1981, we administered a statewide survey tb school
principals on /a series of items related to our research, and 96
percent of the principals responded. (See Appendix) ' Our questions to
principals concerned partigipation in school governance of principals
themselves, teachers, students, parents and other community adults,
local advisory groups, the district superintendent, and the district
school board. Instead of asking comments on participation and
influence in general terms, we desc¥ibed a range of school functions
and asked principals to tell us who participated inm each and who was
mpst influential.

Preliminarv Data Analysis 4

~

Results from the principal survey gave us information on the
basis of which to construct a nominal variable of distributional
control. We specified the concept control operationally into three
dimensions: localization, regionalization, and professionalization.
We also considered the variable social environment. |
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The Dimension of Localization. There is continuing theoretical
and practical debste over localizatiom of\control in rural Alasks
education. When the study began, we thought there would be a

relationship between. localdzation (the maximm possible extent of

decentralization) and student outcomes—adaptation and achievement.
We have not hypothesized a direct linkage, for over the relatively
short period in which decentralization has occurred, we did not expect
to find a relationship between localization and student achievement as

‘measured in reading aud math scores on standard tests.

Localization plies = a school system governed by &
quasi-autonomous school board, where there is: locally influenced
hiring of certified and classified staff, local detqmination @f
calendar and schedule, and local planning of and re]'.:xnce .to the
school curriculum. (Of course, the further definition of "local" is
relational and specific to communities.) The preliminary data
analysis we did on results of the principal survey showed that there
was significant variation among rurdl schools in the \degree of
localization. Moreover, this variation appeared.to be as great or
greater within multi-school districts as it was .across them.{ This
gave us confidence that the decision to select the school building and
comrunity as our primary unit of analysis was not mistaken.

Dimension of Regionalization. There is an. implied opposition
between localization and centralization. Ve have not focused upon
centralization at the state or federal .level for two reasons. First,
longitudinal data are lacking——either concerning changes in behavioral
rechanisms of control at the state and federal level or concerning the
exact process by which decentralization has occurred.” A more
ccmpelling reason, however, is that state and federal levels of
analysis “are not the relevant context for Alaska's rural schools.
S-ucents of decentralization arguef that perceptions of decen-
tralization and centraljzation depend on where one sits in an
intergovernmegtal system. For school building and community in rural
Alaska, the relevant external reference point is most likely to be the
regional school district, autonomous in the case of cities and
boroughs, and quasi-:autonomods in the case of REAA schools. By. law,
school district boards are the respgnsible agents of education, and
superintendents, the chief officers of the boards, are the relevant
sdministrators of schools. .

Preliminary /data analysis indicated that there was not a
continuous variable of localization-—centralizatic_ﬁ?\whether we defined
district centralization as 1) the perception thay the district board
vas active dn all general phases of governance, oOr 2) the perception
that the board, superintendent, and district staff were influential.

Professionalization. A third area of _inte;éfst in preliminary
data analysis was the influence of educational pr’p’fessionals--teacha;s‘
and school administrators, including principals and suparintengients.

Social Environment. .A fourth area was _the school social

environment, particularly the 1 al responsivené'ss of teachers and

principals at the school buildifmg levels, veflected in a "warm" or

-
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"e00l" school milieu for students, and the climate of expectations
regarding them. We thought this might mediate the influence of
organizational factors as well as perhaps have an independent effect.

Sampling Methodology

We continued investigation of the principal survey data in order
to understand the major varisnce across ruxal schools, which would
allow us to form indices on the basis of which we could orgsnize in 3
meaningful way the universe of rural schools. )

The Localization Index. First, 'we analyzed the degree of
association between all items related to community participation in
school operations, influence over school processes, and effects that
could be called local ("socialized effects" included such items on the
survey as special schoocl services for the community, opening the
school for community "use, courses or topic sequences in Native
languages, culture, logal history, and vocational courses related to

,thexloca} economy. The curriculum items were most relevant). After

repeated¥ tests, ye were unable to find . even a moderately strong
assgciation between actual localization of curriculum and
participation or influence. We hesitated to use any measure of local
ourriculum or schedule alone, because: a locally controlled school
might elect to use an academic curriculum and standard schedule, in
the belief that this would achieve(jore effectively the objectives of
p%;ents and youth. eQIK

Second, we examined inter-item correlations qf the perceived
participation and influence of all actors that could be defined as
local-~{advisory) local school board, parents/community, students,
teachers, and principal. We did this first for a selected list of
processes we thought were most important (staff Thiring and
curriculum) and then for all processes additively. Students as actors
were not perceived to be associated with any other group, and few

" principals thought students either participated or were influential in

school operations. - There was a weak correlation between parents as
actors and the local board. And there were weak associations between
principals and teachers, and teachers and school boards.

What surprised us initially was that principals saw themselves as
acting in collaboration with local boards. There was & moderately
strong association between their perception of the influence of locajl
board and principal, a Pearson correlation coefficient of .43. While
we thought principals might be biased, and inflate their self-reports
6n actual participation and 1influence over local school operations,
the effect of such a bias would be to weaken, not strengthen the
association., Also, those we consulted suggeQE?d there tended to be a
covariance of principal and board activity in local school govermance.

The final index of localization cumulated total participation
scores of local board and principals and weighted scores for their
perceived influence in school governance. We divided this index into
equal thirds, ranking all schools as either low, moderate, or high in
localization. ' :
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The Regionalization Index. To prepare this index, we analyzed
‘the degree of association between all items and the perceived
participation in school operations and influence over school process
of district-level actors (the superintendent, district board, and
district staff). We found no strong ,associasion between actual
district influence (whether district policy was followed in calendar
and daily school schedule) and the perceptual indicators. As
expected, we found our strongest association to be that between
superintendent and district board (with a Pearson coefficient of .63).
Principals tended to see superintendents and regional boards as likely
_ to act together in fnfluencing local schools. The regionalization
index cumulated participation and weighted influence scores for these
two regional actors. We also divided this index inmto equal thirds,
ranking all schools as either low, moderate, or high in
regionalization.

Educational Professionals. In the eyes of building principals,
there was no strong patterning of professional activity and influence
that affected local school operations.” What we saw in the data
initially as a weak association did not strengthen under repeated
tests, and there was insufficient basis to use .the ‘variable in
stratifying the universe of schools. ‘ :

School Social Climate. We saw strofig associations between the

vclimate variables, but in preliminary analysis the several indices we

used” did not appear strongly associated with - localization . or
regionalization.

-Two additional operations gave us further confidence that
stratifying the universe of rural Alaska schools by localjzation and
regionalization made good sense. First, the intercorrelation between
localization (as we operationalized it) and regionalization showed a
moderate inverse relationship (a Pearson correlation coefficient of
-.37). Second, a series of test runs of the control variables school
size, ethnicity, and income of school community with the two incices
showed no strong relationships. More importantly, work on these
variables indicated that the strength of relationship among standard

control variables alone  was = ™o greater than on the
localization-regionalization axis. .In other words, we would learn as
much about school practices . by employing the

localization/regionalization dichotomy as we would learn by focusing
on Native versus caucasian schools or large versus small schools.
N \

Chapter 3 discussed the differences between small city school
districts (those having no more than 2 or 3 schools) and BIA schools.-
A practical consideration forced us to treat BIA schools along with
REAA and borcugh schools. During the year of field research, half of
the BIA schools" in Alaska were transferred to the REAAs, and
negotiations began for the transfer of the remsining schools. Thus we
had only two sampling lists: a short 1list of schools in small
districts, and a long list of rural schools in large districts,
including BIA schools.
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We then stratified the long list of schools By calization and
regionalization, which produced a sampling matrix of unipie cells:

® _ Table 1. Distribution of School Control
Regionalization
, \ Low . Moderate High
® ) Low \ 4 2 - 8% 21 2
Locaiization Moderate 9 : 16 . 9
' High 20 10 3
® ‘ \ ‘
| - F&y—oné percent of the schools\fell into pure types of control,

and an additional 16 percent stgod \midway between. The remaining

_schools represented * potentially interdsting variations of the

‘ variables, but they were less easy classify into discrete

® categories at the stage of sample design; \for this reason, we, pooled. . .
‘ them into a large residual category. We then listed schools by type
and drew schools randomly from the list in' rougf‘proportion to their

percentage of the universe. We had earlier decided on a sample of

approximately 10 percent of all rural schools, which determined the

sampling interval used. Because of our interest in localized schools,

) : we oversampled from this type, selecting randomly two additional

- schools. ' -

] From the~short 1list of 45 schools, we randomly selected four.
schools. For each type we selected a substitute schosl in the eveng/
we had difficulty traveling to any school or developing access to it.

The Sgmple of Schools

Our sample of schools included 28 communities that represented

well the diversity of local scheol operations +in rural Alaska.

Regions of the state were relatively well represented. The only major

@ region not included was the North Slope. However, there were several
‘ schools in the Inupiat culture area, in the adjacent school districe,

The sample represented grade levels relatiwely well too, there
being a plurality of K-12 schools, followed in frequency by elementary
and secondary #chools. School size was represented, with schools

o having enrollments under 100 students being in the majority. And the
' sample represented roughly the ethnic and income distribution of rural
communities. Most of the schools were majority (80 percent or more)
Native, but there were ethnically mixed schools, and at least five
‘'schools had non-Native majorities. There were schools in resource
° rich and resource poor regions. ) -
4
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Field Research y : I

A research guide outlining " field ,work and presenting data
collection instrumengs was developed based on the politics. of
education literature. We circulated this to educational researchers
and to school actors throughout the sta;gL_jqd following revisions,
pretested all field instruments in two of the sample sites, -Duting
the 1981-82 school year, we conducted studies inseach of the 28 field -
sites, visits of an average of four. days in length. We interviewed
key participants in school governance--principals, teachers, board
nembers in communities, local political notables, and in some cases
students. We visited district offices for each of the school sites
and there -interviewed superintendents, district hoard members, and
district staff personnel. Over the coyrse of the study, we talked to
nearly 400 individuals. (The appendix discusses the data collection
{instruments of the project in detail.) '

Analytical Types of Educational .Controi
Fiéld research convinced us that the percéptions of principals
and principal teachers, upon which we had constructed the sample of

_schools, were generally accurate reflections of the conditions of

{nfluence and control over local school operations in rural Alaska.
In addition, field research made it possible to understand .the
configurations of influence at work in the large, residual group of
schools. ‘ '

Research on schools of the residual category indicated that the
fine distinctioms we had made--by dividing the indices of }ocalization
and regionalization Into equal thirds--did not correspond to empirical

- reality. That is, several of the sample sites drawn from the residual

category had index scores closely resembling those of the pure types
of localized and regionalized control. Therefore, in interpreting the
results ‘of field research, we have taken 3 second stage cut of the
sampling frame. This" {ncreased slightly the proportien of’ both
localized and regionalized schools, and - correspondingly reduced the
residual category. In the following sections, we describe the general
characteristics of the schools clustered in each analytical type, as.
an introduction to the comparative analysis of case studies that
follows in Chapters 5-8.

"1 ocalized” Contrel

Localized schools are those in which most operations are
determined by a principal or principal teacher, in collaboration with
a local educational committee or (advisory) school board. Twenty-five®
percent of the some 300 rural Alaska schools fall into this category.

The localized schools are. moTe ;ikely/to~be REAA or BIA schools
than schools in city or borough school distriects. Only three of the
schools meeting our definition of localized were part of a borough

- district; a slightly larger number within the type were REAA than BIA

schools.
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Half of the localized schools are gnlil having fewer than 50
students, afid in this respect they are ike regiomnalized and mixed
schools{ They are somewhat more likely to be Native majority schaols,
, which 1s a. consequence of the larger number of BIA schools included in
" the local type than in any of the others. The localized schools do
not differ significantly in community income (as”measured by revenue
sharing receipts of the community, #lid number of Title I students in

_ the schools). Ffnally, localized schools are somewhat more likely to

L

be isolated in the sense that they are not connected to the state's
road system, than schools in the other types.
o

"Regionalized" Contng} ) o .
Regionalized schools ' are "those ‘in which most operations are
determined -by the district superintendent in collaboratfon with his.

.u".office‘ staff and a district’ schoqgl board. Twenty-four percent of

rural Alaska schools fall into this category.
- <

Seventy-five percent of the regionalized schools are found in
REAA districts. 21 percent. in borough school districts, and the
‘remainder’ (two' schools) are BIA schools in agencies that exercise

control over their operatioms.

The dize of regionalized schools tends to be onlf skightly
smaller .;gen'lbcalized schéols, and about average for all rural
schools. n ethnicity, regionalized schools are also primarily Native
-majority, but a larger -number have more than 20 percent non-Native
students than is the case of localized schools. In community ineome,
there are no significant differences between regionalized schools,
localized and pixed types. Finally,va slightly ‘larger percentage of

_the regionalized schools have road access than is ‘the case for
.localized schools. . . T

-

"Unified" Control ‘ ‘ ) -

By "unified" we mean those small school districts having between
one. and three schools at one geographical location, in which
opera;ions are controlled by both sthool and district office factors.
Fifteen percent of rural Alaska schools fall into this category.

The greatest number (56 percent) of . the unified schools are
within city school districts. However, three of Alaska's boroughs
resemble more ¢losely city school districts regarding their systems of

.cantrol‘qver schooling than they do regional, area-wide systems of
administration. And some 20 percent of the unified schools are within
REAA districts., These. districts were established primarily for the
purpose of administering schools on military 1nstallations. * .

The unified schools are the largest in enrollment‘and staffs-oé\
Y¥chools in rural Alaska. Three-fourths of them have dver -100
stadents. Of all rural Alaska schools, the unified type most closely

. resembles that of urban schools in Aié?ka and in the contiguous-48

states.

-



In ethnicity, unified schools are also dissimilar from most rural

schools.  More of the unified schools have a mixed enrollment of

Native and Caucasian students than a situation of Native or caucasian

# pajority: both Native-majority and Casucasian-majority schools are:

less numerous. Alaska's rural cities (regional centers with a

. f population from around 1,000 to 2,500) have experienced a. great deal

. of ethnic succession in the past generation, and rural cities are
today gaining in population more rapidly than are villages.

 Socioeconomic characteristics also distinguish’ the unified school
communities from the other types. City school districts by law are
obligated to assess property or other taxes in order to make a local
contribution to education, and most communities within this type have
~ a tax -base. Community income is correspondingly higher than in
localized, regionalized, and mixed communities. |

.

unified schools resemble closely ocalized and regionalized types. A

small number are connected to th state's road system, but a slightly

larger number are in Southeast Alaska and connected -to the marine
. highway system. s ‘

However, with respect to tjnsportation and communiéation, the

o

Mixed Control oy

This type includes a very small number of schools in which there
is a vacuum of influence and an equally small number of schools in
whose operations most school actors are involved. Most mixed schools,
however, are mid-range between local and regional forms of control,
but there is no dominant characteristic. In some there is conflict
over who should comtrol school operations, in others there is rivalry
and competition’ without conflict, and in still others influence 1is
shared. Thirty-six percent. of rural Alaska schools fall into the
category of mixed control.

Three-quarters of the schools we have labeled mixed are in REAA
’ _ districts. But 20 percent are borough schools--either outlying
~ - communities . 4in areawide boroughs such as Kenai and the
= . - Matanuska-Susitna Borough, or in rural regional boroughs, such as the
North Slope. Less than 5 percent of the mixed schools are BIA.
schools. " . K .

~ o There are no significant size differences between mixed schools
and those which are localized and regionalized. Most of the schools

are Native-majority, but there is a slightly larger numbér of mixed

ethnicity “schools within this type than in the localized or

! regionalized group$ of schools. Indicators of community income

'L . . showed that schools in the mixed type resembled unified schools more
"‘ - than localized or reglonalized omes. - \'

, " % n summary, based on empirical analysis of responses of school

\ . building-adminiptrators in rural Alaska, we created four analytical
types of educational ‘control. These types provide a new perspective

. on rural Alaska “School aperations. The route to understanding the
outline differs fxom conventional e@nation's based on such variables

. .
, -
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as degree of professional control, social clinaté of schooling,
ethnicity, school size, or socioeconomic factors. Three types of
school control--local, regional, and mixed-—appear to operate in
largely similar envirommental conditions. For schools in the unified
control type, however, the impact of exogenous variables is great. 1Imn
one respect, localization of control, these schools compare with the
localized schools. In other respects, however, they differ.

In the following four chapters. we discuss our field research
findings, supplemented by analysis of statewide surveys and aggregate .
data available to us. One purpose of this discussion is to ground our
analysis in examples and experiences of organizational styles and
operation of regionalized, localized, unified, and mixed schools. The
larger purpose is to indicate the extent to which the pattern of
control—-both 1ts distribution and 1its amount--are related to
educational outcomes.
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NOTES

1. Frederick M. Wirt and Michael W. Kirst, The Political Web of
American Schools, Boston: Little, Browm & Cp., 1975, and Samuel B.
Bacharach,* "Organizational and Political Dimensions for Research on
School District Governance and Administration,” in Bacharach, ed.,
Organizational Behavior in Schools and School Districts, New York:
Praeger, 1981, pp. 3-38. : ‘ '

2. Arnold S. Tannenbaum, Control in Organizations, New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1968, pp. 1l4~15. ‘

3. Twc independent sources of data established the general
accuracy of what principals told us in Spring 1981. First, surveys of
teachers anc superintendents reported agreement with principals’
rankings in nine of eleven areas of participation and seven of eight
areas of influeance. Second, field research in rural communities
allowed us tc collect information from several actors and this tended
to confirm what principals had reported the previous year.

4. Steven S. Cohen, et al., "Decentralization: A Framework for
Policy Analysis,”" Berkeley, California: Project on Managing
Decentralization, Institute of Urban and Regional Development,
University of California, Berkeley, 1981.

5. Our use of the concept school social climate 1is based on its
development ard analysis in Wilbur Brookover et al., School Social
Svstems and Student Achievement, New York: Praeger, 1979.

6. This wzs necessary for one school, which it was not feasible
to visit durirg field research. The site was remote and would have
been more exsezsive to visit. than the project budget could affsrd.

7. In prepnring data instruments we used a series of questions
and some scales from previous studies, including the school social
climate iadicaters in Brookover, 1979, questions from Zeigler,
Professionals Versus the Public, 1980, and Cistone, ed., Understanding
School Boards, 1975. '
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_GHAPTER 5. REGIONALLY CONTROLLED SCHOOLS IN RURAL ALASKA

One-fourth of Alaska's tural schools are most influenced by a
district superintendent, district office staff, and district school
board. This would seem an unexceptiona} circumstancé in most parts of
rural America outside of Alaska, particularly when we consider the
very small population of students (only 12,000 students attend school
outside Alaska's cities). Yet in Alaska, schools within rural
districts may be farther apart than the distance between New York and
Washington, D.C., and communicatfon from the district office to' the
school site may be more difficult than between that office and a
foreign country. Too, the cultural and social differences between the
"district office complex"  (individuals working at district
headquarters and board members regularly in contact with it) and
aboriginal communities may be greater than those between' a highly
centralized office in a central city, such as New York, and suburbs or
inner—-cityv areh§ with minority populations.

Eight of our 28 sagble sites were regionally controlled schools.
Four of these schools were from the same rural school district, ancd
this provided the best opportunity for us to examine the relatioms
between local community and regional office and board. Each of the
other four schools was from a separate school district. One of these
districts was led by a superintendent who is strongly committed tc
local control of schooling, and most of the schools in this
superintendent's district appeared to be influenced most strongly by
local school boardsyand staff. However, the site we selected randomly
was not, and the teachers, administrators, and local board members
agreed to the designation of regiomal comtrol. In the three other
districts, there were regionally controlled, locally-controlled, and
mixed patterns of control. A question we asked was why district
policy was not more influential.

More than 70 rural schools fall into the regionally controlled

type, and our sample of eight schools represented well the variation
in socioeconomic and climatic conditions. One of the schools was in a
very small community on the Alaska peninsula with fewer than 50

residents, and where the leading concern was whéther the community

would hdve enough children in future years to qualify as a site for a
school. Another school, directly off the road system in interior
Alaska, was in & place that lacked a community: the 200 individuals
living along the road did not cohere into a unit for any purpose other
than education.

Y

The other school communities resemh’!& most Alaska rural places

win' that there were 1imited opportunitiesf for adult year-round

euployment. Commercial fishing was the mainstay of two relatively
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rich communities. Subsistence pursuits figured. prominently in almost
all communities, with the target species varying by climate-—from fish
and crab in the southwest, to fish and small game along inland rivers.
Native populations included interior Athabascans, Yupik Eskimos, and
Aleuts. Two of the eight communities hdd majority Caucasian
populations, and another had a Caucasian minority.

Social'conditions varied too. In one of the villages, there

appeared to be an extremely high degree of social integration and .

mutual support that seemed to present nearly ideal conditions for
educatipn. In another, there were conditions of poverty and lack of
social development in the town--as well as continuing and intense
alcohol problems experienced by the townspeople. In this village, the
catastrophic social conditions taxed the resources. of the staff and

made nearly meaningless a discussion of organizational control over .
the school. Alcohol problems figured to some extent in four of the

other communities. .

Our discussion of regionally controlled schools will blend a

variety of data sources. Where we have information that applies to

all rural Alaska's regionally controlled schools, as we do for
superintendents, principals, teachers, and board members and selected
outcome measures, we wi}l use it to understand this type of control.
Our discussion will also incorporate a large number of corments drawn
from interviews conducted in the eight regionally controlled sample
cites. We use these as examples of conditioms that appear to apply
generally to the type (or that -indicate significant exceptions).
Because we promised conf}\c};ntiality to 211 informants, we have not
attributed ccmrments to particular individuals, and we have disguised
sitec where necessary. ' ' '

Regional Office and Envirorment

. ' : !
In rural Alaska, school district bcundaries for the .most part,

parallel the toundary lines of Native wegional corporations and also
legiclative districts. This was one intent of the 1975 legislation:
to create districts that were homogeneous in culture and economy that
would be the basis for future local governments. For example, two of
the REAA districts had initially been a combined district. They
divided because they were under two different regional corporatioﬁ:.
But in almost all of the regionally controlled schools, there wasno
tight linkage betwedg’economic ‘and political leaders and the members
of the regional school board or regional office and superintendent.

In general, the five school districts with regionalized schools
were relatively isolated from their regional environment. The first
district (it included four of the eight school® discussed in this
chapter) in western Alaska had on its board two persons who were board
members’ of the Native regional corporation or nonprofits, and one
bogrd member who was & "pioneer” Algskan and well-connected to
regional and statewide political leaders. Rowéver, district school
policy did not appear to be significantli/ influenceéd by these
relationships. Moreover, district office professional staff were
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'staffing and financing patterns were not.
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- | / ' ‘

selected entirely from outside of Alaska and were not regarded as very
responsive to needs of Natives or Caucasian oldtimers in the district.

Three board members and one staffer of the second district (in
southwest Alaska) were directors of regional or village Native
corporations and businesses (in this case canneries and resorts) that
had influence in the area. The curriculum of the schools in the
district appeared to be influenced to #hme extent by these regional
forces--there was an emphasis en vocational education classes-—but

(

The headquartet& of the third distr¥ict was located”outside ‘the
geographical area of the district's schools, in an urbanm location.
The logistical problems of holding board meetings and arranging travel
in this region militated against social environmental influence over
district staff operatioms. Two of this region's board members were
political influentials in the region, but infrequently attended board
meetings. In this district, there was conflict between the Native
nonprofit association and the district office. A district staffer
said:

LN
: ]

When we first became a district, they said they W§re out to get
us. Maybe it's because they live on soft money and they feared
competltion from us.... (They) have such a bad track record that
it's not good for our image to be too close to them.

The fourth and in some respects the most interesting rural
district (in interior Alaska) was completelv insulated from regional
and local pressures. In an area where ome-third of the residents were
Natives, no board member or district staffer was Native or had ties to
Native corporations or nonprofit associations. Although board members
did represent - business interests of the town where the district
headquarters was located, none of the businesses were regional in
scope, and the character of the school program bore little trace of
the impact of economic organizations.

A few districts with schools in the sample (mostly in the mixed
control category) have incorporated regional economic and political
forces into the district decisionmaking process. The "enactment” of
these environmental influences has sometimes had a negative impact on
the political stability of the district, resulting in changeovers of
district boards, superintendents, and staff in some capes, as well as
in the modeling of district curriculum and staffing glong lines
consonant with goals of Native regional corporations and nonprofit
associations. Only in the fifth district (which had just one region-
ally controlled school) was there ‘penetration of regional forceés,
including churches, into local school operations. In this district,
the effect was not to destabilize school operations; the {mpact of
regional environmental forces curtailed asutonomy, from the perspective

of local board members and staff. .

. In short, each of the districts had opportunities for
incorporation of the regional social and political environment inta
the district operations and those of local schools. In all sites but

N
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one, however, the district office was essentially insulated from
regional and local pressuresi- ;

tate-level institutions had an Bbzious impact on all five
distficts, but they tended to stand at arm's length from them.,” One
superintendent had had difficulties with the state Board of fducation.
Most reported spme problems with the state Department of Education.
Said one:

The political reality is that DOE has a lot of influence. A lot
of these rules are regative. (But) we'd 'be foolish to make
enemies in DOE. '

The general ténor of remarks regarding state institutions, hévever,
did not seem to differentiate districts with regionally controlled
schools from the other districts in rural areas.

Administrative Relationships in Regionaliy Controlled Schools .,

By definition, the regionalized. schools are ‘'subject to more

centralized control (from the di t office) than the other types of
schools. This section specifies the nature of administrative
relationships in the district office, and between it and prin 5

and teachers.

District Office Organizatiecn and Processes

One unique chatacteristic of the regionalized schools, was the
centralization of authoritx in the district office complex (with the
superintendent being the ce iacto chief administrative officer). 1In
most regionalized schools, a frequent comment of principals and
teachers was that individuzls in the system had to follow a 'chain of
command” and that "the superintendent calls the shots."

Centralization was mznifested in a particular administration
institution--the area pri-cipalship--which is found more often in
districts with 7ryegionallzed scriools than those without. The
{nstitution is designed to centralize school administration functions
in the district office. Tne area principal is itimerant,”in that he
makes periodic visits to each of the schools in his jurisdiction.
Schools administered by area principals tend to be one- or two-teacher
schools. One of the teacters might be designated "head” teacher’for
administrative reporting purposes. Five of the eight regionally
controlled schools were supervised by area principals. )

The consistent finding from our field researcl,‘hoﬁever, was that
local school operations were not invariably subject to the whim of the

superintendent or district staff. 1In fact, when discussing how fthe .-

school” calendar was developed, several. respondents in one village

remarked that there might bave been a memo from the superinhtendent

setting the date, but theyr veren't sure. The pattern that seemed to
apply was one of politi al territorialitv, in which the superintendent
and district office were .jealous of .their prerogatives regarding
school opera%ions, underiain by a relatively loose administrative
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L coupling of district office to local schools. This pattern gave
. f;zgﬂoﬁxﬁsigprincipala anfl teachers, but their control tended to be
PY restrained\ Examples from our field interviews beafthis observatiom
out. | _ ' -
District Office/PrincipaliRelationships -
. . During the three years of our study, none of thefsuperintendents
e of the five districts with regionalized schools left office. In fact,

there was more stability of district personnel within these districts
than in most other rural districts in the stgge. Of the eight
regionally controlled schools, however, three had new principal
teachers during the year of field study, and three principal teachers
) transferred to other schools in the district (and in one case, out of
@ the district) during the following ,year. Thus, there was local
administrative instability in more than two-thirds of the regionally
controlled schools, which was matched by a high rate of teacher
turnover. g

What appeared to be related to these factors of ' personnel
@ , mobility were personalism and uncertainty in the relationships of
' district office and local school staff. The principal teacher of ome
village appeared to be on the best of terms with the regional

< superintendent. He described administrative relationships in these

terms:
L

.

o . There's an open door policy down there. If you need to ‘see
PN (the superintendent), you just. walk in.... .I think that the
staff and the feeling in the district office 1is a wamm

environment.... If we ever need help they come.

. «~
1f fact, while the interviewer was in the village, this principal
@ . teacher visited the district office (a 45-minute snowmobile ride away)

.three times. ) .

i

L Two other principal teachers in the same district had different

geelings about district office support, however. A mnew principal
eacher commented: :

@ ' .
They seem to understand what my responsibilities are. But I
I don't understand what my responsibilities are. They haven't thade
it clear to me. There are no conflicts, but rather 1 just feel
y uneasy because I!)m nbt clear on what I'm supposed to be doing.

@ You see, we came in a week before school, ‘causé I wanted to find
out what my responsibilities were and what I had to do. Now they
told me that when we came somebody from the office would come
dowrr here with us and get us started. 1 -called the Becretary
before we arrived and told them that we were coming out. But it

_ wasn't until the day before school started that anyone came here
® "~ © fror the district office. : - '

Most of the time they just say to me, 'Do whatever you wanna do."
So a big problem is just not knowing what's going on.

« | | g '
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A veteran principal teacher in another village said:

,$-.

The problem is that you don't get any direction in this district.
The super and the district staff don’'t give you the direction you
need. 1I'd say the biggest problem is just your uncertainty about
where you stand. A lot of this is due to the lack of leadership
on the part of the administration.

/ Finally, a principal teachér in a school of the third distkict
said he had very 1little contact with the superintendent. Other
district staff had visited the village several times, butig "They are

just in and out.... They always act like they don't want to get
caught here. It's like”they're afraid to spend a night out in the
bush." ’ : :

»These comments do not apply universally. In two other schools,
principal teachers had such great difficulty getting in touch with the
district office, that they had little to say about the definition of
their responsibilities (or lack therebf) at the district office. And
principal teachers in three other schools were so secure in their
relationships with area principgds’ and superintendents that the
ambience of the. district office and specified instructiomns on their
roles .were immaterial to® them. -

Thus, if we are to generalize to all regionaliZed schools on the
hasis of our eight cases, we would have to say that
/ _ superintendent/principal relationships vere characterized br
personalism or uncertainty, and the uncertainty was likely to be &
consequence of environmental conditionms.

District Office/Teacher Relationships

Relations between teachers and the district office complex tended
to be personalistic as well. Teachers unioms tend to be waaker in
rural than in urban' schools, because of the obvious differences in
number of teachers among other reasons. . The ome district that
incorporated regional political forces had "cordial to warm" relatioms
with the association. The superintendent described them in these
ternms: . ,‘.1’_?5? .
I have good ties with them. I'm a?o a member. Whenever 1'm not
going to retain a teacher, I always -contact - NEA's Alaska field
representatives, as a matter of courtesy. )
In the other four districts, teachers' associations had ambivalent to-_
poor relations with the district bureaucracy and board, and there were )
no linkages of the teachers' assoclation to the district office
complex (except that negative experiences in contract negotiations had
produced adversarial relationships in one district).

In four of the districts, teacher ‘inservices were held
sporadically and were conducted in Anchorage as often as in the
region. Toa, teachers were discpuraged from participating in the
annual NEA/Alaska conference. '
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In six of eight field sites, teachers were strongly critical of
the superintendent and district office. Teachers complained about the
lack of pre-service training and opportunities for professional
growth; they claimed that commmications from the district office were
poor or non-existent, and the district office lacked credibility; and
they felt left out of the decisionmaking process in the dfstrict.
Furthermore, teachers feared that there would be reprisals if they
wvere to complain. Yet in all schools in the districts (in 1982),
teachers felt they were in charge of their own classrooms.

Professional Training and Development. A frequent complaint
concerned the lack of preparation new teachers received. There was no
systematic introduction to the district or its educational system.
For example, a new teacher said: T : ‘.

(Last vyear) there was no inservice, no preparation for new

teachers coming in.* I saw someon¢ at the airport in by
accident when we came through, but |that's all the preparation we
got before we came out here. - -~

4
More important, new teachers were not| informed about the social
conditions of the YVvillage, particularlly where alcoholism was a
problem:

Nobody at the district office ever told us that had a
drinking problem. We Zelt things had been misrepresented to us.
Like we never knew that we would have to put up kids from
families where there was,a lot of drinking.... . They are really
drunk all the time here.... ’

A sécond teacher (from this village), from the home state of the
superintendent, was also disturbed by the lack of information
concerning the community: ' ‘

They told us there was crinking here, but that it was like the
same thing you'd find in (his home townyr—I._can't think of
a place there where evervbody in the whole town gets drunk at the
same time.... We walked through town and there were just drunks
lying all over the place.

Teachers also claimeé that the district office stymied their
plans for professional growth, or was insensitive to these needs:

When I talked to . (the superintendent) about our desire to
attend summer school, I found out that they would not allow us to
take personal leave in ovder to stay long enough to finish the
symmer session.... It.tends to inhibit the professional growth
of your staff.

In ~few regionalized schools swere teachers verv satisfied with the
support ‘from the district cffice.

3‘.
e

Communications ﬁith the District Office. Teachers gave us the
impression that they did n&=&now what district policy was, or how it

‘..e
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had been developed. To ‘nany teachers 1in regionally controlled
schools, the district office was a "foreign entity.”

Usually we hear things through the itineranf teachers, but even
they who work out of © (the district office) don't always
know. In other words, communication 1s jJust not very good at
811. - '

There were no complaints about lack of formal notification, for
central office memos to the regionalized schools abound. But there
_appeared to be little credibility to what the district office said, as
far as many teachers were concermeds

I'm skeptical about anything’that_cones from the district office.
Like when they say to us "This will happen on a certain date."”
I've gotten to the place where I don't believe that at all, :

The problem of communications was aggravated in most of the schools
with area principals. In these schools, there had been disputes about
authority, and, said a district staffer, "The teachers didn't know
~ whom to report to." ‘ ¥

Even in schools with building principals and relatively good
relations with district office staff, "communications have been a veal
big problex" (said that district's superintendent). (v

Lack of Participation. . Teacher disshtisfaction was partl7 based
" on their inability to affect district policy through participation in
fairly routine governance processes. One teacher commented:

,They send out a memo that this and this and this will happén. Or
the area principal will come out and say you have to. do this,
this, and this.’ It's pretty tough to make input. You usually
don't know about things until it's too late, until the decision
has already been made. There's nothing the district does,

nothing, to foster intradistrict communications.

Most teachers were of the opinion that "Decisions are usually made by
the time you found that something is up." '

One district board member thought that problems of communication
and participation might have an effect on teacher turnover in the
district: ' . - g

We should be getting the best educators in the world if we're
paying the best price in the world. 1t seems like we're getting
short changed. When we do have good educators out here they
leave because of all the b...s... in the system. R
Fear of Reprisals. A widely shared perception in the region-
alized schools was that any cXMticism of the superintendent ox dis-
trict office would affect evaluations and lead to outright dismissal.
One teacher put this in the context of :he'annual,evaluation process:

%]
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I think this (téacher evgluation) is part of the paranéiﬂ\

syndrome that I see in this’district. The thinking is fhat if he

gives you a little criticism then you're going to be fired. The

' problem with the evaluation process is that I think it's used for

leverage for hiring and firing, and not for the improvement of.

performance.

!

In this district you might have to worry about p@ysicélly .

' defending yourself if you disagree with something. The message

_is ©lear. Don't make waves. For example, last year one guy was
. involuntarily transferred from to for being too
: outspoken. ‘ :

‘Control of the Classroom. Teachers were noi wholly- negative

" about their—~experiences in regionalized schoois. Most felt “that they
_wére, in charge of what went on in the classroom, irrespective of the

'He went on to say that "What goes on in my room is under my eontrol

lack. of support and sometimes contradictory instructions’ from the
district office. One teacher remarked that the district staff "should
be more concerned about the teaching" than about "superficial things."

and if they don't like what I'm doing, they can get rid of me."

In.a second village, a teacher remarked "I'm pretty much left to

my own devices, and I don't hear fron my supervisor unless 1've done
something wrong." In still another village, the principal teacher
said "The general feeling is that the teachers are responsible for the
school, and there are very few people in the village who've oppesed
that practice."” :

#

”*

Indeed, the perception of teachers was that villagers supported
thep in the classroom. An .experienced teacher remerked: "The general
attitude of the people in this villege is that if the teacher says it,
it must .be so." This comment was repeated in many interviews, as for
example: ’ B

The advantages. of this place are pretty slim. X guess tbe two
best things are thé kids are very good, and the parents give you
pretty much fréfe reign. You get the feeling- that when the kids
are at home the parents tell them to listen to their teachers.
This 1s not to suggest that teachers thought parents were supportive
academically. Instead, as one teacher put it, 4'it may be that down

deep they just trust us to take care of the academics.”

Relationships between t superintendent and district staffers
(including area principals) on the one hand and local administrators
nd . teachers on the other were primarily dyadic, based on personal
azlations - and necessary job connections. This pattern of

lationships appears to be unique to regionally controlled schools.:
District superdntendents of the regionalized' schocls appear to have

established patron~client relationships with" professionals 4n the )

district. * Three of the five districts had a disproportionate number
of teachers and staff members from the home state, previous job site,
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or university of the superintendent. In the fourth, there were subtle
ti?s based on membership in the same religious congregation.

We have not pictured regionally controlled schools as caught up
in an administrative web that resembles in any form the ideal-typic
modern bureaucratic structure, for such a picture would fail to
correspond té the realities observed in field research. There is a
tight. linkage between superintendents and district staff members
(including area principals), and . this linkage extends to some
principals (or principal teachers) -and teachers. The 1links are
personalistic, however, and unrelated to professional norms and

practices, for the most part. "It is the nature of personalistic ties .

to be limited in ‘extent: only a small number of individuals can
ordinarily be drawn into dyads, cliques, and fagtions. Our conjecture
is that the dissatisfied teachers in regionally controlled schools are
outside this clustering of personalistic ties, yet aware of 1its
existence and its impact on their influence’ over local school op-
erations.

Political Relationships in Regionally Controlled Schools

The district environment may fail to -  penetrate deeply into’

1

regionalized schools, but this has not eliminated all conflict over ‘

school policy. A characteristic of conflict in this type. of schools,
however, is that it applies more to the local than to the regjomal
level, :

4

D:istrict Office/Board Relationships

All five of the districts had the same superintendent over the
period of our study,* and this stability in the superintendency was
matched by stability on all but one of the regiongl bosyds. There

were no recall elections in recent years, and few incumbent members of |

the five boards had met défeat at the polls: Each board had at least
one member who had been on the board since schools were decentralized

in 1976.

The district superintendents we interviewed engaged in a process
of cooperative politics to insure that the board and superintendent
. spoke with one voice. One weas manipulative "in his approach to board
_politics. A board supporter said: 6 .
The way 1 always thought was that it was the administrator's job
to convince us that their way was the best way to go.- If they
could do that, then we'd vote whatever they wanted. (the
superintendent) led the discussions more than anybody else. The
chairman -would bring up the subject, and then . "would talk

- about it. C : ) :

» i
This superintendent's staffer remarked that his boss "has devéloped a
rapport with his board so that they give, let's say, 75-80% of the
responsibility.”

. ‘ 82"

-78=-



-

L)

-

s : a

L] N -

A second superintendent, with a strongly held belief in board
involvément, personally trained board members and ehcouraged their
activity. He , safid "the school board members keep rumming for their
positions.and. are re-elected. Part of my job is to promote the 'school
board.¥ <Commenting on this superintendent s style, one district
staffer remarked: .

- L] A

ﬁ:ill sound out the board before he takes a stand.' He's a
real fence-sitter in some ways. If he comes on strong, he'll
kngw they will ‘support his actfon. ' He's most careful about

« (the -board) may say 'Don't-~ bring ft back to mes until yo have a

2 recommendation."
* |

Two superintendents of districts with regionafﬁy controlled

schools antempted to formulate some decision'rules for board ‘members,
as one means of reducing conflict with the district office. The
strategies these superintendents used varied, although for the most
part ‘their_tactics were low-keyed and non-aggressive. The results
were .an impressive degree of harmony and the-. absence, with ‘one
exception, of divided boards. .

District Office/Local Boagd Relationships

, In none of the regionally éghtrolled schooly comhunities wal!there
ai center of influence that competed with the district board or office.
And the statewide survey of principals -indicated that in over
one-third of regjonalized schopls there was .no local board of any
kind. .
.t ’ ’ )

Status %f Local Advisorvy Committees. In one district, there were
no local boards or advisory. comnmittees at all. In this district,
active Cpmmunity Scihool . Committees (CSCs)  fuhctioned after
decentralizatipn occurxed. However, there was a<*frequent conflic
between the district board and the CSCs. When the REAA legislation
‘changed in 1979, this district »hoard disbanded the ‘local boards and
has -none in any of its schools today—-notwithstanding parent and
community dissatdsfaction ovet lack of input inte local schoal
decisionmaking. * S e ‘ '

)

\

Two'dﬁé%ricts (intluding the one with four regiéﬁklﬁ:ed schogls)
had wveak, essentially cosmetic, Parent Advisory Committees (PACs),
Describing the . interegt .in one. of ‘%gfse comreittees, a principal
remarked: : ' -

- At the firsc meeting, we'hsd a‘r%om full of people. &t the
secomd meeting, there ‘were two PAC members. At the- third
megting, omne PAC member. and at the fourth, nobodg came.

_ The final two districts had CSCs shet were involved in schoal,
processes in a limited way, but their participation was: ‘mainly

advisdry. We,were most curicus about the CSC in the district whose -
. superinbendent strongly supportéd IOCak control A‘fistrict_schogl

R 83 SR
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sensitive subjects, for example Idcal hire.... There are,things™
that have to be handled diplomatitally at every meeting... They .

.

.
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board member impiied the CSC hadAsignifica‘nt influence, saying "We let

’ the CSC ‘overstep their boundaries "so that they. can choosé their
. ‘printipal teacher and teachers." '

- . The school's principal teacher, however, contested this
. assessment. In her view: .

*  The board has never really exerted too much authority. This may -
be dwe to the way they're indoctrinated. The district office
makes clear# to the school board members that they are advisory.
.They know,what they can do.- They know that there are certain
things 1 can't do. o, 2

[
-

. N 4

. .A former CSC member attributed a reason to the gdstrict policy of - .

limitidg local influence. He said, "se're not Native and we do speak’

' out, we're an embarrassment to -them."- In the mind of this board

fember, the community's influence was abridged because there was a

large Caucasian population in town.. Local™> control in this- district-

- meant Native control. ¢ )
Comments in seyen of ’'the eight field sites .pointed to the

. . existence of substantizl community apathy and ihactivity concerning

the schools. Representative comments were: .

. 2 - . ' *
’ . = ~ The PAC is totally dormant, and only a few board members come.
(PAG wember) . . .
o ) . - -
There's pot a lot (of involvement) here. fhhere's not .a lot of
. N interest In the schbol, except that dt's here and it .provides
: r recreatien for the kids. (teacher)
\ Pecple here don't carpgy whether. or mot their kids get any
) education. (vice-mayor of a village) ' ' , ‘
! ) Y M « - . - )
I¢'s hard to get the people to pa*‘icipaﬁe in anything, the
. Z ' ~_’r‘\}Ch001, land planring, .the council. (cdt¥ council member)
. . .. . -~
Hardly anybody goes .t‘o meetings around here, any \kind of . .
- ~ - . f
N . meetings. (PAG member) .
> , . - . .

*

. . People feel they are meetinged-out here. Thejfé are just too man}? '
N . meetings for everybody. (RSB member) .

Most people haye just gjven up.... = We lad, to work Txiard. to, get
someone to rup for the scheol board the last timg. - (CSC member)

{d Explanations’ for "Lack_pf Local Involvement and Pa'rt:h_i-ggtion..
. ho . ?

#hile .there waB ’‘nearly. univer_gal agreement .among t interviewed
~ concerning apathy inm regionalifed school communities, the explanations
, - " for this tondition varied. Several respondents, mentioned the genéral
. lack of interest .in meetings where there was’ "really nothing to
Jiscuss...s0 there's no point in going.” ~An active PAC member .in
anothey village saild: "People have been away &8 lot, trapping and
_ fishidg, and it's real ‘h rd to, get a gquorum”~-the implication beins . N
. { . B . . ) ’ A q « .
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that PAC meetings stand low in the calculus of interest of cofmunity
memhers. A teacher in westemrn A]’yska put a different construction on
this lack of interest:
e ‘ .
school’ doesn't mean anything to them (the parents) yet.
exre isn't any need for reading, for example. They can get
along without it. There's a lack of motivation. The kids are
_affected if their parents don't care.
® : A second reason advanced by some school actors concerned the lack -
. of preparation villagers had for effective activity concerning the
. schools. A few teachers-remarked that "these .people are illiterate,"
and could not participate effectively. Shifting the respomnsibility to
the district, one PAC member -commented: "One of the big problems is
® that PAC members go into the whole business blind " ‘
' ) A district superintendent with ctonsiderable experience ia rural
- Alaska educational administration suggested a third reason, conflict
avoidance: :
N : There's a tendency to avoid conflicts in local communities. This
e makes people somewhat reluctant to solve things at the 1local
level. They would rather we .solve them here at the district
level. ‘ . '
. i _
And a teacher in a different district said that: : «
® _ . . It's not their (Native parents) style to disagree in public. If
T ’ ‘the_v,'re going to disagree, they'll'{&do it outside of a public
meeting and work it out before they go to a meeting.
‘ Related. to t’his.' and heard in magny interviews, was the simple‘"
o fear of oparticipation in a western ‘institution. A graphic
illustration was ,this account by a Principal teacher :
\ -
v " e had a hard time getting a (PAC) together this fall. No one

yanted to be ‘on it. 1t’s really sn)a'ﬁ‘ge We had oneWmeeting to
get (a) member, and when 1 went in, he was actually-hid®ng under
@ L the covers.

- » R
4 ¢ * N

’ P L . A local notable explained his comm.mity 8 lack of influence 8y
saying, "Mostly, they find the whole Process’ intimidating. '

Several respondents pointed to. the lack of social 1ntegration in e

@ ' . the villages, that would spur residents into involvement in cdmmunity
s affairs. Such views usually referred.to aléoholism ‘problems in small
villages, but there were broader conc.erns, as expressed by & teacher

~ in western Alaska. C e o \
. ) \ .
£ I.don't think a PAC would work real well in this village at the
e moment. Because the village doesn’'t have its act together,

generally. Nobody here wants to accept responsibility




L)

Finally, several board members and teachers pointed to the lack

of power of advisory committees. A regional board member, discussing

the elimination of CSCs throughout his region, ‘said "they didn't have
a lot of say because the board could override any of their decisiomns.”

" A teacher sgﬁted a similar concern:

I think the local community has absolutely no influence.... I
know that the village usually doesn't take the initiative, but if
they were to do so, I don't know if the system would allow them
to have more influence.

One frustrated PAC member whﬁ\had tried to exercise influence
complained: S '
We don't know what our rights are. We went up to 'the school to
evaluate the teachers. The principal told us it was 1illegal,
that we could be sued by the NEA. We have never been asked to
evaluate anyone....
They haven't given us anything saying what our powers are. But
everything we try to do they fell us, "You can't, you're only
advisorv." The village has no control over the school
whatsoever. : |

Atritudes toward Increased Participstion.. Although there was somg
dissaticfaction about the 1Iack of influential organizations in the

£ community that could affect school operationms, there was no general

movenent among  Vvillagers in  support of increased citizen
participation. PAC members felt that there should be greater activity
and involvement--and more power——-in local school bogrds.  Teachers end
administrators, however, were divided on this issue. Some thought

'PACs had less power than they should have, that, in the words of ©One

yeteran teacher: "The PAC should. assume a role that gives them a fair
amount of autonomy for their own schools. BT S

Other teachers and administrato\s were sharpl’& opposed to &ny
increase in’ the level of loca? participationLJ,Bnﬂ reason was a fear
of oligarghid.control of the board: »

.e N * ‘

They don't want #t (lo control). It would just .be something

for them to worry about and they don't want it. The- fight to get

more 'parents involved through the PAC is goiﬁy on. The, mbre

power they .get, it would be in the hands of two or three people

. only, so it would be like school boards everywhere, just one or

two people running the whole show. °
A second opiniof, by a principal tedcher, reflected deeper political
cultural differences: - ' . -
My probl@m with the PAC is that you just den't know, where you
stand with them. *They're very tem\gramental.peOplq. They get
mad at a teacher and you don't know why.... When they're mad,
they pout. Eventually they get over it, but in the meantime you
have to suffer it.... I can't reallyéiéf that the local school

-

- . ’ t

: "‘ -82- ~

. . 4 .

)

e
¢ mtr— e
) .

L S



boari steps beyond its powers. But they're very temperamental
and that can be a big problem.... People .up here don't
undergtand the educational process.

Forms of Community Favolvement. Comments about the "apathy" and
-"lack of interest! of pgreyts and community adults implied that there
was no community reaction at all to the schooling process in
regionalized. schools. This was not the case. In our statewide
surveys of teachers and principals, we found a relatively high degree
of involvement of parents in the form of attending conferences with
their childrens' teachers. Given that almost all rural Alaska
communities are quite sparsely populated, and teachers are highly
visible members of these communities, teachers find many opportunities
to discuss school matters with parents. .In: small, disolated
communities, talking about school matters is a form of community
influence over the schooling process.

In regionalized school communities, it appeared that influence
was also applied through two interrelated means: activity of local
notables who were sometimes,local board members, and the "climate of
opinion" within the village. One district board member in interior
Alaska (whose wife was the nost, active member of the village PAC)
expressed his influence in these terms}

1 have deily. contact (with the principal). I try to talk to him

quite a bit 1f we have a probler: in the schoel. Instead of

letting it explode we'll trv to find a better way to settle it.
In a different district, a Native district board member explained lack
of community involvement in terms of his own role: "Their attitude is
they see Natives like myself on the board and théy say, 'Oh well, he
will take care°of it.' I feel like I'm an overall representative for
the district.” In a third district, 2 regional board mbmber stressed
his role as .a mouthpiece: "People aren't afraid to come to me to
express tiheir feelings. They will come to me when thev are afraid to

al&upo (the superintendent) -

In mast of the eight regionalized school communities. we visited,
there was such an individual -who spoke for the community. In two
communities, howewer, this was an established, traditional leader who
did not sit on a PAC, and the fact that this individual lacked a
formagl . position presehted—difficultils of adjuiitent or schopl
teachers, - administrators, and sometimes PAC guerbers. The most
interesting case was of - the southwest Alaska community where, in the
view of the school staff, the PAC did not represent the community. A
local notable had more influence, than PAC members, and he used it.
The principal teacher described how: . ~

-
-

(local notable) has come to one meeting in two years....

He came up and stated speciﬁically what he wanted to see. The

~ (PAC) didn't say a word against vhat he said even though you
* could see they were cringing.:

~
. .. -
t‘ 0?\ e -+ /' N




.. board or Jlocal governmem. (One respondent spoke of the
. government of the community.") A resident of a southwestern Alaska

_conflict and)avoidance. A, revigw of major areas’

. the district office cogpplex. = . . . p

Community opinion may be a powerful vehicle fé%.the establishment
of control over school persomnel and their activities in Native
villages, as we saw in one of the regions we visited. The first case
concerned a teacher and her spouse who had inadvertently insulted a
community resident, who then began a campaign to oust them from the
village. He spread falsehoods, and mobilized community opinibn
against the outsiders. By the time the superintendent  arrived, the
village was unified against the couple, and the superiué%ndent had no
alternative but to transfer gthem out of the village. (There was a
similar case in another villagé with a regionalized school.)

' “»

In a second village of@this district, the prineipal tehcher
sought and wor .election as city mayor. The défeated candidate's qgife
sat on the local PAC, and the family was perhaps the most prominent in
‘the community. They were able to mobilize vil}aée opinion against the
principal teacher and his wife, who had previously been very popular
in the community. Within a year, the teaching couple transferred out
of the village. '

In both communities, school advisory committees were inactive,
and bodles for conflict resolution were poorly institutionalized, in
the western sense. “One 1issue concerned an insult to a community
leader, the second a struggle for power and status in the community.

What “both cases establish is that the power of the communities to

jnfluence who holds important positions was great, even, though this
was not reflected in the existence of a stable, virile local school
"unsnoken

commui ty stated confidently: 8

You don't have to worry out here about the teachers not being any
good, If they're not any good we!ll run them out. If we don't
_like what's going on at the school. ' *

4’ - < " '

We -consider the role of informal processes-ana opinion climates
ngain, when we discuse local and mixed types of control. The value of
the examples for the present discussion is to introduce caution into
the analysis. There 1s the possibility that regionalized systems may

protect some local values  as effectively as localized svstems,

esﬁecially those which impose an alien type of organization on a l?cal'

community. ‘ S , .

i. ) ! Schobl Governance Proc%sagq -

The relations of actofs in regiomalized sc

’

s are those of both

and decisions will give a different perspective the influence of

A 4

Staffiﬂg - » oL . ) | . .

A

Select;lcm‘of. school 'pergonneI: particularly new teachers, was

. Wmost influenced by personalistic criteria in the regienalized schools. .
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’ " Superintendents and district staff paid relatively 1{ttle attentiqn to "
vhether the applicant would fit into The social and cultural milieu of
® the district and community. In only one of the five districts, was ]
there a hiring process that involved the community. In this district,
the superintendent had followed a deliberate policy of community 5
involvement, -but his perception was that commuifities would sometimes
prefer that he or others in the district office make the decision (and’
assume the responsibility). =~ = : -
Even the recruitment of classified staff (secretaries and
custodial personnel) and teachers' aides appeared to be less subject
to the influence of community leaders and values than was the -case )
elsewhére. An area principal said of & hiring case in his school: ' ’
Py We had three people apply ‘for the cook's position, two Natives
and one white guy. Now the village Natives felt it should be the
Nativés., They wanted to hire the Natives, for no other reasaon
than he’ was Native. But the white had been to cooking school and
. hag{'Sume experienc¢. So I hired him. 1 took a little heat for
‘. that but it's moxe or less blown over. -

"*1n many of the districts there was the appearance of using

* professional criteria to hire staff. Only in a minority sites,
. howevér, were they if fact used.” For example, one superintendent’ told
.o us that he hired individuals who had experience in rural Alaska .
oducaticn. - But, thé "person’ henhired -to izrve as principal teacher of .

® . a” school said he had‘,_no_.previous experience in rural Alaska, .and went

on to remark: E T

In their hiring policies they don't seem to try and meet the
- needs of the school. For example, I'm the only returning teacher
: and when they hired new teachers they ‘didn't seem to hire
o . . teachers to complement what T can teacH.. I'm a2 social stpgies
P . « perédon and what we really needed was a science and math person.
, But instead they hired j , who is also a social studies _
person, ¢ . A
' . . . C ;
: The selection ‘process was far less pluralistic in regionalized
® ) ®han in other types of schools. Decisionmaking usually rested with
' the superintendent or assistant superintenden® (in two cases, the area ) .
principals had strong powers of Fec'omendatibn). ‘Local boards were - oo
cut out, which in some districts represented a loss of influence.« A ‘
. PAC member complained, "When they hired _. ¥ (teacher)., it was "C5C
A _ then. Now the PAC 'doeésn't have anything to do with hiring teachers at
® all.™ | - ) -~ ~. \ .

] &

. # Curriculum - . ‘

NN ’ T * . t . ’ . . € .

' " Three of the fiwé districts had .implementpd district wide ) WY

, curricula, and' the fourth was in the process of ‘developing one. Only - .

e _ the fifth was "tryigg to get the CSC to meet and determine if they |
wang ‘@ curriculum specifically designed for their vi¥lage.” For the . -,
most part, these curricula reflected an orientation to.instruction in <
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‘basic subjects as found in rural and urban schooéé of the cohtiguous

48 states. .

However, in some of the schools, the district wide curriculum was
not taught. An itinerant music teacher in one of the districts said
he was in charge of his own curriculum. He. had expected ;héi‘sbmeoﬁh
would give him an outline of what he was supposed to teach upon his
arrival in the district, but this did not occur. He received little

direction at all and as a result had developed his qwn’cﬁrriculum. A .

A Y

teacher in a different school agreed:

There's really no diftrict wide system of education here. We’

- Just have individual #ntities in each community. We don't have a
district wide currfculum. There's .no distfict wide poligy on
tardiness, absenteeism, or discipline. Textbooks are supposed to
be district wide, but- they're not. '

»

~Té§£bddk.selectioﬁ.'however, was likely to be relatively uniform in

the regionally ~contrelled: schools. In addition “to the constraints
imposed by publishers, we. found little deviation from the texts that
present or previous.curriculum COOIdiﬂ&tOFS‘had ordered for schools.
One teacher remarked: , , .

. . "
The district has approved texts. 1 deviate from these when T
feel that.the approved téxts are not gonna work. But I've never
ordered texts that were not approved by the district. 1I've just
used ones that were Zlready here and available. '
The districts were unique ‘with respect to their Native
populations and distinctive 1life styles -of residents’, but -this

uniqueness was not reflected in .the curricula of most -regiomalized’

cchools. For example, ome of the distpicts contained a number of
students who were either monolingual in the Native language or spoke
it primarily. Yet schools ‘in .this district did 'not - have an
established bilingual education programe and where there were courses,
they were not necessarily taught or supported. The principal teacher
of a school in one ddstrict remarked: "We're supposed to have a

bilingual aide for one hour a day, but 1 think it's ridiculous to,

disrupt the classrooms for ome hour." An area principal in the same
district supported this view by saying "I personally think -that all

the culture should be taught by the Iamily -or by the commun}ty, that

it's not the role of the school.” .
A , . , _ e
There was strong community support for bilingual programs #n the
regionally controlled schools. Community .members and\ particularly

those who serve ou advisory boards commented® that "there is not enough
, _~bilingual now." S$aid one PAC, member: - : C .

- -

We would like to see more language instruction, wore cultural
courses, ‘courses in art. As yet we don't have any Yupik taught
in the high school (it was taught in that village's BIA day
school) and a lot of pgople would like,to see that. :

R .
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However, in the only regionalized school whose district had a
bilingual language policy,' community members did not want district
: curriculum policy implemented in the school. Complained on advisory.
e N board member: ' . -

_ The district pushes bilingual. Every year we fill out forms

. . about the language here in the village. Nobody knows Athabascan

here, and none of the parents are interested in the kids learning

® it. There's no real Native heritage left here in the village, so
' there's no desire for it.

In short, most districts had a district wide curriculum (that was
-implemented in only half the schools) but no bilfwgual education
policy. Cemmunities of regionalized schools in these districts wanted
Py . Native language taught in the schools. In one district, there was a

. . bilingual education policy, but the community we visited.was opposed
to this. In thege areas, the schocls were not representative of
comnunity desires. '

. Native culture courses in the regional schools were offered
* . infrequently, and were not well integrated into the school program,
' ‘ Cne school with a mixed Athabascan-Caucasian student population had an
-half-hour weekly session 1in beadwerk, as a concession to the
traditional culture eof the region. A school .with a majority. Yupik
student population offered some training in Yupik Eskimo, given by a
. teachers' aide, and a topic sequence on sled making. There was
® interest on the part of 1local .people, but nd ability to develop
programs. Said a western Alaska principal teacher,- "We have Indian
Education and JOM funds but we don't have the people interested in

teaching courses.” An interior Alaskan board president said:

o We've talked about it (local courses). We have.local teachers
@ who teach sewing and knitting ‘anc piano. But there is no one in

town who could teach Athabascan thingi;/, '

. -

ercial and subsistence fiahinz'were najor means of livelihood
ities of all the regionalized schools; however, the schools
offered/ few courses rglated to these economic endeavors. One board
® member remarked "This 1is a fishing place. Why do they have a
: . computer’ " We need some emphasis on the economic base of this
village." -Some attributed this to the lack of community interest,
such as the teacher who said "a majorigy of them are only interested
in how many nights they can ,get into the gym." Even if there were -
L . strong communify support of such course, it seems unlikely it would be
] , offered. NRistrict office stiaffs were not sanguine about the interest
" or ability of .the districts to reacl out. to the community in this
area. _The curricqla of regionalized schools reflected standard -

v . achievement norms--education in the. basics, academic training leading
. in sentor grades of the. larger seccndary schools to some‘college
K preparatory work ! ' .

.t ‘. The process used in determining district curricula was like that
- ", used An. staffing A regional board menber dgpcribed it in this ﬁ%y
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.budget with participation in the development by
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For proposed curﬁ‘éﬁlm, we (RSB members)‘ get involved heavily
along with the super and the primcipal. Now they tell us that
the teachers have had input into this, but as a board mewber, 1
don't know of any input from the local people or from the
teachers, for that matter. :

In three of the five districts with regionalized schools, region-
al nonprofit associations have taken over the role of providing a
locally-relevant curriculum. Indian Education and JOM programs, for
example, weré operated by the regional nonprofit Native associations,
teaching couwsses in sled building, skin sewing, and the like. TThey
mav use school facilities, but the programs were completely separate
from the school's academic program. (In two districts, this was done
at the request of the district office staff because they did not know
how to operate such programs.)

A final curriculum area that “has figured prominently in recent
Alaska rural school politics is program evaluation ané review. Under
terms of - the Tobeluk v. Lind consent decree that led to the
construction of new rural high schools, elected village school
communities were to participate in planning and evaluating the high
school program. Every community with a "Hootch” school was to engage
ir such a review process, involving a systematic examination of every
subject taught in the school, teaching staff ané materials. Native
respondents in regionalized schools were not satisfied with the
extensiveness of this review, or with the 2zmount of community
involvement in it. In one village, there was pressure from the
superintendent to sign forms, despite the chairman's wish to read
first what she saw for the first time at the meeting. In a second
+iilage, PAC members who went to the Gﬁ\regulations :éeting,at.the
high school were told that it was not necessary for ther to be there.
At least some PAC members felt that they were not wanted there!

Thus, in the important area of what is actually taught in the
schools\ regionalized schools provided littie cpportunity for
community involvement. This is not to say that all other locel actors
lacked .influence, however. Teachers, particularly, h@d an impact on
what students were exposed to, but this was ‘primarily as a reaction to
policy initiatives of the board ‘and superintendent. One teacher
remarked in cgaracteristic terms: ‘ .

) . . : . - T

We have to be copstantly restructuring our progrem because of the
school board. The school board changed the graduation
requirements three times in one year. So, in other words, we've

.set up the instructional program ourselves.

t ’ ¢
' Naturally, there are questions about the amount of professional
- ynfluence under these terms of change. :

. . }
Finance , . . ' . .
Faaane -

- +

In ail{ofhfhe five districts, the central of fice staff prepared a
the regional school

-
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board. Comments we heard in field. interviews indicated that local
community residents had little to say. A district superintendent
stated "The budget is not an area in which I feel the CSCs want to be
involved." |, ' . .

A teacher commented:

The teachers don't see the budget at all. . We didn't know what we
were working with for supplies. We had no way of knowing when
the money went and out of -what funds, Ve hird to plan activities
without knowing how much money we had. ’

None of the schools of the regionalized category had discretionary
funds available for local school use. A dissident district school
board member said: : '
1 think we should give the villages a certain amount of money to
do with whatever they want. But the board has fought this. I
don't see how the villages can learn to manage their own funds if
they're never given the opportunity ta'do so.

School Calendar

L
One of the areas in which local advisory school boards appear to
have influence throughout the state is in determining the annual
calendar of the £chool and the daily school schedule. In regionalized
schools, however, this tended not to'be an important activity of local

community actors. In all cases but one, calendars were determined by

the district office. One superintendent explained why:

The opening date of school has been standardized the last two
years, so we can conduct a district wide in-service at the
beginning of the year. Before, the way it used to work was the
CSC set it up. But what happened was that the CSC just rubber

stamped whatever the teacher's suggestion was.
l4

Reactions of teachers and local board members to district wide -

calendars tended to be unfavorable:

Supposedly the PAC can make their recommendations and set the
calendar. I found out that (the area principal) had filled
out his cdlendar to reflect his wishes, to have a long Christmas.

That's the one that was pulled out of the hat,  that was finally .-

approved: ....This year, we're'?rying to get the calendar we

favor approved by the PAC. (teacher)
. - o/'\

Last spring all the teachers were given a calendar to fill out."

We did that, but the final calendar did not reflect out desire.
(teacher) . ' o 7

We heard that the calendar was already set even before we
submitted our calendar. So that filling out this/calendar was
done just to make us feel that we were & part of }ti' (teacher)

H
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The principal teacher here used to ask vhen I was on Csd about
the calendar. But lately they ‘don't do this. (PAC member) J

Clearly, the perception in regionally~-bontrolled schools was ~that
artificial participation was encouraged, and it would * have little

, effect on outcomes. Also, an area of activity subject to teacher's
~control in many districts was not uniformly subject to this.influence
in regionalized schools. ’

Facilities Design and Construction ‘ .

_ Facilities use and the' construction of new school buildings are
important matters in small communities. As in most of the other areas
of school operations, this area was limited to participation by the
district office complex. The typical scenario is that village
reside and teachers learn about the design and construction of new

. facilit es"whep it is too late. As one teacher remarked:

We just‘found'out that the blueprints have already been drawn up.
for the new“addition here. The raterials are ordered and have
already begun to arrive. No one on the staff had any input into
this process, though the district says that we actually did.

A 4

And when villagers asked for particular facilities, they often did not

. get them. One CSC member commented: . '

What we asked for we didn't get. We drew up plans for a

_multi-purpose facility for the high school, something we could

. use for community things.... We got g'rgal piece of junk, and
they paid $200,000 for it.

The issue in this case concerned proprietorship over buildings in

the view of the district office. The district school board, by law,
controls the facilities (which are owned by the state’'inthe case of
. .REAss), and in an extension of this concepe, it controlg the programs
. of ““thew.schools and the personnel who teach them. The local
communities mav advise, at the discretion- of the district office
1 complex. A dissident regional boaxd mezber cpmﬁlainedi

f

rWhAt we're fighting at the district level’ is that. the

¢ ’ administration’s attitude is that the bdildings belong to the .

district. This is not in fact true. They ' belong to the
community, but the administration doesn't seem to grasp this.
/ . !

) For its own reasons, the district vas disinclined to accept the
premise that ownerBhip of schools lay in - local communities. This
. attitude leds to the feeling in most regionalized communities that tlle
school was disconnected from the community. One view heard frequently
was that the school was '"foreign tutf." Another, perhaps more
representative view was this statement of a western Algska PAC member:
"Peoplé don't have a sense that the school is theirs. It's not a
foreign thing but- 1t's not theirs.”. ‘-z;i N

[ .
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Limited involvement in school governmancé processes seemed to -

describe the situation of 8ll -local actors in regfonalized schools.
Yet in the opinion of teacher, they had coutrol over: the classroom,

-and along with ‘principals, controlled the learning sithation in

schools.

® L) .

The Climate of Expectations in Regionally Controlled Schools .

A number of studies have examined the impact of the orientations,
expectations, and attitudes _of school actors on student outcomes,
Although we found no statewide patterning of principals' perceptions
on a series of climate variables, we thouwght it possible that
environmental and system control factors might. be mediated by
perceptions of educational professiondls. We report a few measures on
which principdls in regionaliied'schools have distinctive attitudes.

Attendance at college may not be ‘a realistic expectation for all
rural youth, but the holding of such an attitude is a good indication
of the academic orientation of school personnel. Among the questions
we asked local administrators in our 1981 survey was what percentage
of students in their school they expected to attend college. There
were no significant differences between perceptions of administrators
in regionalized schools and all other rural schools: a majority
expected that less than 50 percent of the school's students would
attend. ,

Asking principals to evaluate the quzlity of thelr schools'
1earning environment is one way of engaging sttitudes of pride toward
*institution. This is what principals had to say:

2 -

»

Table 2. Principals' Perceptions of School Achievement (Regionalized)

-~

- Other
Regionalized - Rural Schools
i

Better.than average/ ‘
among the best 44,0 31.0
About average ‘ 35.0 . .26.0
‘Below average/inferior - . 21.0 : 43,0

. N=249, P < 0.0081

The differences between regionalized schools and all other rural
schools virtually jump off the page. There aregsignificantly stronger
indications of pride in academic achievement and learning on the part
of principals in regionalized .schools than inh any other (type.
(Teachers of regionalized schoplswere only slightly less enthusiastic
about the climate of achievement and learning in their schéols. Some
Y8 percent——compared to 25 percent of teachers in all other

schools--thought their school's climate was‘better than average. Or |
among the best:) We controlled for ethrngcity and school -size and

found several interesting patterns. - The elationship bethen schogl
type and attitude toward students' achievement was significantly
weakened in schools with Caucasian or XNative -majorities. It was

o 95 - .
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. gtrengthened in schools of mixed ethnicity. And the relationship was
veakened in. larger schools, but strengthened in small schools (with
fewer than 30 students). ' . : L

Two other - questious from the principal and teacher surveys
provide . imformation on the environment of learning for students in
regionalized. schodls. We asked both principals and teachexrs what

- achievement level they / expected of students in their schools. .
Respondents in regionalized schools were more positive than those from
localized and mixed schools.

* ,Table 3.- Principals’ and Teachers' Expecgtation of Student Achievement

N ’ (Repionalized)
Princigal"- : Teacher

. Regionalized Other Regionalized Other

S S
Above/much above : ‘ -, . 7

national norms 45.3 - C29.9 38.3 , 23.9

At national norm 24.5 . 29,4 0, 33.7- 28.8

Below/much below 30.2 40.7 < 28.0 / 47.5
Pr}ncipals N=251 P < 0.0538 Teachers N=290 P« 0.0618

These relatiopships were dtrengthened for small and medium;s;ze rural
schools (with fewer than .111 .students); but were weakened when
ethnicity was controlled. ' S, :

.

A fimal question from the principal survey provides a summary
judgment on the reputation of the school.

Table 4. Principals' Perceptions of School Reputation (Regionalized)
’ : ' '

) . Othexr
~ Regidnalized EyraI‘Schools'
Retter than average/ - o ) :
among the best 63.4 56.0
' About average , -, 35.5 32.8
Below average/inferior a 1.1 11.2-

-

N=239 - P<0.0492 -°

-

Regionalized school' principals. thought their schools were
somewhat better than otlrer ‘rural and small schools in Alaska.. Tests
of school size and ethnicity indicated ,that this finding was not.
spurious~~for small schools and those with a Native majority. Clearly

 principals of these schools were not influenced negatively by lack of
S / control at ‘the .local ilevel ({(perhaps because they were'- connected,

favorasbly to: the district office). The teacher survey,. however, .

indicated that teachers of regionalized schools were not. significantly
different from teachers of other schools with respect o, perceptions
of scheol reputation. : o -

e oa "
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N " Regionalized'School Qutcomes-
. The obvious question  returns: what difference _does

regionglization of éducational control ‘make so far as students,
parents and communities are concermed? Our survey of rural schools

. has been largely cross-seftional, and we lack the time series data
' that would enable us to explain results definitively. But visits to

rural school sites ‘gave us the opportunity to colledt a variety of
outcome measures, and determine their degree of association:with the

control t we established. In ascending ofd%f of -importance, these
measures:- standardized test scores, student adaptation to and
retention school, . "and parent/community .satisfaction with school

programs an overnance.
1

1

» Y

Test Scores ' . . , : .
. The'fivéﬂdiécficté did not use the same test series or folloﬁAL
similar testing protocol. Moreover,. in Alaska the statewide

assessment data are not avaikable for cross-school and cross-district

. comparisons, making it .difficult to develop a comparative profile of
. 2

student performance. .o ‘'

. &

" Nevertheless, we® collected test daga from six ‘of the eighE
schools, amd attempted to draw general inferences from “them,
Discussions on academic achievement with teachers and administrators
indicated disgatisfaction. Said one ,area principal: "We're three or
four grade levels .below the noxm. Now I don't think that's the
teacher's fault. A 1lot of 1t comes from the culture." This
assessment was widely shared. :

~ -

Student Adaptation and Retentidn
‘ ) T e,

™ Absenteeism rates for the pine regionalized sthools were  an
dverage of 5 percent in the .vear when we measured this (by use of
state .DOE records checked 'against principals’ r%sponses‘ o our
survev). There were no significant differences betwegn the rate 1in
regionalized schools and that of all-other rural schools. A principal

—t

teacher “in southwest AlasRa said, ' ‘ oo '

We hardly ever have any {absenteeism)...the reason may be

- that...some of the 'kids say, "I may not 1like school .but it's

' bétter than being at home:with a bunch. of drunks." $o unless
they're sick they're always here.

I other communities where alcohol ‘problems were greatp teachers
and admiqistratoré made similar comments. Thé only school with a high
rate of absenteeism seemed to have rather ynusual conditions.. A
district staffér said of its high school: | ]

} . ) . ‘
We have a hard time keeping the high school bovs in school.: They
come in late .from fishing. Theyr feel they need a vacgtion so
they take off for # time. 'If they had. to go out (of the
‘comquity)-to high school they wouldn't gb at all.’ C

: ’ . | -
. . ) -93~ . 9‘7 .

L

.

.

v

-



. . ,
.

- ® A
€ . €

N .
- . .

Stét.e DQE records on ‘student dropouts indicated that 74.2 percent

. ~ of the regionalized schools hag none during thg 1981-82 academic year,
. as coupared to 69.3 percent- for all other rural‘_scl?aols'. Only 10
. perceat- of_ the schools 'had diop out rates in excess/ of 3 percent.

t. 'School ficials were geqera_lly' pleased with their ability to retain -
high scHool 4ge youth in the schocl, and feveral pointed to sharply

. “ declining drop out .rates «in their schools. Kegionalizéd schools
' : reported . the’ lowest rate of vandalisn: only 18 percent of'. the
e ) ,administrators of reégionalized schools, reported. occurrences of

déstruction to school property, as co-pared to 28 pertent of. the

, administrators of. all other rural  schools. Moreover, in. the ' vast
% . - mejority of t'hes; schools, there was less va!)dalismrdirected toward
C ‘ the. s¢hool building than toward other, public buildings (i1f any) in the

- community. ' Finally, student suspensions ‘were: few, and there was. only

one -expulgion in the eight regionalized schools ‘we visited in 198182,

| These may seem to be signkficant signs of sttfdentwad’apttatioﬁ and
‘ .‘retention, but in the \iery‘ small, sparsely populateéd communities of
rural Alaskm, they appear to-be close to the norm. . : N
A _ . - . . . 3

- Teachers' .and: administrators' comments on- student behavior,
indicated a few pyoblems. | Alcoholism in some of the communities
influenced student behavior in school. Said several teachers "the
kids come to school and want to sleep." There were a nuhber of
problems ‘with students' use of abusive language; and in one ‘of. the

‘ . schools we visited, thete had been a ‘physical attack on a teacher. .:

Y Community members’ comments on student bghaﬁior were generally
. -'f uncritical. o o .
e VN . i ) ;.’ . e . . . . .
- ?:rent and Cormunity Satisfaction
- , ¥ g Y < .

In each of the gomunit'ies in whie¢h we did field work, we
administered a short "cosmunity syrvey” to a sample cf adult’s who were
not employees of the school or board megbers. We selected regpondents
cv the ‘tasis .of convenience, and the results do not necessarily

' _?- represent ‘the views of all_ cesmunity -gdults.. But they sare very
suggestive®nf the extent to which ghe schools are supported in their .
compunities. v . ot : .
- X Community Attitudes toward School Actoxs. The survey included a
mmber of items soliciting opinions on. each of the school actors we
have identified above. . -
- } z
' . ’ R
N . L . - ® L
- . ) 5 [ < '
' . ’ ) & { v
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Jablé 5. Community Attitudes Toward School Actors (Regionalized)®

[} . . .
P . School Actor, . . ] J, ) o .
' Local School Bogrd or PAC o 2 agree 3% disagree
» .is*doing a good job 36.0 % 3.0 %
.o .does what most parents want . 40.4 15.4
® .~ ..;tries to do somethihg about problems in school 67.4 1.8
\‘ : ’ Talk to local board” members often (once a month) 490.0 20.0
' Principal'’ ' ’
w . : . .
| “...is doing a good job ] , 61.9 - 11.1
Py ) ..keeps people informed about the school 71.9 15.5
. .does what most parents want Y, 47.6 15,9
-'...tries to do something about problems in school  71.9 ° 3.4
. ‘Talk to principal often (once a month) .’ ¢« 51.6 18.8
t ’ . v :
_ ‘Teachers - : . ~ !
. ’ —-—-—t——“’"‘ " .
' . * .t v -
, .are doing a good job ‘ 64,6 7.7
* .are very concerned about children in the school 57.1 7.9
).try to do something about problems in,school - - 65.6 1.7,
Talk to teachers often (once a month) , 39.1 15,6 .
.take part in community activitieg in community 65.6 21.9
@ . Visit teachers in their homes oftenXonce a month) ~ 40.6 #25.0
. _ ...visit in mv home often (once a mohth) ’ ' :31.3 25,0 -
- ° » . ‘ -
. 'District Boerd ' . . T | - °
g . ..helps lotal board . i ' " 49,2 23.8
@ ) ..does what most parents want ! . s 23.4 39.1
. tries to do scmething aBout problems in the school 38.5 / 12.3 .
. . 7 alk to regional board members often (onc,e a month) 10.9 35.9
Superintendent \ : . : ‘ L
® - : helps local board ° - N 48..4 L2.6 .
| : keeps region informed about problems .. Y 36.5 4.9
.does what most parents ‘want N 17.7 30.6
) .tries to do scmething about problems in thé{&h&l 46.8 9.7
Talk to superintendent often (pnce,a month) . ° .f 7.8 . 45.3 N
. v t . v N=65 e
. . . ' LY ‘, -
> *Most “qugstions on the cmfmunitv survey had 5an§3{qdecided and .don
v know response  catggory. « These have Dbeen,. a‘:;oved for these
comparisons. ' : o _ , )
’ These apinions are illusgrative of what pe pﬂ in regionaliie;&
e communities think regarding relationships in ei'r; schools t &
® ' - 7 glance they show strongly positive attitudes r.m erSo , f Q.
L principals]! When we .compared nespon ndents fro;n io 112%d school .
r  communities °to thost of other rural schools, h}t}aese were the
g o - ’ .« © =95- ' : : S
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.significant differences of opinionx they were mQre positive in their

fi - evaluation of teacher's work ant opportunities for interaction wvith
~//ﬁ____~_s\;\§:§m. They were much more negative in evaluations bf regional boards.
é

supggintendentg than were respondents of all other sample sites.
As we shall see in our .discussion of localized schools, perceptions
vary depending on'GMe’strength-of ins;}tutions.in the community and
the district-local policy configuration. - .

. LY

“Several items on_tﬂE commun{ty.shrvey asked for evaluations 'of

rl

» “school programs:' ’

¥

‘Table 6. Community Perceptions -of School Programs (Regionalized)

P . . ' & -

. ‘ : - ~ Good Not Very Good
Teaching of math L . 56.3 % 4.7 %°
Teaching of reading ' ‘ 53.1 - 6.3
Teaching of Native culture and languages 28.1 33.3
Training children for lives in cgmmunity 33.9 - 11.3
Training children for.lives gutside community- 24.2 12.9

Parents snd community members appeared generally satisfied with
teaching in- zcademic pr&kgams; * The teaching of Native culture, lan-
guages--was not well regarded, which was less a comment on the quality
of the program than on the fact that regipnalized schools were less
1Ii%elv to have them. These opinions were the most negative of all
residents we surveved in the 28 field sites. Respondents appeared td

be non-committal regarding training for mdulthood.

. . A final set of questiens-on the communityssurvev gave residents
the dpporsunity to  express. more . general . _satisfaction And
dissatisfaction with sclpol and pchool/co ity conditions.

rable 7. Community> Perceptions of School and -Community Conditions

: (Regionilized) i
" Community Perception of... S Z agree % ditagree
School ‘calendar and schedule fit local needs 61.5 % 13.8 2
School 1is’'used for local activities 60,0 9.2
School has a good program in Native languages _ 24.6 . . 33.8
. Academic program is good N - 21,7 12.3
Teachers try to help the school and commurnity 63.1 9.2
Parents support the sghool and take part do '
school activities b S 33.8 . 1.9
Principal/superintendent help meet local goals 32.3 16.9
School board helps. to meet local goals 35.4 15.4
Students try hard to do theiy best ‘in school »56.9 16.9

L J 1

This table is a useful summary of community views regarding

regionalized schools,.”if we keep _in mind that it represengs a very
small sample of convenience and the 'obvioys point that the questions
and statements are geeral and ambfRuous. Teacheys fared well in this
evaluation, better thah administratprs or boards--attitudes were more

n
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» critical of ‘them in regionalized éhools of the sample than in any
other type. School programs, however/ were not rated very high, and
,as ye have pointed out througho this chaptgr, there was a gengral

® perception -of a problem regard'_' g Native _languages and culture. To
, repeat, residents of regionalized school's- were more critical of this
.. -aspect. of schooling than respondents in ahy other type 6f school../
- . . . o ) o ’ .
! ) Patgexrns of Career Socieslization in Regionalized Schools
’ ’ Alaska's rural school's have operated a relatively short period of

time within any given. organizational structure,. Borough school
systems, which are.the.model for the REAA districts, have a history of
less tHan 20 years, bit even this is a short period in which to detect
‘ 4 mode of school operations. (The city districts, used as models too,
Py have a longer history:) REAA districts have operated for only seven.
years as of this writing, and some have not yet emerged from the
transition. Their ‘board/edministration relationships are unstable,
. turnover of’-personnel ‘is very high, and their critical routines--of
staffing, program development and evaluation--have not become imbedded
in the practices of administratfve and “instructional personnel. In

many ways they operate-like the predecessor, SOS.

d . \ . B N

’ Nevertheless, on the basis of extensive survevs of rural school,
wctors and our brief site visits to eight® schools representing the
. - regiohdliged, type, ‘we can make some ifferences about the development:
of distr}ct and - local “school operations., The major factor was
P Ll mentioned . sbove-—there is a loyalty syndrome and clientage netwdrk
‘surrounding the district superintendent. It 1is disconnected from
regional pglitical and social force for the most part, but it links
-superintendent, district office st f, and some boayd members into a
. : pattern of authority. Whether a ocal schoel prineipal or teacher
. sits - well with the district offje complex is thus as’ importamnt a
Py factor in ‘the treatment accorded Jthe local school and staff as are
- professional criteria. In short, one clear track- in career
socialization is the develgpment of orientations ofe lovalty to the
‘district office apd,v to the limited extent it Trepresents this, the
. region served by the distriect. ‘ . . '

’

o ‘ This is not to suggest that there is a8 lack of professionalism
within rural schools that are . regionally controlled. Teachers
complain about the .dack of support for professional growth and
dedlopment, ‘it 1s true, and they direct their harshest critficien
tova‘rd the schocl district. ~ That office, they sav, is the greatest
source .of their problems. They say this, we surmise, because
@ professional norms and values, which appear very important to teachers
in regionalized schools, ‘are ot controlling factors. of the school
district environment. Teachers we interviewed were insistent that
they controlled their classrooms, but professional ‘control by teachers
vas conventionally pictured—through teachers' unions, administrative
< linkages “with s:zer.i.ntendent, district staff and principals, or

® ) linkage with an aithoritative local Board--was -absent. »
. ' - ’ [N '
! The situation this presents has important ramifications for the

local ecommunity. It lacks significant influence over the 'selection

.‘7- o ' N ' .p - . "9?;1'01 ‘- - .
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" and retention of teachers for.its school, and there is no formal

procedure it can follow to register dissatisfaction with a teacher who,
has violated local norms. In.two instances” community disapproval of

teachers over whom the community lacked institutional means of -

influence resulted in informal mobilization of opinion that disrupted
the community--and led to the otster of the teachers. : : :

™~ fkv -

Thus, to the extent there ih"fofessional control in regionalized'

schools, it is limited by the strict office at the -top and by
. community opinion at.the bottom. The operatian of this professional
_influence‘would appear to be. uncertain indeed, and may explain the
frusttationswe noted among teachers. We will return, to the theme of
profeséiona{ influence again in our discussion of localized, unififd
329 mixed types of control. o

-
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" ‘CHAPTER 6. LOCALLY'CONTROLLED SCHOOLS IN RURAL ALASKA

-
.

Local advisory school committees operated in rural communities
well before the state legislature decentralized control of education
in 1975, Some weré advisory committees mandated by various federal
programs? such as Title I and Johnson 0'Malley. Most, however, were
school activity committees and lacked influenge .over staffing or

.curriculum in the schools. Yet they were a foundation for development
‘of authoritative local boards, especially in communities distant from

regioﬁai superintendents of the S0S system.

. From decentralization of schools in 1976 until 1979, Community
School Committees- (CSCs) decame quasi-autonomous school bdards in many
REAA districts, and were involved in each area of school operations.
However, in several districts, CSCs were “cqntroversial organizations
from the start. They'tg!'ed to compete ‘for influence with district
. school boards, which by Iaw were resPonsible for policymaking. ' They
rnuddied administrative waters, and wvere potentially bothersome to
district office personnel. Thev also competed for -fnfluence with
teachers' unions and were potential thredts to teachgrs, to the extent
that they influenced recruitment and réetention actions., For these and
other reasons, about one-half of khe regional boards and distgict
offices moveds to weaken significantly the powers of the CSCs by making
their position solely advisory (éccomplished through amendment, to the
EAA enabling legislation imn- 1979). * One fourth of the REAA districts
abolished CSCs at this time. \ .

<

While CSCs in REAA districtq lost dnfluence, the advisorv boards

of , BIA schools gained authority, ‘as both the change in supervisory
vekatinnships (e.g., weakening of agency office influence under PL
95-561) and fyminent closure of BIA schools left a vacuum of influente
that could bg filled by local bosrds and Jdeaders. Ironically, of the
local level educational boards in Alaska in the early 1980s, the BIA

school boards were the strongest.
* 14

Nine of our 28 sample sites were localized schodls (representing

one—fourth of Alaska's rural schools), and four of them were at’ the
time BIA day schools (K-8). The 43 BIA schools rem ining in Alaska in

81 were mostly in western Alaska, Yupik Eskimo regions, with far
mo traditional community séttings than found a®0ng other Native

culfe regions in Alaska. Three of the BIA sghools we visited were

on %or near Norton Sound, and sdministered through the Bethel BIA

agelcy office. The fourth, in -the Bering Straits area, was -

administered through ‘the Yome agency “office. In each of these
communities,. there was also a "Hootch" high school, included within
‘one of three large REAA districts. A :

Pl
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. ‘The fifth "field site was a "Hootch" .school community within
another  westexn Alaska REAA district.- The sixth and seventh field
. sites.were from the Inupiat Eskimo culture area, and were part of that
. area's school district. The eighth field site wag in an Alaska
- interfor REAA district, where nearly half of° the populat®n was
Athabascan (and the other half Caucasian). Thus, there was
~ ‘considerable cultural variation across- the schools and field sites,
' which were somewhat more isolated from urban Alaska than’is the norm
for rural Alaska villages. =~ . ’ . .

L]

Logal School AnggFEnvironment ’ -
In describing regionally contrgllga,. hools, .we mnoted that
environmental forces——Native corpbrations_én;¥:Enpfbfit,associations,
"regional political -notables, and state educational actors--were
/’ imperfectly integrated with the school system. -The district office
complex was almost a closed system regarding some schaol operations
, such as staffing, development of eourses, and expenditure of funds.
| ° In "localized" school. communities, however, the environment was
represented on the board, and it influenced sharply the diréction of
sthooling. Regional and statewide ‘envirommental factors, hovever,
were less likely to penetrate schooling in these communities, with the
exception of one school district. . '

"Fnactment" oflt;:\Local Environment on thé Board .

._ - v ‘illage life were present on the locel board, including different
factions--which had an effect on board unity.in three of the cases.

_ Boards of the four BIA schools were controllecd by the traditional
or IRA council of the village., Ore éxample was a scheol in
‘ northvestern Alaska with a powerful board that was the de facteo
,village gove¥nment. (In this community, there was no state recognized
local government, and state affld federal agency personnel were few and
tronsient.) The board chairman presided over the IRA aouncil. A
‘middle-aged VYupik Eskimo, he was reparded as the most  influential
< ' follow' subsistence pursuits, such as sealing, that have defined this®
IS community's system of life for centuries. ‘
In the three other .BIA school communities, boird members ‘were
“also influential {n the communities. One of these sites had a
factionated village power structure, - and both factNons were
represented on the local school board, “
. » .

Localized schools within. the REAA. svstem were no ieﬁ;:ﬁf%ongly
‘connected to their communities through the local advisdry school.

boatds (ASBs). The principal teacher df a high scheol-om the coast -

. said about his ASB:

The ASB is the power base of the viliage. ‘It means vYou hgve the
~ support of -the .power, and the "elders, but it can be very
incestuous. - It doesn't allow for a wide variety of views. But I

-
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/ In all of the localized school communities, “major ferées in

person in the village. He and other members of the board continued to
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. the superintendent and district ,stgff. had had extremely close ties .

\ ‘ ) H

oA

PN

L) -

do feel that the ASB members Itave tifir finger on the pulse of
,\the, village. e ., '

The ASB of & village on the Yukon River was headed 'by a long-term

. community leader who was, at the time of the site visit, developing

support in the community for incorporation of a second-class city.

..This board too was unified, and composed largely of leaders ofi the

traditiongd council. ) . ‘

4 Two villages in northern Alaska had somewhat weaker ASBs, lar_gely'
becé\lse there was conflict between oMNer.and younger bodrd members.
That this community generational conflict was represented ‘on the local -
board insured a strong connection between the village and the school.

Finally, the advisory board of an interior -Alaska schogl was@
directed by the vice president of the village Native corporation, spd-
two othe# board members were corporation officers. All board members
were active in the village IRA council, and two were officers of {it.
Thie ‘board doubled as a" JOM conmittee and handled Indian. education .
monies too. The ASB monopolized on village educational functions, and )
was coupled to other social and political organizations~ im the
community- - : . B K .

« In summarv, fost of the ASBs of the lbcally controlle¢ schools.
weré stronglX linked to local sources of influence. Where ASBs had
influence, communitys influentials sought seats on them. Given such a
pattern of hoard-community i}tegration. there was little question that

s schools were part of the cpmmunity, and ‘that social and political

leaders felt the community hdd a proprietary interest in the school.

. - «

District-Level Pressures on Localized .Schools

-
-

The . four ‘BIA = schools were supervised through  agency
superintend‘énts in Nome -and Bethel, and during the year in which our
field work was done, these federal agencies had extensi\"g/ contacts
with REAA district headquarters. The issue wyas the transfer of their .
cchools to the state, the leading issue in all of the state's BIA
schools in the early.. 19808. ' -However, " agency - offices were hot
penetrated | by -regional A forces~-~such as ‘Native corporations ° or

nonprofit assoc’iat;ions.' (The nonprofit in one region -worked around

- the bureau.) _ _ — .

A different situatiorr obtained in the four REAA districes that
contained the five state lecalized’ schools, and- the penetration of
regional forces had- an impact.on local communities and schholing in .
some cases. In one REAA district (with two schools iny-thé sample),

with the leadership of the Native regional corporation and with the _
region's nonprofit association. These Native qrga_nizationé', in turn,
vere represented strongly on the regional school. board., The
{ncorporation of regional pressures was in fact institutionalized in.
the form of district education® and curricylum committees, which had.
representation from the Native for-profit and nonprofit organizgtions,
among - other . regional groups. We note below the ‘effect this '

. / ' N -1_()1-105 y
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.incorporation- had upon school programming in Native language and
wculture, : ‘ S ‘ :

-«d ) » * t ‘
. -
’-

'A second RFAA district was closely connected fto that area's

 center' of power and ‘{nfluence--the large reégional ANCSA corporation

association, and also commercial businessgs of the area were

and non-profit corollary. The Native regioniP?corporation, nonprofit

represented on the district ‘school board, D
their strong interest in schd®l programs.//' .

strict staff pointed to

.t

\

The third and foutth 'REAA d%ﬁfiicts represented a different

situation, in that the regional Napive corporations did not have a
strong presence in the region} and the\Native nonprofit associations
were troubled bodies lacking. credibility. Consequently, there was
much less interlocking of institutions than in the previous two
districts. R - ) .

StateQLevel Pressures on Localized Schools

r
L] . .

P

we

1

BIA samﬁle sites . ware influeaced\ indirectly by the state .

education agency, because ;of the t;ansfbt' negqtiations. Localized
state schools within REAA districts were more connected to the state's

. education and broader political syster, e district was engaged dn

. controvgrsy mith the state - Department of Education over, state
reg:iﬁﬂZ;ns that, in the opinion of the district, applied poctly to .
the.feeds and conditions of schools and communities in the district.
In the words of a district staffer: ' vV :

- N '

There = is basic .conflict between state\"regulétion fnd local

‘ ~  control. Same areas of- tegulations required.br POE have a direct

. impact on each school site.... It is a major respoqsibility of
..the district to see that not too-great of an iwfringement occurs.

The distgict perception. was that its actibit§LSé pfited communiti
and theiWPability to be in charge of schooling. Co

“The condition was general to all REAA districts, but perhaps it had a
greater impact - on those in which there were localized schoels. .
Legislative action on gchool funding forced centralization of school

) 4 C : -
5, -
! \ e

2 * .

“All of the REAA districts were _subject to the legislature's
,_’actions on school funding--the process, amount, qnd the timing. One
superintendent remarked: :

»

The stéite doesn't issue the diérrict office complete funding

until the and of the year...the legislature yhips itself. Why?
Some board ‘bought a.snowgo and put it im the garage. This

brought on the huge bureaucracy. This means: 1) no budget, 2)

you havg tb develop flexible staffing plans. ‘A good manager

~ would build up a cash resprve of $1 million, managing the reserve
- for gducational purposes. But the teacheys' assqclatlons and the

legislature hear, about this and object. We have never had a
carryover of more than $100,000 and this means that at the end of
the year, we go on a frantic spending spree. K

o

L
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-+ district financial affairs in the district offices and this affected
. _the discretionary funding of localized schools. ¢ )

® Legislative -contacts of 10}:311"563' schools wer'e few® but
! significant. One of the sample sites] won a specia legislative
gppropriation’ to cdnstruct a new school, through the 1 Percessioh of

its legislator (against the wishes of the district office ‘and board)..

4‘/_ . All the REAA districts had close comnections to their . regions'

legislators and used these ties to secure capital projects fupding.
‘For the most part, state-level pressures were médiated by the
district offices of localized schools, and did not have direct impact

- on local schools. ‘ '

¢

. +Administ¥ative Relationships of Locallf Controlled Schools

The ofégnization of .the districf offtce and relations betﬁeen‘it
and principals and teachers of localdzed schools was different from
what we found concerning regionalized schools. '

:
-

.

® Rl District-Le¥e

¢ . I

1 Administrative Processes
. Xost of thé BIA schools in 1981-82 were localized ones,-and they

r. followed different rules than did the REAAs. The enabling law under
which -the BIA schools operated, PL 95-561, placed a floor of authority

under the community's local board, and empowered it to hire and fire

. pripcipals and school staff -(following applicable federal recruitment

’ superintendent, who was the supervisor of local schocl operations in a
noninal sense, and who connected the board to the BlA headquarters in
Washingtoy. There were then direct lines of influence between the
, s agency*@&\etinteﬁdent ind the local, sthool. As we will point out
Py ' below. the' degree of gppegin:endents’ influepce Yarie@ across the foyr

'4BIA'saﬁple sites. - ° :

-

The four REAA districts (including the other five Rocalized

N schools) fwere different from the RFAA.districts discussed in Chapter 5
. for two reasons. None of the districts had only localized schools.
o +  In fact, two had schools of the ""mixed" type of control (to " be
4 discussed in Chapter-8). But-all four districts had relatively strong
- policies in support’ of localized schooling, and two of the faqur
syperintenderts were strong proponents of local control ideology. One
head of a large REAA district said: ‘- | |

“ ' . . e
Qo We look at the dji-strictejs a confederation rather than a
' ' centralized schoel distriet. The strength of the district Lomes

uﬁ from the ASB rather than down from the top.

. i] ..~and another superintendent reiterated thigs Dbottom-up view . of
foards in control.of schools.” _ , -

L , i
) -. - ’ _ . .

‘ Q “,“ ’ ~ . X I‘_ » "'103" T ' .

regulations). The local board could delegate this power to the agency .

ucational control: "The safeguard of American educatjon 1s‘1néalu

* A second difference was a@ministrgtive._ Principals and principal-
teachers of the' localized REAA schools had direct links with the .

L7,



. district office, instead of dndirect ties through an area
“principalship . or _other. specialized . dtfice of loeal 'school
administration. Some teachers and local administrators questioned the
sincerity of district office belsefs in local control, and believed

v ' their schools were lost in a bureaucratic maze set up by the district
’ office; but. most school, staff -thought that the districts were not ’
- opponents of local school autonomy.

L4

-

District Office;Relationship54w1th Pkincipais

L

-

.. . : ' Regionalized schools were headed by transient local-
" administrators within ‘school districts. having stability in the-
superintendency. In 13calized schools nearly the. opposite was .the
_ case: BIA superintendents changed jobs and three of the four REAA
. superintendents left their posts within the period of one year, For
! the most ‘part, local administrators did not have long tenurd in their
positions, but their careers at the sites were somewhat longer than ,
superintendents on the average. N L

' Two of the nine administrators in localized schools had personal -
ties with district superintemdeants, and were able to use them to the ‘
.advantage of local school interests. Said.one:

1 was there working in the central office for two years. So

there are a lot of favors' to be called in. T know most of the :
- people. So I. don't have to go through intermediate areas; if I g

want to contact someone. Also, I_hnderstand the morass of paper

there. ~ ' ' ’

There was'also'onefcasé of hostile, antagonistic relations between a
principal teacher and the district staff. However, Wost ~local’
_ alministrators appeared to-have neither strongly positive nor negative

' " relatignships with superintendents and district staffers. ¥hat did
seem to characterize relationships was @ substantial degree of -,
autonony. A principal teacher in interior Alaska remarked that his °
syperintendent gave'kim a "wide berth." He hed never beer overruled, -
and the superintendent had not intervened. A BIA principal enjoved a
"1ot of autonomy” in his relationship to the agency.

. Commynications betweer the district office. and schodl site
' appeared to be somewhat more effective than those described ‘in Chapter
5, . There were:a varsi:f mo&es: by phone or CB, sometimes by
jetter or memo, and om occasion 3n person. ~ The administrator of a
small .BIA school” in west®sh Alaska described his contacts with the
agency: E ‘ ‘ . .
. i LN N ¢ : - ’
Most of my confact...is over°the radio. Sometimes it's by memo.
T in the morning and one hour in the.

.

" There's a daily one hou

@ " evening where I stand by fdr any messages.... People from the )
i agency visit here only infrequently. Maybe one of them cemes.up
o ) ‘  everv two months. The super doesn't ever come out.. But.u.wevﬁe . =
C ) had .three supers during this year. )
. * ' "

S 108 © .
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o . -BIA- administrato¥s were mére .likely ‘to Thave difficulty comnicating-
T e - with the agency than state school administrators with the district
. ~ g . ~office. . Maintensanoce concerns occupied much. time. ip agency offices

" presented, difficulties in the exchange of infomation between, local
school and ceéngral office: Usually, however, communications between

e ' district ‘office’ or agency and, local - sthool véte dequate, given
e - : envitomnental constraint,s. N ‘ . 3 - / L. ]
e . . : ) - " o

Administretors of‘tegionalfzed schools tended to be unclear as to
their adhinistrative resporsibilities. .Administrators of localized
schools, however, had few qomplaints about their jobs, and- were clear

*, .. about the pattern of - authority relationships. - We attribute this
’ . partly to flux in the district or agency. environment. Superintendents
'. ) . did not remain in power long .enough- ta copfuse a principal 8

perception of where authority lay.. Partly, it " was the. result of
superintendents policy. One. yeteran ‘chief “district officer stated:
"There's a lot of agreement (on the principal's role). "  This
-superintendent proceeded to summarize ‘the situation of authority for
principals. ana principal teachers in localized schools:

C o ' superirtendent and regional board. They get battered around and
" ' feel it...s Much of my-relationship dependq on the confidence 1
. have in 2 principal's sbility. )

a
~

‘ One generalizetlon from interviews‘ with principa of localized
schools 1is that they aré 1involved "in a. double process of

interpretation. They have deveéloped gn understandiﬁg of community

goals and e@unpectationms, and*’ they take. these ' to be their central
charge. They then Interpret” the profeséional world of y instructional
norms and practices and the. pedagogic content of school programs in

® ' . terms of ‘community expectations.+ Secondly, they interpret and defend
‘ .. . -this result tec district office personnel including the superintendent
4 . and the regicnal school board, fo™ the purpose of protecting the
autonomy of thelr community schools. ~ .
¢ Administratlovl'reachin& Staff Relationijip_s .. b
) -

¢ Teachers .in regionalized schools conplained of distr ct offi e

Ineptitude. The obstacle to development of effective schooling, 1

. their view, was the district pffice complex. Teachers in localized

: . schools were less eritical ‘of regjonal conditilons affecting. their

L -+ cdassroom performance. the extent they were dissatisfied, the

@ ' object .xas as likely’ to be the principal «as the district office.

: ((‘eneticale. .service administrators tend to object most to the
st supe’tvisor ) ° :

; AR '-l\fter ve cénsider the orgaﬂization of teachers, we vill examine
'. ' ‘aréas’ of discentent mentioned by teachers. - ,
0 ' Teachers lhions., .BIA teachers, as federal emplo ees, were not
. represented by teachers' associations. In three of four REAA‘
~ districts with localized schools, however,.teachers' associations were
’ ' ' L) .~ .
s - U : . o . - ‘109 .'. . ‘
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But the principals serve two masters—~the ASB  and also the

#And the isolated, .6mall villages, vhere there was ‘only ome telephome, -
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relatively strong forces in school politics, and in’trogiuced' some = °*
. -conflict in administrative relationships.-with teachers (from the
- . " perspective "of district office administrators). .The head of one of

® - thése districts thought relations vith NEA were .positive: "If our b,

. . teachers heed ‘inything, we will move heaven end earth to get At for "

. ,them.” TIn the second district, rélations with the NEA were "tenuous."
R ~ "The. NEA represefitative had-.the authority to visit ‘'a site on a
gxievance -issue, and make an investigation .and determination, The
third district had experienced. in its davelppment a period of
organized teachers' influence at the district 1level. - The area’
teachers' association had supported candidates in school _board

., - elections, and board members representing the association's point of

i view influenced district , policy in sevefal _areas, including
) curriculum. ' . ) ‘ S ‘
™ Co ] ’ "i

‘ * Professional Training and Development. Few teachers complaineq
that - they were. denied opportupities for professional growth and
development, notwithstanding the -fact that such pppoxtunities were

', . « less available in rural Alaska than they would be in urban schools.
REAL districts with localized schools in the sample had district-wide

| | in-services, usually at the start of the school year, which was a

;é‘* oL majot occasfon for-district coptagt with teachers. Other in-services

were conducted throughout the vear. An REAA superintendent in one of

A : the districts explained his attitude t‘rd training:

We've gent teams of teachers to visit successful programs in
other schools. We've also held in-services just. to stimulate’
thoughts, present Jdeas, get people thinking abtout "weys to
improve the acddemic program. Ke're -very liberal about sending
teachers to conferences. '’ ,
LIS

Communications with District Staff. Although (teachers mentioned
" several opportunities for contacts .with the district office, they were
not unanimous concerning the value of these opportunities for
Rfluence over policy developmen?. A typical view was that of -a
teacher in northern Alsska who commented that she had had no contact
_ with the superintendent or his office;. dis¥rict decisions affecting
her vere communicdted through the principal. She had formal channels
to make input into regional bogrd decisions through NEA grievance
procedures.’ This, she said, was "the only effective way for teachers
" to have input.” . ' .

When district -staff did come, saig many teachers, they "keep
their plane on. the ground''--gtaying only long enough fo make an
gppearance and then exit. -

rd The comminication pettern these exampies- ‘suggésted was one of

- +. limited ,direct contaqt: when ;giistrl'ct staffers or BIA personnel
visited village sites, “they staykd briefly: for teachers, travel to
the district or agency office was costly and time-consuming. Most
communications come -through channels—memorandums, letters, calls
routed through -pri‘r.ncipa;ls' and principal teach,er's.

_— ; o ‘ . -
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(SchooI calendar?)
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. Access snd Participation. For teachers, access, to district-level
decisionmaking was available primarily on .a formal (and thus

restricted)fbasisl_'A teacher in .a coastal village ggnmented:.
. ) » . * - )

-  The district office makes you fee{lfhat you have input but you
don't rdally. Part of it is that they are in tthe district
headquarters) and canft'rcléte'to our problems out here.

However, thfs teacher (and m&ny others) rgmarked that the ASB and
principal made the important decisioms for the school, and most

teachef\g had.input. In our intervieys with teachers, we asked, abofit .

their participation and influence over a range of school functioms,
and this is what ve.tended to fird: o : oo .

(Question: Who hgs the most inpoftant ‘4nfluence éveé:...:)‘

Teachers and the principal "sit down
together and the principal presents it
o the ASB, !

Teachers. Though we ask the principal.
\ C .

(New course proposals?) Principal and .teachers, and the princi-
o pal relates it to the ASB. :

(Seleétingffextbooks?)

(Evaluating school programs?) Overall for the school’, the principal.
<  F6r the classroom, the teachers.

(Planning school budget?) This 1is the principal's decision. HE'1L
, ask the teachprs. responsible, like for
' N ‘the shop. is real democratic.-
(Student behavior?) - . The principa but 2all the teachers
participate. . © ke

-

Such comments are typical of Interviews with teachers In localized
schools, with the exception that some re9pondéntitmentioned the ASB as
often_pﬁ“féachers. In short, teachers in localized schools appeared
to have greater aceess to°’ decisionnaking processes than those in
regionalized schq?ls. ’ '

-

Yet fhere were éonplaints from teachers and dissatisfaction

" because of ‘limited opportuniéles for participation. . Thesé were from a

minority of teachers, and they were.directed at specific individuals:

principals in two of our nine sample sites and a few ASB members.

The problens“diffgred somewhat in the two schools; but ' they

essentially favolved relations between principals, who saw their roles °

as masters of the school environment and brooked no opposition to
thefr personal fiat, and mesbers of the teachinmg staff who expected to

be consulted concerning school operationms. The disagreements were.

reflected” in the evaluation systenm.

L4
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.o o Prinéigals' _ Evalﬁationé. .of Teachers. In most of the Jocalized

semple sites, evaluations of teachers by principals appeared to pose
‘ no problems, However, in two, schools this was the most controversial
2 " issue of the schoel, producing conflict between the principal and/ his
_staff. In tHe words of orie teacher, "These ‘antagonisms have a
*negative effect on the students.” * A.second teacher discussed the
evaluation system as it had affected her; |

o ; : . - ! .
o  The principall!s evaluation criteria are simple. If you are male,
£ * ., you're doing a good job. If yau are“a thin, blond, "easy"
NI . female, *you ske doing a good Job. If you are a . heavy set,

-aggressive female, you are not doing a good job. ' ' :

In 'this schaol comu'ﬁi‘t'y, personriel issues- had surfaced in ASB

. meetings, with some ASB member taking the side. of teachers amd’

challenging the "sexist" attitudes of. the principal. :

. ) 1 . ¢
The options available to teachers in ‘these .two school sites were
' to submit to authority or to leave, “and teacher turnover at the
schools appeared to. be more a result of poor principal-teacher

relations than of community pressures or other factors. Jhe grievance,

W procedure did not work, said one teacher:
"If you mfake your objections known to a decision, even through the
grievance procedures, there will be repercuss&ons_—-—loss of job at the
school.” ' To repeat, a mimority of teacherd were in a school setting
like ,those described. The setting resembles on the local<level the
gersénalistic, mildly authoritarian style of administration we found
in districts with regionalized schools. - »

Community Evaluation of Teacheés. In all of the localized
schools, -teachers were aware of . the role community attitudes and
perceptibns played in their ability to do their jobg. A teacher fiom
a w’estg{n coastal village framed the requirements in these terms:

1f new teachers are coming here from the Outside, the biggest
problem is the change in the "culture thet they have to live in.
They are suddenly a mimority, and they must fit into the
lifestyle of the village here. Living conditions can also be
_ very hard at times. . ' ' .
» :
“The advantages -are f}mt kids are really good, The family
- gtructure is very strong. They really heven't been introduced to
Western culture. They've shown thatJ;hey have the ability to
hang onto their cultur® a long time, Q .

Approximately one half of the- docalized éanple' sites were very

conservative Kative comminities, where the traditional -<culture had.

never lost its footing. In the remainder of ‘the villages with

localized Schools, there was a process of transition from. subsistence .

+ to a cash economy, and increasing ‘acceptance of Western norms and
rituals. The climate of adaptation in guch communities was different,
said a,teacher: . T »
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The community's attitude toward néw teachers 18 !“‘ -

"yait-and-see” one. They cause no trouble, and are gEiery}
very helpful. The kids will test dne out, but this is normal
any situation. ' ' "o

The advahtages of living and working in are: Size, you c.
know everyone in the community, can.get to know the students .Y§ry
-well. The staff is very good, one of the best in the disir}¢t.
The freedom from supervision is very good, and the environment of
the village is exceptional. The lifestyle is great, and you can
-»+ _feel good about the contributior you make to the “students' 1lives.
and education. / ' .

.
. . .
° . . N - ¥ ¢«

. (Disadvantages?) ,The lack of amenities, the racism in the

. community;’ the fact that you are neyer made to feel that thid $s

‘particularly your’#zpe. '
Communities with localized schools used these aspects of their

lifestyle as evaluative standards to grade teachers. But the

‘standards were . ambiguous, which created a climate of uncertainty so -

far as many teachers in localized schools were concerned. “Onk teacher

in a traditional community observed: v

. ] . . /

1 fedl ghe greatest uncertainty “sbout the subgle interactions

within—the community and what constjitutes appropriate behavior.

Something else that can be 'a problem is how to teach and what to

teach. There's a lot of uncertainty in this area as well, -

Others mentioned in different ways the "soclal evaluation™ that was
_done of them by Community members, with behavior and personality. &
the criteria. ‘
: : . .

The administrative system of localized school-is differegt from®
that of regionalized schools. There appeared to be a looser coupling
of school-level actors to the district office complex. But thete
seemed qg be a far stronger .coupling of actors at the }ncal—school
level.
for participation than in regilonalized schools. In the process,
however, the autonomy of the classroom may be affected by a subtle
process involving -the principal and community values. We will return

’to this theme. . e

- Political Relationships in Localiy Controlled Schools

The political context of lpcalized schools involved both regiona#
and local factors. At the regional level, turmover in agency offices
and conflict on district boards crcated’optinal conditions for local - -
autonomy. At the local level,” board processes,. board-principal

-~ relations, and community participation mediated by board and principal
. defined the conditions of localized ¢éontrol. '

-,
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cachers were not left out. They had greater opportunities =% .
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Conflict on Disrict School Boards . S ._ ‘
The imminent termimation of BIA schools in the éé.y 1980s

created unfavorable conditions for stability in .agency administratiom,
and the result was a very .high dlgree of turnover*of superintendents.

- The school boards of REAA districts were unstable, leading to the

ouster of superintendents,'in three of fout districts with localized
sthools in our sample. : -

A district :sﬁaf_fer in the first district described ;ﬁe conflict
as an inevitable consequence of change in the region as a whole: ,

The board is split between two points of view and over political
allegiances. The region is in transition, and the conflicts
taking place hurt everyone. Change is good in the loag run, but
the immediate problem 1is w@é short-term ihpact. . The regional
corpo®htion leadership has influence of the  board, and that
leadership is ooking for change in the district, °

A superintendent in the second REAA Histrict thought there was little
[ P .

basis for disagreement on his bosrd: .

whe.seldom have ar;ything but a unaninous vote. If they don't feel
comforéable with something, they won't approve it. Seven of the

J \/ nihe members of the RSB are* Yupik. It's a very good bcarg!. I~

would -say we have no areas of disagreement on the board.

This superintendent too was a politician, and he had used care in

keeping board politics low-key, ‘and’ in covering all’ bases. However, &

district "staffer pointed out that "The board has backed - up
against the wall and demanded his involvement (in program
development). I -think they. have unfair expectations of the
syperintendent.”  Within a year, the superintendent's ‘apparently
unanimous support on the board was erased, gnd he left the district.

>

District Board/Local Board Relations .

Division- on the fegion&l board was pei’haps a facilitating
condition in the developmeit of strong community boards. In all of

~the REAA districts vith Técalized schools, there was strong jfension

between represéiffation of village schools and those of the regional
capitals, vhere the district headquarters wvere located (and where the
population of students was often as great as that of all village
schools). We aexamine “t{l\:ls center/peripheral conflict in Chapter 8.

Local board members ‘tended to resent the "intrusion” of regiopal
boards into local affairs. \Said one local boatd member: ' '
. . - e . LY

Now we seem to. have mofe tontrol over what is to be done. But,
with the RSB, they are making more decisions than we are. 1 want
our own ASB to have the most control, and then we can tell the
RSB what we want.... ' :

14



This board member said she was discouraged from running for the ASB:

1 glmost’ didn't run for office because’ the RSB gaid that ASB ~
members must have a kid. in school. I told the super that I,
thought the RSB was dictating. The stper said: "Just go ahead

. and rtun.. You've been here a long time." So I'ran and the RSB - (
didn't try{@nd stop me. - -

* -

-

- . : . .
Conflicts were. not between different types of individuals, es for _
example between Natives and. non-Natives. Instead, differences related o
to the existenmte of two political arenas. The competition concerned ‘
all%éation of resources—-for exsmple, number of'personﬁel assigned to -

the ‘district office as opposed to the schools. A board untfied on the

basis of a regional interest might potentially deny resources toO

village schools. - ' ‘ : S

L e
-

-

Local Board Processes- and Institutional Developmerg.’

ASBs and BIA. local boards evolved from school advisory
committees. Howewqr, if we view them as local, political institutioms,
we gain a better'understanding-of,the function they play in small,
rural communities. £ '

* -

Board Elections. Few candidates ran fo?“a,g’ts on PACs and (SCs .
in the regionalized school communities, and tlectoral tuxpout was low.
This was not the qltua;ion.affectjng boards in most 1pci&$s§ﬂ schools.

In two communities, there was limited competition for seats, and
little electoral participation. The principal teacher explained it.
this way: _ _ . ' ,

Anybody can run but the:g;s not muéh competition. Most of the
parents here don't talk in English so it's hard to find péople

who will serve on the beoard. - < e
: »

We don't have stipends “like they do at the high school (state).
So there's no incentive other than service. - So at best we may .
have eight candidates for five seats. T -

This "low" rate of interest in bYoard elections, however, was far

. higher than in the communities that, had regionalized schools. . The

average localized community had opposition for every contested seat, ' \
and a relatively low rate of turnover. Im the most active community {‘

. (with a BIA school), there were ten candidates for the last vacant

seat. (In'an election to be held soon after thé-site visit, two seats .
(were .vacant and 19 candidates had already‘filed.)‘_lnathis community, - . ..
the local board was an extension of the IRA council, with the TIRA :
empovering the school bpard to rumn the school. This integration of
Native council with local board may have accounted for the high degree

of intérest in the electionm. .

‘ - Turnout for -local scho§1 board eledions tended to vary by number .f{

of contésted seats, In most of the locijized communities, turmout was
no greater than for municipal elections elsewhgie in Alaskas. In a few
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of the communities, the election attracted most villag'érs, especisally
vhen there was an {ncentive such as a movie or Binmgo. R RS

-

* Board Meeting Attendafce and Activity. In "a minority of the -

Jocalized communities, attendance at board meetings was low. A

principal teachex in western Alaska -\s_aiid "The villagers domdt come and

1 rarely have more than three at any meeting." In mosét of the
localized schools, however, attendance at meetings depended on the
issue. A principal teather remarked "In order to get people to come ’
to meetings, you have to have a very important réason.”" .A principal

in another village said "The board's activity really depends on the
issue,” with the issues drawing attendance and activity tending to be
"people issues...particularly classified staff and students.”

Meetings that the BIA boards have held regarding transfer from
federal to state jurisdiction have drawn nearly all members of the
villages. In other villages, meetings focusing on ‘community use for
events such as basketball have drawn students and younger adults who:
use the gym. ' S

"Regular particip'ants at board meetings were members of the board
and the local administrator, who tended to set the agenda for the M"
meeting )nd played the most active role in discussion. Teachers, one '
board member remarked, 'were usually not at meetings, which is a
change from previous years." Stable participants in addition to these
actors are usually older adults, both men and women, ‘and those from
other politiczl organizations in the village--the city council or
traditicnal/IRA council. R

Board Member $ocialization. Several factors explained why .
community residents sought seats on the board. Most related to some
perception of a problem at the school, or a personal interest in
expanding (or protecting) the service schools .could do for community
cultyfres. Representative ccmments from our interviews with ‘board
members in localized schools included these points: -

1 wantéd to be ol it because of wy basic concern. 1 don't want
the younger genmeration to be ignorant like me. I don't want them -
to lose their culture. I wafit them to have the knowledge to do
whatever they want. I've tried to push the education. A lot of
the young people here think that if they finish high school
that's efdugh. I've tried to tell them that it isn't so, that
they need to go to college Yoo. (ASB member) : '

A4 -

1 don't 1like the system. The overall _education, We are

graduating some very confused students. The issue around the -

education of our kids 1is to redo the whole system, not how to
speak Eskimo. Math, ﬁ\glish‘. We need to redirect the methods of
teaching; this is & high priority. (ASB member) :

My age group and those who will listen are the people that I talk
" to. My concern is that we are graduating people who are ill
equipped to face either world, either the Eskimo world or the
white world. Am I equipped for the world of competition if I
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* of his ASB:.

move to say, New York? The answer is mo. (We need to) try to.
put pride back into being Yupik. Have a program that would
‘direct our children to feel more comfortable in going to the
University of Alaska. I was about- 13 wiien I thought I was going
-to school to leaﬁf English. (BIA board member) . )
. There were alsq, board members who ‘served without an artfculsble
reason—who were pushed into the board by friends or relatives. And
there wera those who appeared more interested in the power and status
that could be . derived from board membership than in the service. they-
could perform, as one principal téacher stated about younger members

{ . +
People run for seats on the ASB on the basis of prestige in the
community rather than to serve. I have to throw s " ASB members
out of the gym at times, when they use their position to take
over someone else's time. . They use their position to defy my
authority. . 4 ‘ . :
. . : , . 7

In the process of bpard service local leaders developed skills in
dnterpreting the complex: world of intergovernmental processes. They
geined some of this through board member training, but more oftem than
not thev learned through apprenticeship on the board. One new member
remarked:- ‘ -

Very gradually I'm-learning. I'm learning the  school situatioy,;

its rules, its bylaws., Every meeting I learn one thing and then

the next mecting 1 learn something else. I'm like the baby of

she ASB. ' T

A BIA board member commented "I've learned some things in & hurry.

Yes, I've learned. I1'd like to be more involved again.” And

sometimes this learning was the opposite of that expected, as in the
case of the northern Alaska ASB member vho said she had "learned much
about school operatgpns and curriculum, most of it negative." '

Ve found that local board members were likely to be involved in
other organizations of the community and, as" is the pattern
nationwide, they were likely to use their experience as a springboard
to officed at higher levels. This process represents the development
of political efficacy in transitional and traditional Native villages,
and it appears to have the effect of changing influence over the
schools. One BIA board member expressed- the difference an active
board has made in his community: 3 : -

Seven years ago everything -was dictated by the teachers. Now the
board has grasped some of this power. That's why I'm pushing
- people with more awareness to rum for political seats in the
community. . . , EY - : .
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Local Bo!rd/Principnl Reldfionqﬁips"

! . . .
. Local school bBoards had  not broug‘t sbouf this chlange by

themselves. To us, the localization- of control is the product of

 community boards and principals. In the localized sample sites we

visited, we dbnsiq;ently-saw local administrators associated in the
entexprise of developing Fomnunity efficacy. Some did so "poorly, as’
for exsmple the principal teachem who “locked the community out of the

. school after 3:00 p.m. in the aftermoon until the following mornings

and the principsl whose guthoritarian and sexist style alienated part

of the community (and the school staff). But most of'the,prizcipals'

in localized schools had developed 'effective working relationships
with boards, characterized.by openness, support for local cultural
values in the schools, and g laid-back, non-aggressive and apolitical

stvle of schoal management. This style led to their acceptance by the

cormugity and its trust in them. .

-

14

Communication. Most principals were in regular, daily contact
with board members and community adults. They talked about general
school matters and about issues .that had been left hanging at
meetings. Jhis interest .in the community and school was reciprocated
by board members. As one ASB member put it:

. There are no conflicts between the, principal "and the school
board. Both have ears and they use their ears to listen.

It might seen difficult for local administrators to avoid contact with
vijlage residerts, given the small size and sparse population of the
average rural location. ; But our interviews in regions throughaut the
state indicated¢ that some local adpinistrators (and teachers) thought

their work wes a 9 to 5 job, from which they could remove themselves

at the close of the school day.

Respect for Local Values. There was strong support on the part
of most principals and principal teachers for the wishes of parents
and commuhity remders, and particularly for the culture of the village
and region. - In the opinion of these principels, board influence
"chould be total over the cultural heritage program" in the schools.
In one casg, the principal teacher was the prime agent in the
commurifty and region for ‘imstruction in aspects of local Native
culture, saying "If 1 don't tsach them how to make snow shoes and
sleds, who will?" . : . '

L]

° Non-Aggressive Behevior. Pfinéipals and principal teachers in

‘localized communities spurned opportunities €or involvement and

{nfluence in major community decisioms. The BIA schoolsein our sample
were undergoing negotiation processes -at the time of .field research.
However, principels of BIA schools appeared to scrupulously ‘avoid
influencing decisions in this area, notwithstanding many chances to
exert informal influence. One principal stated his beliefs about
direction of ccmmunity activity in these terms: ST :
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I only go to community, meetings when I'm invited. I do that nof
because I'm pot interested buﬁApcéause I think that my presence
 is sometimes intimidating. )

-

A teaghe} cﬁatacterized tﬁe style 'of the principal in her school as

‘one where "things are always being .done with an eye to not offending

the dommunity.”. Finally the principal of a BIA.school in which there
wvas a strong IRA influence admittéd to a very limited degree of

contact with community leaders (Native corporation and church) for a

specific reason. He did not want the people to rely on him for
decisions that they- should be able to make. While he was regularly
invited to attend meetings of the IRA council, he stayed at these
meeting only when school business was at Hissue. . -

An Apolitical Role. In regionalize& schools, we noted one case
of a principal who had run for and obtained political. office in the
village. ' .In rural 4laska genrerally, school personnel have often
played roles of political leadership in small villages. Wé found,

‘however, that none of the principals and principal teachers in the

localized schools had comtemplated running for office in villages if
such opportunities were available (where there were second-class
cities, as was the case in five of the nine localized sites). The

‘local administrator of a BIA school on the coast advised newcomerS(
"Stay out of village politics. That's the quickest ticket out of

here." : .. (

b

‘A final attribute of effective princjpal-board relationships in

localized equmunities was the ability to be accepted in the community

and inspire’ trust. The principal teacher of a road system school
discussed his relationships with the board in terms of its trust fdr
him: )

The board, ig not apathetic.’ Three board members are more vocal

than average Natives. If bothered by something, they would say:

it. They are not overwhelmed by the principal. They would go to

(district office) i1f they had any conflict with me. But

the bosrd is very wunited and wunanimous when it makes
decisions.... ' ) : ‘
But it is very likely that the board would support my decision.
The ASB expects from the school good decisions. If I introduced
astronomy in the curriculum, they %ould think I had s good reason
: to do this. The community relies on my judgment--there is n®
A conflict. My track record is very important, and because of . it I
//1 have 100 percent community support. Thexe is no reason at all
for them td disttust me. - ' ‘

»

Indeed, interviews in the community demonstrated that this principai :

teacher's high opinion of lis service wvas not inflated. Some
community adults were not pleased with the paternaliatic attitude of

the local administrator, but they supported him strongly.

.
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+ Local Boards and Community Partieipation in Education
P . .

_political sophisticationin Sm 11 villages.
, < , : .

- Vd ’ i

‘ ; - ¢ - .
- parents of children in localized schools appeared to be slightly
more involved in school events than those of regionalized schools.

: Electotal‘ participation was higher, as noted. In a few communities,
cresidents remarked that there was more activity at the school than -

there bad been in years previously. One ASB ‘member commented that

* nearly everyone in.the village had ‘attended a school play and dimner,

and in ?ther communities potlatches in the school, music and dance
shows,.\and the like had drawn a large measure of parent involvenent.
But these ware events reflecting .poorly on thé development Jof

te
*

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

The chief. res;;ect in which lay boards ‘of localized schools
‘differed from those in other types: of schools was as moughpieces for
their communities: they translated parents' wishes and demands, and
presented them to principals and teachers. In the px‘tocess , they may

‘have a marginal impact on the development of political skills of
; : p .

community ‘adults. ' .

Many ‘middle-aged and older Natives in western and northern Alaska
do not speak English well, and board members played. am important
service in  translating their wishes from Inupiat or Yupik into
English. In the process, some jnformation was transmitted to
community ~adults, about the school system. A BIA board member
commented:

4 .
People here have a hard time understanding how the board and the
school work.. We have to talk about it a lot.

A principal in a different community mentioned, "School is still an’
awesome place to many of the people in the village," and it was easier
for villagers to bring their problems tc the board (or to 'a Native
aide working at the school) than to a teacher or principal.

Several board members spoke of the wey in which they attempted to
represént community views. There was frequent and familiar use of
slogans such as "doing this in a derwocratic way,” and trying Yto
represent their -views on the board." But there vwere many comments
suggesting that board members, like principals in localized schools,
wvere facilitators more than enactors. An influential ASB member had
this to say about.her role. : T

§
They do. come to me, especially thosge who don't speak very good
English. They will come to me and ask mwe. ° I usually ask them to
go see the administrator, and they say, "Come with me" and 1 say,®
"I'11 just stand there and not say anything." And sometimes they
ask me to bring things up at meetings :’ithout naming the names.

(Topice?) A lot of them have to do with children who have
. problems with their teachers. I tell them tp go see the
teachers, that the ASB is not invelved here. Or their kids don't
1like a kind of food, or someone hit the kid. 1 make.

i g and
~ “call the igacher and say, "So and so came O me. Did'*m
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’ " ' to{see you?" sThen at.the meeting I'll bring it up.. but not say;- .
- > who was involved.... . ' ‘ .
® . . This type of ,representation and tramslation of community interests in

the school is perhaps not very typical of urbad school boagd activity,
but it seems to represent much of the activity of board members in
localized schodls. There were also the typical roles of actual and
virtual representation. For example, a.member of a northe Alaska
ASB found hergelf acting as a - delegate 1t she dgtermined that
community input was valid, but more, often than not. she was a trustee

for the community. The difficulty for her was knowing what the commu-
nity expected of her or understanding it if they madNP. :

‘ The local school board or ASB is a ¢esterntzed institution of
@ local government, and its use -in Alaska rural communities seems to
indicate some assimulation to an organizational type. It would.appear
to be effective on the basis of our observation from field research.
In only‘ one localized community did we f:.hl}d evidence that attempts to
influence. important school processes su as personnel selecti and
. retention had circumvented the local board. A teacher in the village
P - school recounted the case for us: ‘ :

4

*

My first year here there was a power ‘stmggle between the

principal and the council members. They tried to force the

principal to resign. The principal misunderstood that the city

. council wanted him to attend one of their meetings. He was

e getting ready for bed. And when someone came to get him, he said
that he wanted. to go to bed. The council misunderstood his

action. They thought he was refusing to see them. Then other

parents in the' village came forward, and said to ‘the council

members, "jay off the principal. This is really silly." The

whole thing was .also tied in with the use of the gym. Some

) council members felt like he wasn't making the gym .available
enough to the community. This was later straightened out. The,
. principal was not asked to.resign. : .

-  Apparently, in this sftuation,/ the ASB had }mt been effective in
, addressing a school-related issue of concern to the community. But
[ the issue was hot rdsolved through the mobilization of opinion, rumwor
campaigns, or other indirect means of influence. ‘Instead, community
tesidents uled a parallel local government organization as an arena in
vhich to discuss and resolve the issue. This suggests thdt in this
community and perhaps in others (especially those with IRA councils)
there has developed an organizational capacity to respond.

@ : 1: o : . ,
R o School Governance g‘mcesses in Localized Schools
] & When we surveyed principals and rj:ncipal teachers -in 1981f we
- did not find & strongly fositive assbciation between perceptions of
. localization of influence and localizstion of important school
@ ‘ ‘ operations (such as curriculum). = Visits to the nine sample sites

showed why: there was no single definition of what local
responsiveness meant. Our description of the rural Alaska setting

pointed out more diversity than. unity with respect to natural

2
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resources,, Native cultutes, degrees of .contact with western society,
strength of subsistence lifestyles. This diversity was reflected in
school government processes, ' . .

¢ - « - . - 8

- N -«

Staffing ¢

‘rural teaching or administrative pesitioms.

Resﬁpnsiveness_§f Locdlized Schools ]

r

The answer? to the guestion "responsive to what?" varied 'from

_cdﬁmunity to compunity. " The dichotomy pteséntéd by many of our

respondenfg--responsive to Native culture or to western academic

practice--is an understandable way to phrase she issues and concepts,’ -
if we kéep in mind that it is relatively superficial. Also to be

remembered is that there was not unanimous and constint agreement on

" objectives {n each rural community. Some communities had reached a
. state pf conéndus on'educatfonal goals, and had agreed onh the way to

attain these .ggals through the staff and curriculum. The more typical

*

pattern, however, was for objectives to comnflict with goals, for - -trevenaane

minority .dissent from .a majopyity ‘view, or pluralism regarding
community viewpoints, associatedf with factional power struggles and

changes in tht community. Moreover, a Wcommon pattern in Native

communities in Alaska is that views of individuals, particularly

_ elders, are not articulated or explicit.

L4 R %

With these caveats- in ‘mind, we ﬁresent information from our
respondents on‘localization of staff, curriculum, finance, calendar,
and other gspects'of school operations.

4

In all nine 1localized sites, ‘local actors™ played roles of
importance in sfaffing the school. However, there were varying
degrees of influence by district staff and superintendents over
recryitment, particularly of principal teachers and teachers.

Regional Office Involvement. The local hiring system Wwas
connected to the negional agency or di{strict office in all cases, but
there were differences between BIA and REAA systems. The BIA system
permitted the greatebt amount of local influence. Under PL 95-561,
local boards obtained authority to hire and fire principals, teachers,
and support staff (but federal hiring guidelines had to be followed).
Prior to this, the agency superintendent was the authority tof last
resort in all employment matters. -With the 1978 changes in law, the
agency superintendent's ,authority became advisory, unless the village
gave him the authority to hirg. The superintendency acted as a
cleazing~house--cdilecting data and applications, screening them, and
sending them to the villages. Authority to act further had to be
transferred to the superintendent through & resolution of the BIA
school board. The formal process for hiring now involves advertising
from the agency office, and candidates' completion of standard federal
171 employment forms. BIA rules accord preference to Natives,

.veterans, and others, which presented few opportunities to the boards -

in our sample sites because of the tmall pool of Natives available for

1
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'Ivo ‘0£ ‘the four REAA districts with localisea schools had .
developed staff selection committees for principai. and teacher hiring.
These committees customarily included a central office representative
(usually the assistant superintendent), the local principal, teachers,
boaxd . members,, - .and - other community adults. Although the xegional
boatd awas the: tinal ' authority for all school district hiring, it had
‘delegatea pova&‘ tb the committee, and the committee tended to defer to
* ‘members ff’om vd,llages ‘for which staff were hired. In all cases,

- j,lbcalized hiring vas sypported by .the superintendent and district

office, and nps tnentioned in district policy. .l

‘Princi 3 Birin /Retention. In about half of the sample sites,
‘ﬂistrict offices. retajned most influence over selection of -the .school
principal. . In two BIA sites, this area of responsibility (was
delegated to the -agency, which made a selectioh and sent it to the
‘local- school board for its approval. Superintendents ‘and district’
-~sta£fs in two 'REAAs also vielded most influence over thq selection of
prineipals. * ‘

‘ An ASB member of. an interior Alaska comunity described how \the:
N principal t:eat:her was hired:

However, in other sites, communities mader the effective decision. \ :

-

The whole village . decided on the hiring.... The superintendent
talked to parents. They had a chance tgo leatn about the three ox,
7" four applicants.... Most people knéw (the new principal
~ “ teacher) and he had been in t_he .area awhile. ol .
: " . A
An, ASB member in western Alaska commented op how the current. principal ’

teachEr was selec ted:

The ASB does get its choice. A woman wanted to be principal too,
but they cHpse (the male .principal teacher). They wanted
’ him to be our principal, and the district hired him. .
' Jan one BIA' site, the 16cal board sought for the principalship an
individual- who hgd taugﬂt there previously.

. * L)

‘s \
Influence of boards over the retention of local - administrators
was inf 1, largely because - of the due process rights of school
personnel and specifications: of negotiated contracts. . Nevertheless,
in most ofA the localized compurities we visited, there was* board and
community monitoring of  performance. One board nember described hov.{

his board became involved-

The ~0nly tine it  (evaluation of ‘the p:mipal) .came to our
* - attention was when we learned from other teachers or the parents
that they. are not doing their. job right. Then we interm . We
*have 2 meeting and try to come up with a solution, We' csn make
" recommendations ° ‘that the principal teacher be removed., We're

demanding -.now, we're .trying to- aeter-ine vho will be’
vice-principal. . = ¢ - S
A . e |
. e .
. . -
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_ apprehensive {about local board

YA x :
In dist‘ric.t_s" t localized school': district staff. were often

: r. Said an  assistant
superintepdent: o

\ ‘y - ]

“They h'qve'-uore freedom in dedding on ret;nt'iqn than I woulgs like
‘ into all .sorts of things——illegal meetings,

¥ This sort of thing should not be condoned.
- . ‘ )

to see. You get .
T/ executive sessions where individuals are not confronted directly.

. Teacher Hiring. Principals were as influential as boards .:Lnl the
teacher hiring process of localized schools. Principals of BIA
schools were primary hiring agents. tme pfincipal’ described his
involvement as follows: .~ . ‘ '

.
*
-

1 do get involved in it. When I knov who the candidates are,
1'11l call them"up because I have to. live with these people. I
spend my own dime on this. 1 explain to .them how it..is out here
in . What they need to bring with them and that sort of
thia.-... 1'11 call them up and talk Jo, them and see which one
sounds the best. SN :
, . ’ B S . -
Other BIA principals reported similar processes—~telephone interviews,
recommendation of.gne candidate to the boards and general ag¥eement by
the school board.” (Federal budgitary constraints made it impcssible
to bring candidates for teacher positions“to thedsite.) o
* .

In the REAA districts, there tended to be greater local influence
over teacher hiring. Iwo of the REAA districts .used a teacher
screening guide (the SRI teacher perceiver), because, said one
principal, "it adds the element of consistency whén you have many
different people interviewing potential candidates." In most f the
REAA, local boards could blackball appointments of instructors to the

school staff. , L K

‘Over 90 percent of schoo'l adm;ﬁ:létrémrs and teachers in rural

'Alaska are Caucasians, and the concerns expressed in local

interviewing related to the. applicant’'s su_itability‘ for 1ife.1in the.

community. In some cases, questions concerned the applicant’'s marital
sitpggion, religious affiliation, interest, hobbies, and habits——such

- as drinking. ‘Said ome local administrator about interviews with

potential candidates for ‘teaching jobs: .
< ¢

1ty a Moravian viilage' and therefore they have to be careful

*  about booze, that booze is out for people who teach here.

. L
. : . , -
In other cases, respondents noted.that t‘ney wanted to get \e sense

of the applicant's ability to 1iwe in an isolated rural , area and

.~ interest in teaching Native children. Several board members. remarked
~that they sought teachers who would not try "to change our village.

. Paraprofessionals and Support Staff, The school is am importaft
source of income in rural Alaska communities, and there is an economi

. interest in school jobs. All but a ‘tiny wminority of rural Natives

Jlack qualifications 't assume posts as - teachers or principals ig
. : 1 ) ) B -~ .
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schools, and thus community pressure focuses on hiring of classroom
. teachers' aides, school secretaries, cooks, maintenance and custodial
e , -personnel. The hiring and use of paraprofessionals and support staff -
.~  tended to be different.in localfzed schools from what they were in - .
‘ regionalized and other types of schools. L ‘
~ - . ¥ . : . ) : v,
The stroilggst board influence over hirifig was ifi recruitment of
classroom paraprofessionals. Applicants for these positions were
® S . . . residents .of the school community, and their recruitmeht was s very .
‘ sensitive matter in -small communjities where all might be kin. Local -
boards had to select smong competing relatives in many cases. Some of
the criteria board members mentioned were that paraprofessionals
should be fair to all children in the schools and not favor their own
o children or close relatives, and that they should ,reliably report for,

e work. The same considerations applied to the ‘hiring of cust.:odi'al
. personnel <and secretaries of the . school. A coastal school
T administrator ‘commented on the’ hiring process for paraprofessionals

and support staff: . « o .

.~ The ASB has a tremendous ‘amount of responsibility end power.
@ They won't interview the candidates. Even the paper review
doesn't mean much. What is important is who needs a job, who's
reliable, who stays away frem the bottle, although alcchol is not o ,
a problem in this village. o ; ' A

& Y ' Table 8 drawn from principal survey data compares localized
® - cchools to all other rural schools, with respect to the number of -

long~-term resident paraprofessionals:
. : ’ L

Table 8. Classroom Paraprofessionals in Localized Schools

Nimber of Aides (lomg-term resident) Localized Other : S

-~
.
-

.4
3
1

WL NW
OO,

P < 0.0016

This table showfya st¥ong relationship between type of school and the
presence of local’paraprofessionals. - . -

, In localized schools, paraprofessionals tended to play. a

@ . prosctive role in the classroom. They were translators and

o interpreters, @md teachers who took concepts and ideas and -found local . S

paraliels for them. Parent involvement in the classroom was also o

somewhat greater in localized schools thar in other rural schools.

. Parents and community adults were learning resources: as skilléd .

- - artisans they explained the comstruction of subsistence equipment and . N

® : - local crafts; as local historians they explained the ewolution and .-

, development of the tommunity, its names, and natural phenomena. o

v
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Carriculunm : ‘ . : . . -
Perhaps no issue in rural Alaska schools is more con ersial
than what should be taught thete. Under -the centralized staje and ®

federal systems of the 1950s and 1960s, Native leaders and parents
complained about the irrelevance of the schobdbl curriculim to village
life and_ Native cultural values. With the. decentralization of
education in 1976, new REAA boards (and- - BIA . schools) had the
opportunity to defign curricular programs Selevant to local needs. '

In school districts having mostly regionalized schools, the issue .

of cultural and social relevance to the curriculum was either ‘ignored
¢ , or postponed. In other REAA districts, district office personnel and
school boards tackled the -issue,” but after. six years it remained a ‘*
problem. Said one district staffer abou) his board's actioms:
B : . ’ ¢ .
ere is a lot of emotional commitment  to the
lingual/bicultural program. But there's no agreement on the
school board on what should'be done. The board has not, been able
to.come to grips with it. It's a terrible issue for them. They

can't come up with a philosophy. *
. : R .

: Reaching agrégzent on-objectives was only part of the difficulty.
‘There were few university trained Native language and culture
instructors in the state's pbéol of teachers, and before 1976, there
_were no testdd packages of instructional materials to use in pchoolé;
Ih establishing the REAAs, regional resource centers were also set up.
Ve Coordination of these developirg centers with school district ®
4 Gurriculum development activities was a problem from the start, as was '
the staffing and financing of the centers. Thus, the development of
. culturally relevant programs got off to s bad start, and rural school
. _ districts had to assume respgnsibilities_,for' which they were not

prepared, : :
| @

tink

Agency/District Office Prdgrams. BIA schools in rural - Alaska
‘have available to them packages of curricular materials, prepared and
ST " distributed to schools from the Jureau agency office, and several REAA
‘ ‘ school districts have developed district-wide curricula in Native ,
/ cultdre arees. The ndrthern Alaska school system developad &
district-wide language curriculum. This -district required two ®
imstructional units of Inupiat, and allowed individual schools. to o
choose between  English and -Inupist langusge - offerings for an .
additional unit. A second district contracted with & Yupik language : .
P development center to develop materials for a PET (Primary Eskimo R
' s Teaching) program. In both distsicts, however, the questions of -
T _ whether to have a district-wide Native language curriculum, and how to ®
: complement it, were controversial.: Said the superintendent of onme
.district: ' '

The regional board has been reviewing its philosophical basis. .
. o They have gone philosophically from being most concexrned about. ‘@
‘ ' saving the culture to'a position o]f 'You teach the F*lish, and :

. ‘we'll ‘teach the Yupik."
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* *The question read: what percent of the school day

o

. Time in Localized Courses. One might expect that localized
schools, particularly those with a wholly Native student Pody, would
emphasize only Native languages, traditioms, . arts, crafts, and
subsistence activities. Indeed, -the localized schools were more
1ikely to offer these topic sequences and courses than any other type

of school in rural Alaska. And educators in localized schools’ thought

they were important.

- In our resurvey of educators in. 1983, we asked what areas of the
school curriculum they though were important, given the nature of the
community in which they taught. We found significant differences
between educators of localized school communities and all other

schools in rural Alaska. Y o

Table 9. Educators' Perceptions of Important CurriculérAAreas
(Localized) -

Program Area ' Localized All Other /z

Collége preparation courses 67.9 69.1 // A(P. 0.79)

Technical training - 79.0 74.1 (p 0.79)

Bilingual education ‘ 60.5 31.5 (P 0.0000)

Local history/culture 4 . 15.3 ¢ 53. (p 0.0031)

Native arts/crafts : 70.4 _ &2, (p 0.0000)

Basic academic courses 92.6 92.3 (P, 0.62)

N=405 . - J.

The standard academic curriculum was no less important to
_educators in localized schools than to - educators elsewhere in rural
Alaska. But locally relevant programs were considerably more
important. But students in localized schools were somewhat more
likely to spend time in standard academic courses than were students
of all other rural schools (as reported by local administrators in
1981). :

Table 10. Student Time in Academic Courses*

¢

' % of Time . Localized ' Other
0 - 322 . ' . 12.0 23.0
33 - 65 Z | 40.0 42.0
66 ~100 % - - 48.0 35.0

P<L 0.

es the average
student spend on academic courses (e.g., English, wmath, science,
social studies).

Localized schools did not have a completely Native curriculum and they
did not ‘necegsarily efphasize Native subjects jto the exclusion of
academic courses. ' 1’;; did devote more attention to curriculsr
concerns. ' These were frequent topics of discussion at board meetings,
and memberd had a good understanding of what . course work their

:ﬂp}fchildren were taking at school.
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- Native Languages. Most localized schools -had courses in the
area's Native language. . (Sixty-five percent ‘of the principals of
localized schools repérted that their schqols had Native language
prograns—-as separate courses or topics——as ared to 51 /petcent of
principals gin other schools.) In weste aska, instruction was
conducted ifi Yupik Eskimo through. the th grade in most schools,
Jnd classroom paraprofess nals were involved .in thé trapslation of
English concepts and usaBes into Yupik, inm the higher ‘grades. 1In
Inupiat Eskimo areagyp programs had been developed -in Inupiat, but the
chtalyst for development was the district " schook board and
administration. The sample sites we visited in this re¢gion were not
in agreement with this policy. The ASBs had requested that there be
an emphasis on English and math'to prepare students for college.
. (There is a lower rate of retention of Inupiat than Yupik Eskimo, and
'"Inupiat children are far less likely to be wonolingual in their Native
langusge.) In road sysgem, intertor, and southeast regions, localized
schools taught ‘no Native lahguage at all. Parents of students in ome
-of these schools had wanted an instructor of Athabascan; but there was
no teacher available and, in e words of a district official,
"there't no language use there on a daily basis.” P :

»

*

- €

- l *

Native Culture. All localized schools had couries in areas of
Native culgure, including beadwork, ivory carving, sled and snow shoe
making, and skin sewing’ among other subjects. In s
theré were vocational education courses that relaked to the
subsistence activity of the vicinity or region. There\ were also
courses in arctic survival in the schools of northern.akd vestern
Alaska. \

P : . ’

With the exception of one district having localized schools, the
cultural heritage programs were not integrated 1n€o.academic plograms
of study. The exception refers to a rural distrigt that hired staff
toA integrate Native cultural materials into all course reas,
including science. :

-

> Standard Academic Programs. In none of the localized ‘sthools
were basic academic skills deemphasized in  order to focus solely on

Native culture and language programs. As several board membdrs put

it,  the gichotomy"vga s false one, for wvhether students continued to

l1ive in the village or migrated to other villages or cities, they

 would have to possess these abilities. One of the lochlized schools

é was an extrgme case in this respect. It was’ the only road system

. # community among the localized schobls, and‘its population had largely

assinilated to western culture and society. The school principal had .

strident views on the contradiction between individual and community

/ggﬁts for village youth:
L w

i/havb no&b linguel program other than the Aurora project. This
‘ffts the ¢ nity and the kids. One hundred percent (of
community adults). speak Hnglish all the time. Only a few
anderstand a few words of Athabascan. They sre, not bilingual
" ' oriented. I wished they had an interest.... We hate nd time and
. no facilities tq do Native things. # the community has only a
superficial desire for bilingual stuff%... It is more important

LT
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to teach kids to survive in a te man's world. You can't do

both academic work and Native tulture. Few kids will’ live in
Py the rest of their lives, sitting cross-legged. We need a

back-to-basics prograp here.

This is a bald statement of the need for assimilation of Native youth,

and few Native leaders in Alaska presently would' agree with it, Yet

o members of the school board in this case, while remarking that a
® program in Native language and culture would be a valuable addition to
. .the school program, clearly did not want it as a substitute for
instruction - in the basic skills at which the principal’ teacher

excelled. One board member commented: .

We want the '‘basic 3 Rs, the basics. They are more important thag
® ¢ Athabascan. All must make a living in the world and they nee
English. I hate to admit that our language shouldn't be No. l.

The way in which this case was different from those of regionalized

schools lay in the extent to which process of assimilation was -

contyolled or directed. Community adults knew of the teacher's desire

] that school children "mainstream” and’ agreed with it; furthermore,

. they felt that they were in a position to affect the way in which
their children would entey the high technology world of the late 20th
century, ' -~ - »

Ve noted reversals in direction of curricular programs in three
) of the nine field sites.  In a REAA school on the coast, the principal
teacher dycussed the new emphasis on reading in his school: ‘

¢ We have decided, along with the ASB, that reading is the number
one priority. ' will be teaching five periods of language
laboratory next year. . All the students will go through: the

| [ T progran.

’
. - ‘ : .
Ln two BIA schools, there was also a change in emphasis, with greater

attention being given to reading and English. Said the principal of
one school: . ‘ : L

® ' The board decided a back-to-basics approach was necessary, and as
s result we developed -a B.A.S.I.1. program. ‘

The principal teacher 6£ a coastal BIA school explained why his school,

would emphasize English in the very traditional Yupik-speaking region:

o S ' 7 We've got 6th and '7i:h graders who aren't good in English, but our

8th graders who didn"t go through the PET program are much better

English speakers. I presented it to the board. They said,
: "Fine, let's try it." So we will not have Yupik as the primary
language in K-3 next year.

® ) v In the absence of information on the history of progn;m development in
‘ these schools or longitudinal study, it is difficult to evaluate the
impact of curricular change. However, it would appear. from our field

Clislyag
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'work that more change (if not iphdvation) is associated with the

localization of control t with regionalization.
Finance ‘ - {
- o - 2

_ Agency oy school district policy set broad financial parsmeters
for the funding of 1 calized schools, but we did note a degree of
fiscal autonomy. . - . B

-

BIA schools had limited f(scal discretion, sald one principal:

I sit down Awitt.x _the chool board and go through the buliget. I'm

allocated so much ey and it's based on a formula of how the
money should be spent. So when we go through the budget it's
really e paper exer¢ise. The only discretionary money that we
‘have is what's lefs [over after salaries. We may decide to use
that for travel, for|wrestling, or testing an evaluation service,
or on food, whatever|the board decides.

In the REAA distrikgs with a large number of localized schools,
the budgetary process wa e complex, involving superintendent and
district .staff, principals, Jand loéal boards. The process in omne
district worked this way:

-

Principals put together a rough budget in consultation with
teachers and the ASBs) and submit this to the district’ as a
request. The district-\figures the necessary .adjustments to be
made to .this request, then puts together a rough budget for the
entire district. This 1 reported to the RSB. The board breaks
into teams and travels
hearings at each village site. Community input is incorporated
into: this rough budget by the RSB.... Sites are given lump sum
appropriations.

; , y - ’
These processes left*both BIA and REAA localized schools a small

amount of money for unrestricted local uses. Depending on dhe
district's policy and the aggressiveneds of the local board, special
state and federal program funds were sought to. supplement these
amounts. \In the localized schools, JOM and- Indian Education monies

. were diretted to the local school. Educational program committees,
which usually overlapped with the local board or ASB, were responsible .

for the distribdution of these funds. In one school, for example, JOM
monies were used to buy supplies for Na¥ive crafts courses and to fund
travel of Native dance troupes. Indian education monies pﬁid for the
salaries of classroom paraprofessionals who assisted students with
language difficulties. ) : '

School Calendar = .

L}
c

All localized schools followed legal requiregents related to the
length of the school year (180 days), and most had starting days in
common with other schools in the district, based on district pelicy.
Influence of BIA school boards and administratorg on the calendar was
limited by the federal requirement that the sjool take 17 vacation
130

-126~-

roughout ' the district holding budget

.



* 'School Facilities Comstruction

days during the school year. A principal teacher complained about the
effects of this rule on his commenity: '

This year we won't get out of school until Jﬁﬁe 3rd. Washington,
D.C. doesn't know that the river breaks up and everybody. leaves.
There probably won't be but three or four kids left in school om
June 3rd. - e MR

..

N e '

In' the REAA districts, there "58 more flexibility. One. REAA
localized school began in late Augus and finished by mid-May. The
rationale of this cglet_xdar. vhich left no Christmas vacation, was the
climate: ' . '

Weather is so cold in the winter, and there is nothing else to
do...in the village.... Subsistence is not important; there, is
very little subsistence hunting and fishing involving children.

Community adults and ASB members agreed with the schedule, and also
moved to have the school day begin later in the winter mornings when
there was little light. '

Religious holida§s were an equally important framework on which
localized school calendars. were constructed. Said one principal:

I'1l. do up a suggested calendar and submit it to them (the ASB).
Then they approve it or change it, whatever is necessary....
Church holidays are very:important in making out the calendar.
The village is Catholic.

In traditional, cosstal areas of northwest and western Alaska,
the school board set the calendar peying attention to the ‘end ' of
fishing season in the fall, when school should-begin, and the start of
fish and whaling camp in May, when school should end. Board members
felt these subsistence  activities were as educational as school
activities and developed the academic schedule accordingly. :

In two cases, the most dimportant determination in sett,ing' the
celendar = was staff input, including that of . classroom
pataprofessionals. In these sites, the school tried to take economic

~ and subsistence aspects into consideration, but the focus was usually

_subsistence concerms.

on spring (and student "antsyness™) rather than on tls fall and
. A

Constructlon of school facilities is a wmulti-million dollar . .

business in rural Alaska. (Construction of 92 "Hootch"™ schools had
cost $133 million by 1983). ' Through the creation of comstructionm
jobs, money may be brought into local economies that have few
full-time jobs.  All school communities and districts in rural Alaska
‘have been concerned with this aspect of school comstruction, and in
the districts with localized schools there was a strong attempt to
insure locsl hire. One district required that 20 percent of con:-

- struction jobs\ be hired from the commmity; a .qecoud insisted that

N 127 ;13 1
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contractors employ Native construction firms of the region in school
remodeling and building. But in none of the localized sschool
communities was , there satisfaction with the degree of local
{nvolvement in this aspect of school planning. (The fact that few

Natives were members of labor unions was mentioned most frequently by

district persomnel when questioned about local hire.) '

Local communities were also concerned with ghe degign' of school
facilities——whether they would be appropriate. for use by school
children and communities. Interviews with school staffs and community
residents showed satisfaction with local influence over this area. In
an interjor community, the ASB designed a new addition to the school.

"Said one member:

- f
(We) decided on-a mini-gym.... The ASB got together and...we got
ideas from people and drew up policy and presented it to  the
people. We planned small classrooms in the multi-purpose room.

Design of a new school building in northern Alaska had substantial
local ASB. involvement. One of ‘our respondents in that village
described at length the trips he made to Anchorage and the regional
ceanter to approve designs and use of space within the building.. A BIA
school board member in western Alaska complained . about the lack of
local influence over facilities desigi, and then said:

Last, year after a fire destroyed one building, and the agency
attempted to relocate it (because the school building wag on
state, not federal land), the local board disputed the move .and
won. The building was rebuilt at its old location. ] .
In a second northern Alaska village, the design ‘for a new building was
chosen by the ASB, and it incorporated a novel heating system, with a
wood-fired boiler. . However, in this case the local "choice" might
have negative long-term effects, in that the supplv of firewcod close

to the village was small, and seemed likely to be dép}gted once the

new heating system was operatiomal. .

In .short, construction of new schools and T eling of old was
influenced by local -boards to a far greater extent in localized than
in regionalized schools. e ‘

ngmuni:y'ﬂsq’of School Facilities

L

In our survey of primcipal teaclhers, wé found a high rate of use

of school facilities by the communities throughout the state.

Classrooms were used for meeting rooms after the school day ended, and '

for adult education classes. Schpol piped water and. showers wvere
often the only such facilitiés in the village, and a small number of
schools sold = power to villages. These were relatively
non-controversial aspects of school-community relations. ‘

' Community use of uulti—pufpgse rooms and gyms, however, appeared

to be a controversial topic. in most communities. In a minority of
cases, local boa:ds determined priorities for use. In mest cases,.

D &
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significance of the relationship.
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however, the local administrator decided which groups, if any, could
use the facilities, and for how long. Three of our sample sites had
been unable to resolve this issue to the satisfaction of user groups,
embroiling school administration and board in the local politics of

. basketball. " ' .

This review of several process areas of governance /shows strong
local board or 'ASB involvement, particularly over affing and
curricu%uu programming. It indicates, too, the continuing impact of
district policy on operatioms in localized schools. Especially in the
areas of personnel selectionm,-curriculum, and finance, the ability of
a local community to exercise influence is dependent -on favorable
policy decisions made by the district office and board. As our cases
{l1lustrate, however, the existence of a district policy promoting
localization of control does not immediately bring it into effect.
Local factors may intrude on the implementation of  district policy,

* such-as conflicts surrounding the style of the local administrator, or

opposition of the teaching staff to communityegoals. External fattors -
are even more likely to constrain localization—for example, state,
graduation and certification requirements, and state and federal
budgetary rules. i : ' ‘

Climate of Expectations in Localized"Schdols

The discussion of reglonalized schoolg pointed out the broad
differences across types inythe perceptions of school principals,
regarding college atteni;ﬂé;: school . achievement, and reading
proficiency of students. ere we report on these factors as far as
lccalized schools are concermed. S

.College Attendance

There were significant differentes between principals of
localized schools and those of other rural schools, with respect to
expectations regarding high school graduation.- Some 453 percent of
acdministrators in localized schools expected most (90 percent or more)
of their students to graduate from high school, compared to. 57 percent -
of administrators at other rural schools (P < 0.0535). There were
also strong differences regarding -students’ likelihood of

matrigulation at co%lege‘
. .

-

Table.ll. Principals‘ Expectations of College Attendance (Localized)

—

% of Principals Who Expect ' Lo?alized o Other
- 70% or more S e . 16.0 S ‘ 21.0
30-692 B 21.0 ’ - 32.0
less .than 302 - _ 63.0 - 46.0.
- &-292 . P < 0.0058

Administrators of localized schools were not likely to expect
students to attend college. We controlled for Native ethnici:y,and
school size, which tended to reduce or erase the statistical
For example, among Native majority

SULIN
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schools, the control type was not significantly associated with
attitudes toward college attendance. Among small schools, however,
the relatiomship remained. ' Teachers and parents we visited in
localized school systems were also inclined to feel that college
education, particularly completion of a four-year academic program,
might not be an appropriate goal for most village youth.

. A smsll number of board members (and probably a larger number of
school staff) disagreed with this attitude set. For example:
-

I have talked about graduation this year. That I want graduating
seniors...to go on’ for higher education. The principal is
pushing for this. The ASB agrees with the principal. . They want
the students very much to attend highexr education or vocational
education. ‘

He went om to explain the difficulty in interesting students in
college: .

sgtive faﬁitlies are different from white families. In' Native
families, the children wust go to their families. If their
family doesn't approve, then the chi#iren can't go to college.

Academic Achievement . '

There were significant differences between the gerceptions of
ad strators and teachers in localized rschcols and those in other
qu:‘ schools with Tespect to “the. climate of .instruction and
cohditions of academic achievement. Illustrative are responses to our
question on the achievement level that could be expected of students
.in the school.. ' . .

E
v

 Table 12. Principals' and Teachers' Expectations of Student
Achievement (Localized) :
| . Other \

. Locelized
Principals Teachers Principals Teachers

8

Much gbove/above

national norms 9.4 - 20.6 . 39.7 29.9
At nstional norms 37.3 23.8 25.0 33.1
Below/much below :

“ national norms . 43.3 . 55.6 35.3 37.0

* Principals N=257 P < 0.0184 Teachers N=290 P < 0.0223

Neai'ly half of the educators thmight students in their schools

vere below the national norm, and only one-fifth felt that students’

vere above the norm. This contrasts sharply with the pattern of
responses . from educators in other rural schools, and particularly with

' those in regionalized schools (as noted in Chspter 5). However, this

apparently strong relationship between localizatidn of control and
school climate of expectations was spurious. When we controlled for
ethnicity we found no significant relationships. This was the case
for all our perceptual indicators of academic: achievement except the
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variable on school tepﬁtatibn. In this case, the relationship between
localization and perception of school reputation held for educators .

from schools that were ethnically mixed. They were far less likely to
evaluate the school's reputation positively than were educators of
other schools. : ‘

In our field visits to localized sites, we gait;ed information on
achievement levels qf ’_sghoql youth. Said an assistant superintendent:

. There is a concern at the local level among. teachers, parents,
ASBs about the level.of achievement.... One of the board members
said to me after he saw our CTBS scores that he couldn't sleep
the night after he saw them. 1I'd say that we are all very
coricerned. ST
’ The CTBS and other standu’d testing series are criticized because
the questions to Native students are "completely outside their

these test scores had dome to his expectations,: :
. CA | ’
Yoy have to be realistic. To expect our students .to score as
well as Outsiders is ludicrous. Kids speak English only to us.
We're not going to mess with this- (dominance of -Yupik speaking).
1 came in with an open mind, and I've learned a lot.

1

Localized School Outcomes

-

We collected the same set of outcome measures for localiged
schools that we considered in the description oa‘regionalized schools,

Test Scores S '

We were able to collect test 'scores for six of the nine localized
schools, #Md attempted to draw. gemeral inferences from them.
Discussions on student achievement indicated satisfaction in only one
of the schools (where studénts scored at the top of the district). In
the other schools, students tended to score from two to four grade
levels below the norm. ' ’

-

Student Adaptation and Retention

. The discussion of reglonalized schools reported that their
dropout and vandalism rates were lower than localized and other types

'of schools. Twenty-three percent of localized schools reported

dropouts during the 1981-82 academic year compared to 20.9 percent of

cam s b

experience." “A principal teacher Wi western Alaska indicated what .

the regionalized schools. -And 23 percent of localized schools .°

reported some dandalism to school property 8s compared to 16 percent
of the regionalized schools. However, in both cases, .localized
schools fared better then unified and mixed schools.

Analysis of dropout measures and vandalhgm deta from the
principal survey and state DOE records ‘4ndicated such 8 low degree of
variance in instances that further statistical comparisons would not

‘
)
-
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dave been very meaningful. However, there was variance in absenteeism
. rates, as indicated below: . .

Table 13. Absenteeism in Localized Schools

, Percentage \\/ - Lpcalized | ‘ Othex

o - 37.0 ' 13.0

1-3 ] 11.0 5.0

. 4=6 . d 19.0 ' 30.0

©7-9 . 18.0 * ‘ , 29.0

10-13 ‘ 15.0 e 24.0
N=292 * P < 0.0066

« These lower rates of absenteeism may reflect on the positiﬂ‘\* Lo

atmosphere of localized schools.” We noted this through . brieéf
" observations of classrooms in field site visits, and teachers in six

of the nine .schools commented at length on the favorable atgitudes
students had toward the school. Several pointed to the facf that
" _students were reluctant to leave at the end of the school day. In
over 100 interviews with teachers, administrators, and parents of
localized schobl communities, we counted only three references to
behavior problems. : '

1
-~

Parent and Communityf Satisfaction

“Fhe fing) outcome measure we wWill use is perceptions of community
adults regarding ~school actors and programs. Table 14 shows
evaluations of our .sample of convenience 1in localized schools

- regarding the five school actors. ~ '
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" Table 14. Community Attitudes Toward School Actors (Localized) e
. " . School Actor ' L 2 agree % disagree
¢ Local Board oxr ASB . . ~ N
.+.1s doing a good job S ' - 34.9 . 111
. ..does what most parents.want - ‘ 43.8 20.3
, ...tries to do something about proBlems in the school 73.4 3.1
® ] Tal!t; to local board members often .(once a month) -39.1 17.2 , .
‘. , Principal g o
- . ...is doing a good job’ ' oy 65.6 N )
_ _ ...keeps people informed about the school - '85.9. 4,7 . -
o ...does what most parents want _ ' 43,3 5 1009 ‘ ‘
@ . ...tries to do something about problems in' the school 87.5 0.0"7
Talk to principal often (once a month or more) .61.9 12.7
Teachers o : : ’
. ...aré doing a good job : ' 53. )" 6.3
: . ~ ...are very Soncerned about children _ 597 , 3.1
® ...try to do something about problems in the school . 84.0 1.6
Talk to teachers often (once a month or more) $4.7 12.5 -
~ Teachers take a part in community activities 58.7 - 19.0
- - " w..Visit teachers in their hohes often SN
- ' (once -a month/more) - o ' 18.8 28.1
Teachers visit my home often (once a month/more) 17.4 30.2
: - District Board ‘ _ Cu : - . .
~ ...tries to help local board - 33.3 © - 12.1 ' S
: 3 ...does what most parents wamy ' - % 25.0 21.9
. Talk to regional board member often _ .
. ~(once 2 month or more) e - 25.8 48.4
® ‘...'t_ries to do something about problems, 31.3 12.5
. Superintendent ) . : :
T + ...helps local board . 42.1 12.3 .
) ... keeps rfg.ion informed about local school problems . 50.9 19.3 '
‘ oo ...does what most parents want o 19.3 14.0
® ...tries to do something about problems in the school 35.1 3.5 ’ J
: Talk to superintendent gften (once a month/more) . 7.3 12.7
. : ' ' N=63
. » . .
Comparing these data with responses of residents in ‘regia‘nalized =
: . communities (Table 5), we note three large areas of difference in
@ ' “evaluation. Residents of localized school . communities &re far more
- .1ikely to feel the principal keeps them informed tham in ghe case. .of
“residents of “tregionalized schools. - Second,- residents -of localized = . .-
~}_ school communities have higher opinions of teschers, than is the morm - S
for rural schools. They feel teachers "try to do something to help” - R
A . when there asye problems, and they are more likely to take part in :
P ' _ community activities. Third, localized comsunity, residents have lower . -

opinigns of the .activity of district boards. They ghink district
boards are less concerned with their ’schoole, less helpful, and less . -

-~ o
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inclined to fbllov parents' wishes. There are‘ no significsnt

. differences between types in perceptions of local boards. '~

. We also have information on community perceptions with respect to
subject. areas taught in the school system, data that' compare
respondents;” from localized school communities to all other
respondents. . '

Table 15. Gousdnity Pgrceptiohs of13¢hool nggggps (Localized)

Subject Area - _ ' Cood ' Not Very Good
‘Teaching of math _— " 53.1 7.8
Teaching of reading 56.7 - 4.7
Teaching of Native culture and language 50.0 14.0
Training children for lives in community 54,0 . 9.5
" Training children for lives outside community = 32.8 4.7

Although'eviluations of math teaching do not differ from rates in
other school types, evaluations of reading are more positive. - Second
and obviously, parents with children in localized schools—where

Native language and culture are far more likely ' to be. taught——are

happy with these programs. Third, there were also more positive
attitudes toward preparation school children got for adulthood inside
and outside the community. ' ‘

~ The final measure reviewed ~ gemeral satisfaction and
dissatisfactions of residents with school and '.school/community
conditions, - ’ ‘ .

Table 16. Coﬁ@unity Perceptions of School and‘Com&unity Conditions

(Localized)

Community Perception-of... . % agree I disagree
School calendar and schedule fit local needs 65.6 7.8
School is used for local activities 51.6 12.5
School has a good program in Native language

_and culture L 57.8 28.1
Academic. program is good 52.0 4.7
Teachers try to help the school and community 71.9 - 7.8
Parents support school and take part in school

activities : ‘ ‘ ' 37.5 18.8

Principal/superintendent help meet local goa}; . 50.0 - 6.3
School board helps to meet local goals X! *60.9 ° . 10.9
Students try hard to do their best in-school _/  54.7 18.8

Cdnparing these opinions #ith reiponées of residents in all other

rural schools, we note several differences. As expected, residents of
localized school ‘commmities evaluated Native language and’ culture
programs more pogitively. What surprised us was. that they were slso

" much more likely to think the "academic program is good” than were
residents of other yural schools. thout more rigorous study,-this

‘opinion is only a suggestion: perhaps the existence of programs
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related to comrunity language and cultute has inculcated: support for
the standerd ac[deqic program., Attitudes toward teachers, parental
support, ‘and sthool board. asssistance were also significamtly more
~ favorable. They suggest a perception of integration in
‘school/c nity relations. '

Principals, Teachers, and Community Vaelues in Localized Schools

The type of school system we have called localized appears to be
more than a board working with principal and teachers. .It may be a
developing value system that supports and reinforces community
traditions instead of attacking or supplanting them. What ‘may be
involved, too, is a weakening of professional orientations on the part
of the school staff, which may lead to a different set of attitudes in
the directior of educational change. - -

‘ ) ) ’
Diluting of Prcfessional Orientations

[ N

p Rural Alaska villages are distant from urban areas of Alaska
the contigugus 48 states.’ Two-thirds of them are not connected to
urban locales by roads, and 'transportation by air or vater is
dependent on the vagaries of weather. Some villages are cut off from
the rest of the state for weeks at & time in the winter. Caucasian
school profgssionals who live and work in rural communities are -an
ethnic minority in most. places, but the Native society they confront
contrasts with ethnic subcultures of American cities. It is unusually
open and accepling of Caucasian residents who identify with community
values. And pot withstanding rapid change in many areas where there
are localized schools, it 1is the home of resilient traditional
cultures. N
/ “ . ' 3
Living in remote cemmundties among people who are culturally and
socially different—in @ small school enviromment that usually lacks a
"oeritical mass” of Pprofessionals-—school persornel are wunusally
isolated from the professional mainstream. A frequent comment .of
teachers in schools is that they have few colleagues to talk with, to
discuss problens the classroom or community, and to use as sounding
*boards for ideas and evaluations. Isolation from ome's colleague's
and lack of opportunities for professional growth and developmént -are
among the factors that prompt teachers’ and principals to leave rural
schools after a short period of time. Until job market conditions
worsened . pracipitously in the contiguous 48 states and urban Alaska
locales, the rate of staff turnover in many rural schools approached
65 percent a year. For those who have remained more than & year in
rural schoolg, however,the alternative to conditions of anomie and
isolation has deen involvement in community ac:ivit;,_. '
Opportunities for participation extend outward from the school.
Y Approximately half of Alaska's rural school teachers are involved in
 some community school activity, but involvement appears - to intensify
in the localized schools. Pirst, there is sociaslizing with parents
and neighbors, and participation in community sports and games
activities that take place in school facilities. Then, there are
outdoor activities of the area, such as snowmobiling, skiing, dog

»
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sledding; and there are subsistence activities—fishing, hypting for
birds .and for large and small game. An option. is extensive
involvement in & chuxch group and, where there are state recognized
local governments, perhaps participation in local politics.

Administrators and teachers in localjzed schools appear to be
less actively involved in professional associations-~such as the state
NEA--and less interested or attenmtive to the standard professional
publications such -as Phi Delta Kappan and Teacher. Preliminary
results of a statewide survey of administrators and teachers suggest

that there is stronger interest in conferences and meetings at which
rural small school and Native education concerns are discusses——the

state suall schools conference and the bilingual multicultural
conference, for example. ' . .

The lsargely hypothetical process we have disgnssed is not
entirely dissimilar from the practice of Westernexs § Third World
societies who "go Native! and adopt the Native community as the
reference-point for persomal values and goals. What makes the Alaska
case unusual, however, is the relatively large number of “Caucasians
who have become adapted to village life and wvho prefer it to life in

‘'wurban United States locales. “In the process, they may have adapted

teaching functions as well.

The Concept of "Deprofessionalization”
\ .
In the absence of lomgitudinal research, it is difficult to
determine whether the appar‘mtly distinctive orientations and values
of some Caucasian professionals in localized schools are a reflection

_of a momentary, transitiongl, or permanent comdition. Analysis of
field interviews and observations leads us to suspect that the

behavior of some Caucasians in localized school communities is neither
“professional” mnor "unprofessional,” in the senses 4n which these
terms are used to describe the behavior of educators. The attitudes
mentioned fit neither of these types, snd for want of a better term we
use the eoncept "deprofessionalization” suggested by L. Harwon
Zeigler. . . N

What this concept implies is ther existence of an alternate
reference group for behavior that is valued within cosmunities, and
attracts interest and support from teachers and school administrators
in remote settings. It may be a new behavior mode for some Caucasians
1iving and working in Native majority communities of rural Alaska.
While the origin is obscure, the practice pf "going Native" began as a
significant process in the 1360s, when the War on Poverty moved to
Alaska, and when young Caucasians entered villages as VISTA volunteers
or assumed other community development rolegs. The linkages, if any,

between this intercessor subculture and some Caucasian teachers and,
-principals in localized schools remains to be established - through

furthexr field research.
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Impediments to Deveiowt of Localized Schools

L4

There sre greater opportunities for the formation of'stronsly-

localized influences in community schools than there are schools we
can properly label localized. Review of extensive interviews im the
localized schools pointed out these common factors which tended to be
absent elsewhere. ’

First, ﬁbe rate of professional staff turnover in localized
.schools appears to be somewhat lower than is the case statewide.
Clearly, a staff that is continually refreshed with graduates of

schools of education, or jeachers transferring from urban districts,

will be more responsive to the professional mainstream. Second, the
turnover on localized boards is lower than is the case in the other

types of schools. Board stability,qyf‘parhaps reflect some apathy

over school conditions, which is present in rural as well as urban
Alaska and the contiguous-48 states. But we found no greater evi-
dences of apathy in localized schools ‘than those of any other type.
Board stability, however, would appear to be necessary for any
long-term control of local school operations. K

Third, none of‘ the lécalized schools had a dispropor;ionate

number of Caucasians on the local or regional board. The.opposite is

the case for fhe regionalized schools: in each of the districts with
regionalized schools (with one exceptgon). Natives were
underreprefented on the regiénal boards, and they were poorly
represented on local advisory boards. K

_ Finally, only ome of the nine localized schools was 1in =&
community connected to the state's road or ferry .system. Surely, the
igolated conditions of rural communities "in AMaska facilitates the
development of local control .of education. Cj : ‘

There are other impediments, too, as we learn when we investigate
the "mixed" type of school conmtrol. But first we will look at another
model of localization--the "unified™ control type of the city school
district.
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. CHAPTER 7. UNIFIED CONTROL OF RURAL ALASKA SCHOOLS

e In '15 percent of rural Alaska places, there are small school
. districts having between one and three schools at one geographical

location. Operations are controlled by integrated building-level and

district office forces. These schools seem to realize one goal of .the

d decentralization movement in Alaska and present the model of the
P future. The unified type of system achieves the goal because
decentralization has occurred (presumably) to the ultimate extent—-to

the school building level. It is also & practical model: two city
schools of the REAA system have withdfawn from that system. since
1976, and formed locally comtrolled city school districts. One topic
of community discussion in several large, regional centers currently
under the REAA jurisdiction (such as Bethel, Kotzebue, and Ft. Yukon)
. 4{s the reclassification of the city from the second to the first
class, which would make it possif;le to form an independent city school
discri'lct.' o ' ‘ ' ¢,
/ Previous chapters on regionalized and localized schools have made
PY implicit comparisons to the unified model. This chapter focuses on
the kind of contro! actors and community members in unified systems
have and the associated outcomes. Too, we. will be comparing
- operations of schools where there is no second-level of influence, to
those where it is present (both regionalized and locali§ed)., “Because
the unified school jsystems gppear to resemble urban more than ruui

® patterns of school fgaﬁixation,‘ we will consider the response cf thi
system ‘to educatidnal problems of rural Alagkans who are in the
process of transition to urban life.

. Three of the schools in our original sample of 28 field sites
represented the unified system of control. In second stage sampling,
® . e added a fourth site to this category, because it resembled urban.
' more than rural school enviromments. Three of the four sites were
school districts in Southeast Alaska. They represent well the city
school districts of the state, most of which are in the southeast (the
oldest ares of western settlement in the state and the area where
) cities first ‘developed). Southeast Alaska as a whole is culturally
e . different from the rest. of the state. The sboriginal population today
'is composed largely of Tlingit and Haida Indians, who are acculturated

‘to western society.. ‘ o e
The first field .site was a small Native fishing village. The
. . economy of the second depended on a Jumber mill and commercial
@ fishing. One-third of its residents vere Indians, The third site was
’ a large city by. rural Alaska standards. Its economy was more
diversified than any other rural Alsska place, but pulpwood and
fishing were the major economic pursuits. - Roughly 20 percent of its
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population was Indiap. The fourth site was in southwestern Alaska. A
large fishing village, this village was the region's center; 60
percent of its population was Alaska Native. ' '

City Schbol System and Environment

Localized schools, we found, were strongly penetrated by the
local political environment, which their. boards or ASBs tended to

represent. Regionalized schools, on the other hand, were relatively
insulated from their environments. The unified schools in our sample

stood mid-way between, and this was curious. given the vastly greater

opportunities for "enactment" of environmental forces (but not at all -

curious given the condition of insulation found in urban Americ¢an

'schools). : -

The sites h number of economic interests and pressure groups,

" varying relativg to the size of the community. In one community,

however, the school board and administration did not represent other
community ingtitutions, with the exception of one board member, who
also sat on the village corporation board and two who worked in local
businesses. (In this community, teachers were involved in several
community institutions and some pursued the community's major means of
l1ivelihood.) | - e

The second community's district school board represented the
logging mill, commercial bysinesses, and city government, and this had
gome impact on the district's conservative. approach to budgetary.
policy. The third communjity's board was connected to-the professions,
businesses, and other government institutions in town, but board
members were relatively new to their board roles.  The fourth and
smallest community was the site in which the board was most
inter-connected with  other  community institutions,  having
representation from the city council, church, and Native corporation.
In this case, organizational intercommections and rivalries affected
school system stability. o :

« An impediﬁent to the incorporation of community forces on the
board and administration was the presence in three of the four

comminities of a relatively large number of school district employees,

and their long tenure in the communities. This-factor more than any

other - tended to facilitate the insulation of schools from community 

politics.

The city school system. is different from other rural systems (the
BIA or REAAs) in that a mmicipal governmeﬁf,rts responsible for

providing public’ education: First class cirtes wust ;Eve the
' resources to make local contributions to public schools, which are

usually raised through sales or property taxes. " Under the Alaska
Constitution} school distriéts were incorporated into municipalities
to reduce overlapping 1ines of authority -and to ensure fiscal
accountability of schools, However, several statytes enscted by the

legislature after stateliood have whittled away the i}tieé' power over

schools, leaving school districts with considerable hutonomy.
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Irt theory, the city school board remains subordinate to the-city

council with respect to finance. In fact, there is the possibility of
either strong conflict between {nstitutions with different purposes
(general government as opposed to education) or harmonious relations.
Our field sites repregented both options. In one site, the schools
vere autonomoys and the city cg::il rubber stamped ‘the district
budget. In a second, there was overlapping of school interests
and concerns with the assembly, but little contention regarding the
district's .budget. ~The council 4n the third community, had a
"condescending attitude to the schools,” said a district staffer. Xet
the superintendent of that district claimed to have close working
relationships with the city manager, and they were omly occasional

_conflicts over the school Dbudget. In the fourth community,
city/school district conflict was intense, said a local administrator

in the schools: ,
There are personality clashes between the superintendent (who sat
on the city council) and the former mayor. Also, there is
 competition for comtrol between the school board and the city
council. The city council would l1ike to exercise more control
over the school than the board is willing to allow.

This conflict ultimately hac en impaé:-on adninistrative‘personnel_in

the school system.

State-level relations of the city school systems were less
troublesome than those of either regionalized or localized schools.
Administrators spoke of the state's "support" for the districts and
described relationships as generally»Qexcellent.“ " The .independence of
these districts from the etate for some part of. their revenue made
their bargaining positien with state agencies differemnt from that of
schools in REAA ‘districts.. For example, several administrators
mentioned that in contrast to their colleagues who had to appear

. before the REAA legislative oversight committee, or justify

expenditures and procedures tc the state DOE or legislative budget and
audit committees, they had a’ relatively free hand in the
administrgtion of the district. 7

» .o

All of the four semple sites were_welf-connected to the state's
legislative process. fach head of schools was in frequent contact
with that area's legislative representatives, and all had been
relatively succesgful 1in obtaining capital projects funding for
construction of new schools andf?hpodeling of old ones. In #ne of the
sample 6ites, howeveér, the school district circumvented the city
council by approaching the legislature for a grant to build & new

gymnasium. The legislature funded the project, but it directéd that,

construction be managed jointly by the city and the school' district.
Bad feelings and .injured pride of council nspbers (because the board

preempted the city's CIP priorities) have influenced the progress of

work.

Generalizing from the four cases to the class of city schools, it
appears that incorporation of environmental forces is more likely in
smaller .communities, and is potentially most disruptive of school
) ’.. * ' - - «
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' operations there. In the larger school systems, with stable school
staffs, the operation of school programs was relatively autonomous.

Adminigtrative Relations of Unified Schools

-In regionalized schools, there were serious °administrative
problems in the relations between principals and teachers and the
district office staff, The localized schools appeared to have fever
problems, largely because -of supportive attitudes and policy of
distriet staff and instability of district office personnel. However,
unity of control per se does not appear to be associated with
harmonious relationships of superintendents, principals, and teachers,
as the cases of unified school systems illustrate.. A more important
factor appears to be tenure in the system.

\.

| Superintendent/?rinciﬁal Relations

Only one of the four sample sites had a superintendent who had
been in his position for, longer than a year at the time of our site
visits. Changeover of superintendents seemed to have loosened
administrative systems 4in the three sites ,considerably. However,
previous{superintendents had exercised strong influence throughout the
school system and created personalistic styles of operation, traces of
which were still evident. - Ny : '

At the time of our field studies, two of the four superintendents
exercised highly personalistic styles. In one case, the perception of
school . staff was that the principal was undercut by the
superintendent, despite close working relationships. 1In the second,
there were close ties between principals and the superintendent, and a
division of labor regarding administrative functions. » The
superintendent's policy was that "principals are the captains of our
ship:" The greater tenure of principals tQ,n superintendents. in the
system algo promoted administrative barmony..

The third district had a new superintendent who described himself

as "a 4-month consultant." However, he believed in the operation of a

- chain-ef-¢ and throughout . the . administration, and exercised

authority im\ a militaristic fashion. Said one teacher of the new
superintendenY's style: .

The super now is not very accessible. 'He's trying to show who's
" . boss. He's got to show the board who's boss. The super is
' orchestrating things... o .

‘In this city school district, the principal had been on the job a
. number of years, but the perception was that his posftion was undercut
by’ the superintendent. - , ' ' - '
" ‘The fourth. district superintendent was serving in an acting .,

capacity, and the board was in the process of recruiting a permanent

( replacement, That system had strong principals with established
%%* " commupity ties who had been at their posts an aversge of 10 years. A
‘ boaizg er said "the principals are Shoguns here, and run the show.”

‘..1(,.2-.' 1‘45 .
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Three of the superintendents had"offices in the same building as

the ®principal, and contacts were frequent. Given the small size of

PY " these city school "districts, the role of superintendent appeared
. ~ somevwhat redundant. ‘

Administratioh/Teachers Relationships

N . .
: _ The size of “the teaching staffs at unified schools was very large
Py . by rural Alaska standards, and this affected administrative
. Eglationships. The smallest school system had ten teachers in ome
Puilding and the largest had over 100, with the average about 50
teachers per distri¢t. This was a critical mass of teachers and it
contrasted sharply with ' conditions we found in all other rural
schools. Of equal importance,. in three of the four districts, teacher
¢ turnover was very low (an average tenume of 11 years in the districts)

. _which is an equally sharp contrast to the rural school patterm.

* ' Teachers associations or unions, all NEA affiliates, were visible
: forces in each of the systemf. In three, relations were brittle. 1In
‘the year previous to the field study, NEA had sanctioned omne district,
@ calling the district's schools "dangerous" (because of & physical
attack on a teacher) and the, housing situation for teachers
deplorable. This situation affected teacher turnover and morale, as
pointed out by a school staff member:

We have one of the highest turnover rates in the state. Out of
|i 10 teachers last year, only two returned, so we have eight new
teachérs this year. This is partially a result of our troubles
last spring, but it's also an historical trend here. We've had

to focus on short—-term staff development. If we can't do it Jn
one year, it's not worth doing.

® Notwithstanding the differences in size and turnover Yrates
' between unified and other rural school types, communication problems
in the two scheols with persenmalistic administrations were similar:to
those of regionalized schools. Teachers in both schools described the,
distortion and static in their communications with administrators
(chiefly with superintendents). One new teacher castigated the
@ o superintendent’'s lack of homesty in describing local conditions before
' he signed a contract with the distriect: \

. . The housing was supposed to be here this fall, This«is what we
& were told when we were hired.... We were also told that there
‘ . were nurses at the clinic, but they only have health aides. - The
@ super told us too that the aducation was a very high priority in
: the community, and in fact, it's really at the bottom of the
priorities. - We were told that prices were 10-15 percent above
Seattle, and they're actually a lot more. What's been most’
aggravating is that _the realit¥Z:f the situation here didn't meet
any of our expectations. If 'we'd known the truth we probably
e would not have come here.
e . .
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In the second school, a teacher recounted cases of arbitrary and
capricious actions by the superintendent and the use of intimidating
rumors that seemed calculated to alienate and frustrate teachers:

The hohe-ec teacher when I first came had her program phased out.
No one told her .until contracts were handed out. Iwo other
_teachers - vho were terminated receiyed no counseling, mo
{ndicatibn that‘ anything was wrong with their teaching. They
. just dropped it on them. Information doesn't always come in the
right chamnels.... T : ‘

.

When I presented evidence of a teacher buying booze for students,
\ I was told I would be fired 1f I.didn't .keep quiet. The

supe.rintendent and the teacher were drinking buddies. Next Year,

I heard from students that my job was on the line. You hear

things first -on the grapevine. This causes prxoblems——rumors

about teachers being fired. ' :

Such problems of communication with staff seemed particularly
egregious given the proximity of administrators and ‘teachers. The

k4 . physical distance of most administrators in regionalized rural schools

' from teachers, therefore, may be less important to effictive

! communications than the personalistic  Style of district
superintendents. ¥ S . )

+ Limited participation of teachers in school ‘governance processes
and in community activities were matters of concern in regionalized
schools. In localized schools this was less likely.to be the case,
and the situation was even more favorable in the unified school
cormunities. In the one site with high turmever and poor
teacher/administrative relationships, teachers had scame influence over
-curricular processes, but none in the community. In the other three

® sites, teacher influence extended through most phases of school gover-
nence, and expanded into ‘.the- community. * This ‘influence, in turm,
affected reacher/administrat{on relations in fwo of the schools.

The situation of teacher influence in the community. in both cases
was based on economic activity that brought teachers into competition
with community residents. Some village teachers engeged in commercial
fishing during the summer vacation, earning hardsome incomes for doing
so but also competing with local fishermen. In ong of the villages,
for example, school teachers had secured limited entry permits, thus
.denying this scarce resource to other comrunity members who lacked
stable employment opportunities. This competition was thought to be &
rcain factor in the "anti-teacher” attitudes of the communities.

Competitive action ~and “negative cmunity .att.'itudes affected
administrators’ perceptiOns of teachers. Said one superintendent:

'The average teacher in has been there for 14 years. The
top teachers in the district made $45,000. Begimning pay 1is

about $27,500. 1In addition to that a third ‘of the teachers are
involved in commercial £ishing. So they augment "their salaries ~

’ ' . % . ,
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considerably fishing. | Money buys them a lifestyle in the
community that they probably couldn't afford anywhere else. B

An adninisgrative perspective in the two communities was that teachers
were "overpaid and underworked,” which put a sharp edge om relations
with teaching staff. s\)

[/ . Political Relationships in Unified Schools .

Regional board/local board relations were tense in ‘ both
regionalized and localized schools. School-based boards competed for
influence with the central office and regional board members. By
definition, unified schools lack a local board and we expected this to .
enhance opportunities for harmony in the system. It was the case that

‘political relationships of school boards in unified sites were less

conflictual than those of the other types. The absence of a local
board, however, was associated with lack of representation of diverse
constituent groups in the community, especially the Native
constituency in the three sites where Natives were not the predominant
ethnic community. ' :

Nature of Board and Administratign'Relanionships

4

None  of tae four sites had strong school boards; each was
substantially influenced in policymaking by the superintendent.
Nonetheless,. the conditions of board/superintendent relationships
varied somewhat from site to site. : '

In the first site, the board ‘(all-female) had had little turmover
in recent years, and there were close and relatively harmonious
relationships with the superintendent., The -second site's board
contained ofie member who had served, 20 *years, but there was ‘a
generation split on the board that limited consensus on scme issues.
Nevertheless, board/superintendent relationships were close. Teachers
in the third district saild the superintendent "huffaloed” "the board,
and said that he had "set it yp." This wgak board, which infrequently
engaged in’policy activity, had a plurality of nev members. Most of
the board members in the fourth board were also new to their role.

' e

The general pattern (applying well to three of the four
districts) was that the boards took their most importamt role to be
‘selection of the superintendent, and then stayed away from
administration. This is seen in comments sbout the weaknesag of the
boards. -

One board member described perceptioné’concerning the board in
her community and attributed them to lack of experience and-some fear:

A lot- of people do not realize that we, the school board, work

for the community and that the super works for us. They feel

that we work for the super. They think the super runs the
school. They don't realize they can take things to -cthe
principal. Then to the super. People may be a.little afraid.
It's like going into an unknown area. - ,
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In a second comsunity, a teacher remarked: ¢ L
. I’ 1ike the theory of local comtrol of thegschool. It's not done

, as much here as they could. We never had had stxong aggressive . ®

boards who" are well-versed in their role. - '

+ Add a board member in‘a ‘third village commented that "the school board.
members  are largely indifferenmt to education, but they 1like the .
prestige of the position."” . _ :

- " ] | Y

Board Processes and Comminity Involvement

~

The unified school boards did not appear to differ in activity

from most urban boards in the U.S. In two of the ssmple sites, there

was little activity surrounding the board as an institution. Few .

residents compete for seats on the board--usually one or at the most / ®

two per vacant seat--and a minority of voters turned out for school ’

board elections. Attendance at meetings was poor: ot all board
. members bothered to attend, few school staff turned out, and only

rarely did .general members of the community attend meetings. .In ome

ci%, the school had sent out 1,000 letters to _community members,

asking them to attend a.board meeting to learn about a controversial @

issue, and only ten came.

In the other two sites, there was somewha‘ greater interest inm
the board. Pew members resigned from board seats, and in elections,
usually six or seven cdndidates ran for each vacant seat. _
Participation in beoard elections apprdached. 60 percent in a Tecent @
electiop, said the superintendent. In - all cases, attendance at board
meetings varied by issue. When pergonnel matte¥Ys were discussed, when
local groups approached the board for financing, or when student
travel was considered, attendance improved--as it did when the
athletic program was on the agenda. " L ’ ®

Board Representation of Communitv Views

At the time of our field visits, none of the unified_ school
systems had building-level advisory boards or functioning PTAs. ,(In
all communities, there were groups that felt the district school board
failed to represent their needs and concerns. N -

The status of PTAs appeafed related, in each of the commuhities, .
to actions and perceptions of teachers' unions. A former board member .
in one village said:- ’

Years ago the school was community-minded. Then when the
- administration changed it went’ toward a wore closed kind of
school.... Teachers were not volunteering for anything unless
. they were paldy “The strong teschers association may have
oo something to do with this. The very mention of a PTA is a threat
' to the teachers. Always before parents’ associfgtions have gotten
organized on a negative vote. )
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In a second community, the lack of some avenue for expression of
protest led tg a temporary exit of students from the school:
Two years ago there was a blow-up.... Part of the community. feit
the board showed -favoritism.... Part of the community felt the
school was controlled by a small group.’ A very small group came
"up ‘and .herded' their children out. The issue resolved itself
through an open hearing.... The board was there but did not act
as a board. - B . .

The new superintendent of this district then.began issuing a weekly
newsletter, and he developed a grdup of concerned parernts at the
school. This booster club enrolled twenty parents and, in the words
of a community leader, had. "helped  the board a lot. They are
generally representative of parents.” - -

In the thirdA site, thé new principsl had devoted time to
revitalizing the PTA. A member-of the organizing committee described
some of the reasons in thede terms: -

The principal walked into a real mess. For years the school had .

been slowly going down hill. There was no PTA., Things were just
bad.... One of the problems is that the teachers are a clique.
The parents feel that the teachers set themselves apart from
other people in the community. ‘ : : '

The.fourth village was also one in which some parents were in the’

process of orgagiz;pg a new PTA., =

[

In all coqmunities..there was a widely shared percéeption that an

additional arena was needed for community representationm. Activity in .

organizing PTAs was the geheralized response to this condition, except
in the largeét community where interest groups had formed for the
purpose of promoting special interests-—for example, arts education in
the schools.

A consistent issue of mali:epresentation in three of the four
communities concerned Native intprests. 1In the community with an 80
percent Native majority, this wag no problem: Natives held all sests
on the school board, and special JOM_committees functioned. A second
Native majority -community,,( however, had a board dominated by
Caucasians; and in the two Nativ minority cities, no Natives sat on
the district school board. Native leadezs .attributed this ,to
"]eadership problems" in the NatiJ; community: S

A

We had a Native member oﬁce. \But he was a real dud., The problem
*  4g that if someone runs they @are so jealous. that nothing can be -
done.. I ran for the board byt the Indians didn't vote for me. -

The problem in the Native ¢ ity 15 one of leadership. The
Native community is very divided. )

e The difficulty appeared to be ‘sttucturaln and not Apoliticai. The

‘responsibility for Native. representation was relggated to parent
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advisory committees for federal Indian programs. - These did not

 function effectively as genéral interest groups for Native parents.
) .

The JOM committee in ons village was inactive when the field
.vi‘sit_took place. -In & second village, the JOM committee represented
the leadership faction of the village (which overlapped with school
boa?d membership),.but it was thought by some codmunity members to .
favor the interests of members and their families to the exclusion of
all Native children in .the school. The school board in the third
village had been "very supportive of the program,” in the view of the
committee chair; but that® conmittee represented interests of Native ’
parents only with respect to the part of the durriculum that could be
paid for with federal funds. P o '

. : ) Yo Y ¢ .
»*  Thus, in communities with unified scheols, the wnly route to
influence ower schoolgpolicy. wgs through the school board itself. ' The.
lack of Native representation on all but one of the four school boards
weakened the legitimacy of- the boegds and perhaps affected Native
involvement and parsicipation in school activities. Said one school
bokrd member in western Alaska: . - :

Yes, I think that local people -.do have more influence but 1 don’t

think there is enough 4influemce an¥, input from the Native

. community. It's really a white man's rules. It niay be thdt they
find school a bit too frightening still. S .

. And in a Southeast Alaska fishing villagd, a board member of the
local Native corporation mentioned a view-~widespread.in the community
among Xatives~-that had not been represented on the bgard. Teagher
tenure, in his opinion, made it impcssible to get rid of teachers whonm

. the community did not wish to have, and teachers' contract demands had
became ekcessive and resulted in the loss of the school's, hot lurch
Jprogram.  Without a channel to evpress these views, opposition to
school administrators and teachers "gent .underground.” It surfaced,
ve would comjecture, as ‘Mperal hostility to teachers and denial of
,support to-the school as a community instruction. -

. 9chool Governance Processes in Unified Schools

+, Vhen discussing regionalized and localized school's we examined
the ‘actual influehce different school actors had- on local school.
operations and. looked for relationships - between distribution of

- inflpence and action in specified functional areas. Localized schools

vere .indeed much moré subject to influence of Jocal actors,
notwithstanding the <continued importance of superintendents “and
district boards. .And. these lotal actors, .in many cases, had.had an .
impact- on hjring (particularly of support staff), curriculum (the
shape . and extent. of -the Native language and. culture program), school
‘caléndax,-discretion&ry' budget, facilities design, and to a more
limited extent; community use of facilities.

By. definition, -all actors in unified school systems are local,
but only some respond primarily to local values. The leading question
in analysis of -school government ife thece schools 1s the extent to

o/ ' ,
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which there is professional contxql (by school administrators and .
teachers). Anslysis of the four unified cases showed ‘that
professional control best described the condition of local schdol
operations, but this did not havé a simple, invarisnt impact on
program emphpsis. . C

- . . _
In all four cases, superintendents were hired by school boards,
two of which were conducting searches during the time of our field

visits. Principals of schools participated in a limited capacity on a

screening coqpitiee in one district, and the teachers' association was
consulted in -the second. In both these cases, the interest of the
boards was in conducting a national smearch, and selecting the
candidate on the grounds. of executive management of the school system.
Localized criteria were not used in these districts.

The two incumbent superintendents had been selected by boards
that applied somé local criteria. In one case, the previous
superintendent departed the school precipitously, and a principal from
the school was elevated to the superintendency. The feeling of board
members was that this individual could relate well to the town. In
the second case, the superintendent was hired because of his
experience. and expertise 'in school construction. That board
emphasized the importance of adjustment to the community. T

In all four sites, hirimg of principels was done by
superintendents, and \tvo had been hired-~ recently. That -process

.reflected school administration objettives primarily. Superintendents

also were the chief hiring officers for school teachers, but in this
area principals participated in the screening of credentials in two
cases. Describing a typical process, one prircipal remarked:

' The: superintendent has the predominant influence. The board can
overrule his seledgions, but this doesn't happen. The board
can't: interview. is why the. hiring is limited to the
superintendent. There is no money for bcard members to.travel to
interviews. The board gemerally is presented with a contract and
the person is there ready to be hired. '

In.no case were candidates for teaching positions brought to the
communities for interviews with board members or community adults.

JOM and 1EA coumittees were primarily respomsible for the hiring -
of Native aides and-part-time instructors paid with federal dollars. -
The hiring of school support .staff such as secretaries, cooks,
maintenance men, and the like was determined primarily by
superintendents and principals. In the general area of hiring, then,
professional administrators had greatest influence, and decisions were
made primarily on grounds that were nﬂ§<direc:1y-relevant to community

. walues. -

. The pattern in determing school curricelum was similar, with a
change ih. actors. Said one teacher, "The . curriculum has been
completely (done by). teachers,” and this observation applied:
throughout, with the exception of the largest unified school system
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vhere the board responded tc an interest group in the ares of special
education. : o T . oo :

.In three of .the four communities, teachers were permanent members
of the community and sometime participants in the commercial fishing
economy. This factor as well as substantial commumity interest was
responsible for the teaching of courses relevant to the village .
economy: a fisheries course in one community, vocational courses
related to the village economy such as boat building in two
communities, and business courses in the largest town., The bedrock
curriculum was traditional acsdemics, however. |

Natives were prominent groups in all four of the communities,

. . with a larger proportion of the school ‘enrgliment than that of the
city population. Yet only two of the four, communities had s! dents

~ eligible for bilingual education courses, Syhich were handled. by
itinerant teachers. Native culture courses and matexrials were
primarily the responsibility of JOM and IEA committees (in one
community, the Alaska Native Brotherhood was responsible). They'
{ncluded skin sewing, ivory carving, Native arts and dancing; these

were a supplement to regular school offerings, for Native students

only.

. Community opinion was divided on these program areas. School
K board members generally rubber stamped the proposals, but there was
some concern about their divisive dimpact. Members of Native
organizations regarded the school adﬁinistrationband teachers as
Yinsensitive to Nativeness" in most of the sites, . the implication
L being that Native culture courses should be a regular part of the
curriculum. However, some Native board members and adults questioned:

the value of Native culture courses. Said one board member:

In the past, we've gone in for dancing and art. This was
successful for several years. But 1 feel my kids have enough to
learn without having to learn almost a dead language. (The) art
program here...(is) really good. I'd like to see it stay alive.
Part of the culture is going to die, as the fishing industry
does. : -

_ In three of the four sites, superintendents, sometimes assisted
by principals, designed the budget .from scratch and gained easy
acceptance of it from the board, City councils in all these sites
approved the budget withont changes, for there were good relationms
with the city councils.  In the fourth, . the teachers had once had -

. strong influence over the budget, through the teachers' association.
At the time of our field site, the predominant influence of the board
was being replaced by the superintendent, whose plan was to tighten

- the operation of the district: - . )

TN : <

In the past, schools have had a hesitant administration.

The  board has been more involved. 1 went to the board with a

very specific organizational plan for next year, to bring the

‘ budget in line.... I think the board really desires to have the

" super run the schools, but they want 'to be informed of what's
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going on. Three of them are managers themselves, so they want a
. StrOong manager. , . '

There was one important respect in which school budgeting could
be called responsive to community interests. Residents of first class -
cities and boroughs pay property or sales taxes, the chief rationale
of which is to support puﬁtit‘education. Notwithstanding the primary .
role of the state in paying for education in Alaska, these communities
contributed a local share that amounted to nearly 20 percent of the
school budget in two cases. In one district, the superintendent made
extensive cutbacks to avoid an increase in the municipality's
contribution. In two other cases, school administrators drew up tight
budgets, reflecting well the conservative orientation of taxpayers in
those communities. ~ ' a -

School calendars were not a topic of particular interest in any
of these schools. All had been.in operation nearly a generation, and
the important rhythms of community life--especially that of the
commercial fishing season—-had worked their way into the school
calendar. Remaining questions, such as the length of the winter
vacation, were resolved by teachers in three of the four cases.

This pattern of influence over school operations is distinctive
for several reasons. First, professionals have predominant irnfluence
in all areas, with . the exception of the selection of the
superinterdent. Among professionals, school teachers, whose tenure in
all but one case was longer than principals snd superintendents, had
more influence than we noted in regionalized and locelized types of
school systeus, Second, the response to community Interests
(especially thogse of Natives) was indirect and incomplete. Third,
greater attention was paid to urban than .to rural values. We gain a
sense of this point by considering the opinion climate within schools.

Climate of Expectations in Unified Schools

' The expectations of educators in unified schools were diiferent
in some respécts from those in regionalized end localized types.
Local administrators responding to the principal survey in 1981 were
more likely to expect that students in unified schools would attend
college, than those from other rural schools. '

Table 17. Principals' Expectations of College Atteﬁdance'(ﬁnified)

Unified ‘ Other

70% or moge _ : 7.3- . 6.0
30 to 69 percent ~ 51.0 31.4
less than 30 percent : 41,7 : - - . 62.6
’ P L 0.0271 N=45 - - N=247

»

This relationship remained when we tested for the effects of school
size and ethnicity. The stromgest relationship occurred within large
rural schools having over 100 pupils. Furthermore, more than half of
the unified school administrators reported that graduates of their
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schools had gone on to college (fconpared to only 20 percent of all
other rural Alaska schools). '

However, commtnity attitudes were not strongly supportive of
education (elementary through college) in any of the four communities.
Respondents in two comsmunities mentioned that high school students
could make between $10,000 and $50,000 during sthe summer commexcial
fishing \seascn, much more than teachers' salaries in the community,
and this was widely perceived among teachers and administrators as a
disincentive to college attendance. Further, there was the question
of what colleget-educated persons wowld do in thd yillage. One board
member expresced it in these terms: .

Young people who go away to college come back and seem to lose

interest. -But it's hard for a perschome back and succeed

here. There's always someone hanging om to your feet.
. L

Attitudes of principdls ‘regarding academic achievement and
learning were positivé in the unified schools, more so -than those
recorded for regionalized schools. Responses from . the 1981 principal
survey on this dimension noted: '

Table 18. Prircipals' Perceptions of School Achievement (Unified)

Evaluation . ‘ Unified Qther
Among the besz/Setter than average . . 55.3 30.1
About average ’ 25.2 . 28.7
Below averzge ‘inferior § 19.5 41.2
' P< 0.0253 N=45 N=247

This rtelatioanship, too, withstood subgroup analysis, and it
became strongest for the larger unified schools. However, teachers'

responses to the same question, measured in the teacher survey one

year later, were less positive. There was no significant relationship
between teact.2¥s «f unified schools anc other rural teachers regarding
the climate c? student school achievement and legpning.

Teachere differed sharply from principals\\in their expectations

of student echievement: .
~ . N

Table 19. Educators' Eipectations of Student Achievéhent (Uni‘fiedj

Principals , Teachers
- Unified Other Unified = Other
Much/slightly above’ - : .
national rorn ° 51.3 .8 19.8 . 34.2
At natibnal rora & 22.5 30.2 33.5 29.6
Slightly/much telow o ‘ . '
national norm , 26.2 40,0 47.7 36.2
: ' Nei 1l Nw210 - N=103 N=187
- - Pa 0.0152 P£0.0152
3\
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- ' The differences between teachers and principals, and between eall

"~ unified school educators and those in other schools, narrowed when

P ethnicity was controlled. This was reflected . in interviews with

: ' educators in the predominantly Native unified school. The principal's
remarks were typical: . '

My own personal level of expectatioa has gone down since 1
~ ‘arrived here. When I started as an English tgacher my expecta~
o . tions were too high.: Very quickly my expectations became more
- realistic. The big problem is to overcompemsate, to expect too
little. This happens on our staff, though not comprehensively.

In a different dommunity (majority Caucasian), a teacher commented "I
_ would say that my expectations are probably higher now than a few
¢ years back. I've always had pretty high expectations.” But in the
field site with the largest number of teachers and an unhappy
_ relationthip between teachers and principal, perceptions were divided

- "as noted above. T

One other source of information -Te arding .'the climate of
® expectations is provided through preliminary\results of the educator
resurvey. We asked principals and teachers 1983 what their wmost

end least important roles were in their comrunit H ‘

Table 20. Most /Least Important Roles (Unified)

o ' Role Area ‘ Most important Least Important °

Unified ‘Ot}}er Unified Other

*

Develop technical skills 15.9 2 13.2 % 0.02 4.1%
Support Native culture .0 2.6 41,3 29.8,
o Develop knowledge for community jobe 11.1 10.5 4.8 6.1
College preparatian ‘ 20.6 7.3 1.6 12.3
Develop basic literacy A 33.3 40.4 1.6 0.6
Develop management skills 0.0 2.0 22,2 » 13.2
Community needs are unimportant 0.0 0.6 4.8 7.3
None 0.0 0.0 11.1 18.4
o : Other 7.9 4.7 4.8 3.5
No response 12.7 10.5 1.9 4.7
N=63 N=342 P< 0.036

This table presents data from teachers and principals in almost
‘ all of the unified schools in rural Alaska, and it reiterates points
[ we hesrd frequently in field interviews.. The climate of unified
schools is far more likely to emphasize preparation for college than
in any of the other school types; and it is far less likely to
emphasize support of Native culture in the curriculum. These schools;:
as indicated, were larger and more diverse ethnically than those in .
any other type. They follow a model of urban education. .The
'~ . difference in responses of principals and teachers to aspects of
school climete suggests a pattern less likely to .be found in smaller
rural schools. ‘ - : 4
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% _ Unified School Outcomes

Achievement

“Academic performance in unified schools appeaged to be better
than among the other types of rural school systems. In elementary
grades, students were achieving at the average of two grades above
level in two of the schools, and near grade level in the other sites.
However, achievement of high school students was less good, at least
two grades below level in three schools; and we heard several comments

" {n each school community to the effect that some high school graduates

could not read or write. . . |

Student Adaptation and Retention

Absenteeism, dropout, and vandalism rates were higher in unified
schopls than in any other type. Aggregate data and responses from the

. principal survey indicated that absenteeism rates were an average of 3

percent higher. Some 45 percent of unified schools had instances of
vandalism compared to 24 percent of all other rural schools.

Absenteeism was & particular concern of teachers and

administrators in all schools. The very high rates-——a dally average
of 10 percent in two of the school sites we visited-—-had prompted the
administrators and teachers of one school to establish a nqw policy on
absenteeism, which suspended students after ten unexcused absences.
Dropouts were a serious groblem in one of the sample sites. In that
géite, the data were sdspect (irn that stpdents vho lefr school
frequently attended schopl elsewhere). Vandalism instances were

common »

In fact, the entirp quality of student behavior in unified
schools was different fr that in the other -types we have studied.
Discipline problems were serious in three of the four schools and
caused frustration to teachars.. Questions on student - behavior in a
Native majority school elicited ~this passionate response from a
teacher: . :

- _
- pisciplining of children is nonexistent. 1f people come along.

and expect high school decorum they don't get it. They get the
full range of verbal denunciation--cursing, ill-concealed threats
to physical welfare. . Nobody anywhere who can shut it off.

Out of 40 high school students there are abait six who would be

truants in any other system. In fact, they would be in detention

cells. Two or three would be psychiatric cases....

- This teacher went on te remark how shocked he was at the "very‘frank -

gross discussion of sex" which occurred oppnly in classrooms in
defiance of authority. Regular mentions were made of problems with
sbusive langusge, and disruptive behavior that were attributed

variously to the prevalence of drugs and alcohol in the community, .

lack of parental influence ovex teenagers, and lack of discipline in

the schools. §
| i v 187
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Behavior problems occurrad in all of the Southeagt Alaska
schools. These are the most urban of Alaska's rural schools, with the
closest connections to influences from the contiguous-48 states. The
problems appeared ‘to be exceptional in thqupnteit of rural Alaska

education, but of course seem relatively mild when compared to urban

school scenarios. There appeared to be no close relationship between
problems of this nature and the unified type of control.

Community Perceptions , .-—- - »

We consider below the responses of coumunitj residents to school

- actors in unified sphools. .

-

Table P1. Community Attitudes Toward School Actors (Unified)

District Board

...does what most parents want b 30.0 35.0

Talk to regional board member often '
(once a monthlor more) S -~ 60.0 7.5 °

. ...tries to do something about problems 60.0° - 7.5

Superintendent . < ~

...keeps region informed- about local school problems 51.3 33.3
.. .d0es what most parents want ) 35.9 28.2

...tries to do something about problems in the school 37.5 2.5

Talk to superintendent often (once a month or more) 53.7 17.1

. | - . N=46

(There. were no responses to questions on the lecal boaté, given the
absence of ASBs or other school advisory committees in all of the
unified sites.) R ' B '

L]

_Comparing these data to responses of residents in other rural
school communities, we note .one large and two small areas of
difference. Residents of unified school communities were far more

‘ Y ' ’
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School Acto ‘ \; 2 agree Z disagree
: . el ‘ L)

Principal | ‘ L
...1is doing a good job : 59.1 6.8
...keeps peopie informed about the ool 58.1 23.3
...does what #ost parents want : o 41.9 9.3
...tries to do something ebout- problems in the.school 75.6 0.0
Telk to the principal often (once a month or more) 43.2 15.9
Teachers - _
...are doing a good job- . 36.4 11.4
...are very concerned about children 29.5 - .15.9
...try to do something about problems in the school 56.1 X9
Talk to teachers often (once a month or more) 40.9 4.5
Teachers take a part in community activities 37.8 53.3
...visit teachers in their homes often : ’

(once a month or more) : : " 13,6 . 31.8
Teachers visit my home often (once a month or mote) 18.6 - 34.9

[N
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dissatisfied with teachers in their schools. Teachers, they said, are
not -doing a good job and are mot concerned about children. In only
one of the evaluation areas, "doing something about problems in the
school,” did a majority of the® redpondents evaluate teachers highly.
The chief area of criticism, however, relafed to lack of integration

in the community. Nearly two-thirds of the respondents felt teaéhers
did not take part in community activities. 7

¢ * Comparing across system typéag-we noted slight differences in
evaluations concerning the district school board "and superintendent.
The perceptions of residents in unified school communities was that
boards and administrators were not doing what parents wanted and not
keeping parents informed about.coqditibns in the school,—

We also had information on community peréeptions with respect‘to
subject areas taught in the school system. :

Table 22. ' Community Perceptions of School Programs (Unified)

Subject Area ‘ - Good Not Very Good

Teaching of math ‘ 53.5 - 11.6
Teaching of reading’ 32.6 27.9
fﬁaching of Native culture and langusge 19.0 14.5
/Training children for lives in communit: . 26.8 39.0
: / Training children for lives outside com=unity 25.6 34.9

/i ' Comparing these data with responses of residents in all other
rural schools, we noted significant differences in four of five areas.
Only in the evaluation area of math prcgrars were community residents

; complimentary. Given the absence of a formal curriculum in Native

language and culture at most unified schocls,uée would not expect &
favorable community evaluation. The reraining areas of progran
evaluation are different, however. Unified school teachers and

' ‘ administrators are more likely to emphasize college preparatory work .

than staff in other rural school systeXs, and college implies a life

_ outside the copmunity. Cowmunity residents were not of the opinion

that these programs were successful. ' v

The final measure reviewed generai satisfaction and -

ﬁissatisfsctions of residents ‘with school and school/community
conditions: : : . -
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Table 23. Community Perceg;ions'of School and Community Conditions

' (Inified)

Community Perqeptions of.,.

School calendar and schedule fit local needs

School is used for local activities

School has a good program in Native language
and culture S .

Academic program is goodﬁ.‘j

Teachers try to help the sghbol and community -

Parents support school and take part in school
activities ) '

Principal/superintendent help meet locel goals

School board helps to meet local goals
Studentg try hard to do their best in school

Three areas of differencet stand out

65.2
63.0

[
O = on
[ ]
ot L3 e

[N R -
~Nmro e

"~ w

. % agree X disagree -

4.3
13.0

43.5
15.2
15.2
41.3

~in these community
evaluations. First, evaluations of academic program are significently
less possitive. Second, evaluations of teachers are far more negative
-in unified schools. Third, both parents and students were thought to

* be part.of the problem, in the view of community residents.

These data are of limjited validity; We have & small number of
respondents from unified schools (and, presently, no syste=atic data

from other communities having unified schools).

agreement across different sources of  data.

influence from the structure of schooling seems to be associated with

Yet there 1& an

Removing & level oI

generally happier attitudes toward disfrict boards and staffs. The
discontent in unified achools focuses largely on teachers, who have
more influence in this type of system than in any other in rural
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N CHAPTER 8. MIXED CONTROL IN RURAL ALASKA SCHOOLS

. . % - . : . . . -
- In one-third of rural Alaska's schools, the questions of amount -

and distr\b::ion of control over school operations are unsettled. In

some of thése schools, there appears to be a. vacuum of " influence; in

others, the school 1s 8 pressure cooker, absorbing influences from the

community, district office and broader region. In most of the schools

‘ in this type, however, there is some conflict between regional, 1%cal,

and other forces. s

*

. t - co
When we established pure forms of regional and local control on

the basis of ‘p‘rincipals' perceptions of influence in 1981, we found - :
: that nearly WKalf of Itlaska's rural schools. fell into the residual /
® category of "mixed” control. The second stage samplihg process
' expanded the number of regionally and locally controlled schools,
-leaving 36 percent in the mixed category. Seven of our 28 field
. sites were drawn from this type. : ’

’ Because the type describes compet%on and conflict for control
® 4 over s&hooling, initially there appeared \to be limits to our ability
i  to generalize from the seven brief case studies. Yet, we found it
easy to go beyond the unique configurations of actors and events in
each of the seven cases and we have stated dimensions that appear to

apply within the domain of mixed schools. '

® ' ‘ The case studies individually and collectively also informed us
of major problems in the implementation of decentralization. In
several of the cases, conflict could be traced to.an area of ambiguity
in law or contradiction between the multiple objectives, of th
decentralization movement. In this respect, analysis of the mix
control type provides our best commentary on implementation problems
® : in state educational policy.

. Our approach to description of the cases of mixed control varies

from that we adopted in Chapters 5-7. Because we are analyzing

* administrative and political conflict and competition, we will attempt .

- to assess the contributors to that condition ‘in each case and define ,

(] the chief areas. The chapter concludes with brief summaries of data ' '

: e . from all schools in the mixed type regarding climate of expectations
+ and school outcomes. o o ' :

Local Pressures in Regionalized Systems
._. . The first category of analysis includes two »field sites that are :
examples of local pressures. in regionalized systems. One.of these
sites was in a REAA district that had mostly regionalized schools.
The particular school we visited seemed a good illustration of vacuum

— . » ’ . . .
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of power at the periphery. The second site was from a district we
have not discussed previously, but the situation in that school
strougly resembles one of the field sites in Chapter 5. The school we
visited seemed -a good illustration of conflict at the periphery.

Vacuuﬁ of Power at the Petiphergl

Our first case was a school site in a ‘southwestern Alaska fishing

village. The population of the village was predominantly Native.
Most adults engaged in commercial fishing, and the community was
relatively wealthy by rural Alaska standards. Non-Natives in the
community included the principal teacher of the school and ministers
of & nondenominational™ mission in the village. The chief
characteristic of  this village was its small size: only 45
individuals lived there in 1982 when we made our site visit. With the
exception of school and mission persomnel, all other members of the
community were relatives, comprising two large families. The school
had’ only one teacher who douhled as the local school administrator. A
maintenarnice man completed the staff. A total of seven students
attended this multi-grade elementary school during the .1981-82

- academic year. Although this was the smallest school community of our

sample, it resembled many other single-teacher schools throughout the
state. _

District Forces. The school site was at the periphery of the
REAA district, and could be reached only by charter planee Telephone
communications with. the' district office were poor. District office

policies were implemented through the superintendent directly, the

district headquarters office, or through the area principal. There
were ample opportunities for conflict smong these agencies, but mnone
appeared to have intruded on school affairs. In fact, what -seemed
apparent from the field site visit was the very weak role’ played by
the school district im that school and community.

The district superintendent had visited the school three times in
the preceding year, primarily to talk with villagers about
construction of a mew school building. The principal teacher said she
had . "nothing yto do at all with the regional board."” The area
pringipal visited more often, and His role was that of a facilitator,
in !‘e opinion of the principal teacher. The central office sent out
supplies periodically. Essentially, the village and 1its school
operated in the shadow of districc policy. ,

School Forces. The ‘school teacher had been in the village for a
year and a half, and did not expect to stay beyond the end of the
school year. She was the third tdacher to have served in this
community since it came under REAA ¢
the same pattern of staff- turnover we
generally. However, the prinecipal wa
district office or superintendent.

ted among regionalized schools
not dissatisfied with the

The principal teacher was not particularly aggressive in her
administration of the school.. For example, in discussing how.behavior

. ]
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{nfluence over the school's operatioms..

AT

problems were handled in the scﬁool. she expressed a non-directive

decisional style:

When I. had problems, for eianple, not doing homework, smoking,
I'd go to the parents and say, "What do you :think?" That's how I
handle all of. the decisions here.

Perhaps her lack of aggressivgnesk was a factor 'in reducing pressure
in this school.. A different interpretation, however, ‘is that she did
what she, advised by parents, felt \necessary and the regional system
was loose enough at the periphery that no’ome noticed. '

=

Community Forces. The community)\gave the appearance of general
apathy toward this school. There was no local board or advisory
committee. There did not appear to any substantial local-level
But what- the most influential
resident @M the community had to say\ gave a different slant to
community involvement: .\

- L4

- » .
People don't want to say anything at meptings. We didn't have

enough advisory committee meetings last \year. See, this is a

very small community. If you say something in a meeting yvou may
offand someone. There are really only twp families here. Mine
is the biggest. We're not just a village, we'ge a family.

Indeed, the village was an extended family, and its involvements and
comcerns with the school were manifested in the form of family
politics. Disagreements, problems, and tension were exprepsed through
personal bickering and gessip, which eventually reached the titular
head of the family, He made the decisions, or decided not to decide.

These.-were the contributing factors to the sitdation of influence
at the first field site. There were no conflicts over staffing,
curriculum, finance, calendar, facilities use or other areas of school
operatioms. But there was an incident in the communitv that showed us

. how the control process worked. -

1

The principal teacher of the school complained ofhharassment by

the maintenance man who, in her view, took advantage of his position,

got in her way, and when she restricted his access, began a campaign
to evict her from the village. This situation festered for several
wonths, but it never entered any formal part of the school system.
Finally, the village chief felt he and the community had had enough:

¥

But now tﬁej"come up"hefe and say. it (complain about the.

teacher). I'm just tired of it. People coming up to gossip
about things. That's not the way to do it..... I got to do
something. There's just too much bickering going on here.

At the time of the interview, his decision was gradualiy being formed
to remove both teacher and maintenance man, but to-wait until the end
of the,school year to do this (when the teacher would probably leave

anyway).

- . . ' . . -'161—
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Had this village been:closer to the center of the regionalizpd

v - gystem, the district office would likely have intervened. Were it in

a localized community, the board would have‘a,ddresged the issue and

. acted. In this community, neither event occurred, and in the absence
of influence the situation was left to resolve itself. ) )

® Y

Conflict at the Periphery

The second field site was_ip interior Alaska, a community of
nearly 100 in what might be called a "fly-in" village. Many of the
adults in the community worked at a federal instgllation, and they
were mostly Caucasians—-unlike the majority of the people in the
district who were Natives. The K-12 school had three .teachers and 25
students in 1982; one of the teachers served as principal teacher.
This school community had a history of conflict with the REAA dis-
trict. ’ |

District Forces. The district office and superintendent
resembled in behavior actors in another. district with a regionalized
school (discussed in Chapter 5). The superintendent had been 1in
office nearly 10 years at the time of the field study, and he was a
_strong advocate of the localization of schooling. District policies
and procedures, however, seemed to° contradict the spirit of local
control, insofar as they affected the field site.

The list':‘ of district policies was extensive and, perhaps of

. greater importance, attempts were nmade to implement them to the

N - building-site level, A district wide policy on recruitment placed

T ASBs in an advisogy role only, leaving hiring in the hands of the

superintendent and boatd. A district wide calendar specified common

startipg and ending dates of the school -year. There was a district

wide curriculum in the basics and Native language turriculum. -

. Maintenance was -handled out of the én‘tral office, and construction

.  designs and plans (as well as scheduling) were arranged there as well.

’ The district superintendent, staff, and regional school board

vorked closely together. The board was all Native, which gave it
legitimacy in this interior Native regioh of the state., =

School Forces. The small school staff had been in the site a
number of vears and the rate of turmever was low. \ Faculty were
actively involved in the community, and the school prSLcipal: worked
_closely with the local ASB. School/community‘ relations. were
harmonious.,

b

Community Forces. This site's local advisory board was strong
and active. Members were established individuals in the community who
took an interest in schooling. Board elections were contested
vigorously, and ;‘:art_ic:lp‘at:lon in -elections of .the ASB and in its

‘ meetings was higher than we noted in most parts of rural Alaska.
.  There were divisions on the board during its history, but it was
.- united in its attitude toward the disgrict office and superintendent:
k they, in the opinion of board members), had consistently discriminated

]
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against the school because most of the students ahd the commumity
itself warZ,Cuucasinns in a Native majority regiom. '

« A History of Conflict. Interviews in the field site and district
office revealed several imstances of conflict between district and

local forces,; concerning most areas of school operations. There had
* been two disputks qver staffing in éﬂt school, and these had been

among - the most serious. In the first instance, which occurred four

. years befose the *field site visit, the local ASB had objected to the

sssigoment of a principal .teacher because of - that person's rumored
"loose morals."” The district did not act on community obYections, and
as a result the locdl board and community adults Yeacted. They

initiated”’ an dinvestigation out of Anchorage and Juneau and threatened

to remove their children from the achool until the principal teacher
was removed by the district. The second. imstance developed near the
ie of the site visit, when a teacher who went on leave for a year
was replaced by the district without peérmitting the local board to
intérviev candidates or otherwise ‘- influence the selection ‘process.
The _local board was prepared to do battle against the district again
over- this issue. From the perspective of the local board and parents,
there should have bgen substantial local input into decisionmaking on
the personnel who would serve in the school, and they pointed to
district policy that seemed to permit this. The perspective of the
é¢iscrict, on the other hand, was that there were legal requirements to
be =et. A'&\Etric; staffer said: ‘

The ~ASB 1is not supposed to select the person, rather to
recommend. They often say they do. The principal or principal
teachern has the authority to reject the information. The reason
is that we have gotten into situations where the ASB didn't hire
the most qualified person. When rejectel applicants whp were
"  most qualified took the case to the Human Rights, Commission, the
...  district office lost the case, ‘ '

¢ Th the area of curriculum, the district was then proposing a

" tilingual education program. The local ASB was unanimously opposed to

this action, and almost &ll of the community (with the exception of
the small winority of Natives) supported the board. A third area of
conilict was over school finance. The local board and staff claimed
that the sife's federal program funding (JOM, 1EA) had gone to other
schools in the district. For this reason, vhen the district proposed
cn—-site ‘budgeting, the ASB-was the first board in the district to txy
the novel concept. - ) |

* .
-

A fiyal area of conflict: cancerhéd' school facilities
construction.. Shortly after the REAA district began, . the local board
esked. for an addition to the school, but the district declindd to-

" build facilities. ~~The board then contacted: - the' legislative
representative of that srea, who filed .a capital projects bill om ™

behalf of the commumity. Suddenly, the district found money for the

- corstruction. Four years later, the logal board wanted to. add a
" gywnasium to the school, and was turned again by the district.
" Vhen community members started to build the gym on their ownm, funding

was found for this additionm. f .
\ ‘ . .
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Had this school site been closer to the center of the
regionalized system, the district office might have been more likely
to share authority with the local board, or at least accede more
readily to its requests. (Altermatively, the local board might have

A been less successful id bucking district actioms than it was.) In a

‘ localized community, there would have been few conflicts. In this

T community, location at the periphery of the system increased oppor-
tunities for conflict. L g I :

A

Regional Pressures in Localized Systems

The second category of analysis includes four field sites that
are examples of regional pressures in localized systems. All four
sites we visited were in REAA districts that had mostly localized
schools. The particular sites were illustrations of local teusion
with the district office, and community/school conflict . and
competition. ' ' .

Local Tension over Regional Policy
~—"

Two fleld sites were in a western Alaska REAA district that
prided itself on its implementation of local control. The region is
one of the most trgditional, Yupik-speaking Native regions of the
state. The majority Native population was primarily dependent on
subsistence hunting and fishing and government transfer payments for

its existence. One of the sites was a high school with under 100

students and a staff of nine, including ‘the principal. The other site
was a much smaller schodl, having under 50 students and a husband/wife
teaching .team. : . " ‘

" District Forces. The superintendent of this district described
it as a "confederation rather than as a centralized school distriot.”
, But there was tension in the district office between that view and- the
.’ s perception of a district staffer that "we've given more attention to
the ASBs here than anywhere I've worked. We may have gone too far in

° administration and the school board, which was inéreasing its
influence. And on the board-itself, conflict had developed between
the district's largest schools and population concentration af the
.regional center and the villages. Thus, the policy signals sent to
_local schools, partiqglarly the two we visited in 1982, were mixed.

-

. School Forces. Both schools were pleasant working environments,
. and had a;tta%§fd good staff who enjoyed teaching in the Native
q.cq#munities. ere weye few problems of alcoholism in the very

traditional villages, and the social institutions of church and family
¢ system socialized village youth to respect authority. Teachers did

".*-, not .méntion behavior problems we noted in larger amd ethnically.

transitignal dreas. In faet, the communities seemed to.be magnets for

‘“\\<; dedicated teachers.’

Commhniﬁf Fdrces. "ASBs in both- communities were relatively
_ strong and closely connected to principal and principal teacher of the
~, schools. "Thése ASBs Wwere less tightly connected to the traditional
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council (or IﬁAb) of the villages, which contributed to some diffusion
of power. Said a teacher in the larger community:

The pcﬁﬁol board has their. slice. If they want something they
usually  get 4it. The district office has a. lot.
(principal) goes to the ASB in the village. He's very adept at
getting input. No one’ person has a cormer on the market around
her. ' :

The teacher neglected to mention comwmunity adults vho were satisfied
with the school programs, and thought that teachers vere dedicated and,
local administrators listened to them and helped them -achieve
community goals. | -

. Tensions over Personnel and Corriculum. Relations between local
ASBs, school staff, and the district office could not be described as
conflictual, but they were tense. Ambiguity surrounded the district®s
implementation of personnel and curriculum policies. District office
personnel actions had agitated locdl boards and community members.

The perception of local sdministrators was that they were not

involved in the staff selection process and that local ASBs had input
only at the time of the initial interview with job candidates. Said
the principal, "Many of us are gone during the summer when the hiring
is done, s® it probably comes down to few teaching principals or
central administration staff.” o

[

Moreover, the district’'s policy of rotating}teachérs from school
school, -and woving local administrators without community

involvement in the decision, angered administrators and residents. In
one cace that occurred two years before our site visit, the district
office had planned to transfer a principal. He recounted the édvent:

We heard on the radio that a certified principal had been
mandated for (field site). 1 went to see the village
leaders. - They had a meeting and 60 or 70 people turned out.
They were supporting my staying here and éontinuing to be
princdpal.

The district office perépective was that ASBs in some villages of

the district had too much power, far more than the regional board had
delegated to them. ASB pressures, in.the opinion of the district
office staff, caused administrative problems and insecurity among

rs. The district Jlost control over administrators whose.

communities and ASBs wanted them to stay. And in those villages where
‘administrators or teachers were unwanted by ASBs, the district was
forced to reassign staff, who felt insecure about their positions (and
blamed the district). . - :

The school principal of the site nicely summarized the tensions

that ambiguity in. district policy (and development of localized
schools in the district) had brought about: ' ‘
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I have an unofficial perception that my own concept of my jgb is
more in line with the regiomal ‘school board's concept than with
the district office. I feel I should make more than a ome or two
year commitment, that 1t's incumbent upon me: to learn the values
and the language of the community. I think that the district
office wants to move people in and out of the communities.
.h;:PY?) The district may have an educational concern about
udents having' the same teacher four or five years in a row.
They may think that a student's education would be more well-
rounded if they had more than one teacher. They may alsc have a
social concern. The teachers actually become members of . the
compunity in which they live if they stay there a long time. The
result is that you may have a personnel problem if you wi to

discharge or move a teacher that's been in the community long

time.

The issue concerned more than personnel matters. It in#olved the
power of the Native community ‘to determine who would teach in the

" schools and influence the values of village youth.

-

Curriculum in both sites was an issue of some controversy. One
teacher pointed out the center/periphery aspects of the problem by
saying that the district tried to give village schools the same
curriculum used in the regional center, where high schools were at a
different level and language skills were dissimilar. Parents of
school children joined teachers in feeling that use of the centralized

curriculum was inappropriate for their community:

At this time, no, we don't have materials in Yupik. We want our
children taught in our own language, instead of from _ (the
regional center). The people are working onm Yupik (language
materials). We tried to go through the district. but they said
they could not do it.

Yeither of these two sites had exploded in conflict over problems

between village schooling sand the district office and board. However,

there was competition for influence over the staffing of schools and

» curriculum, and some tension because of ambiguity that could be traced

to the way the district office (and board) was implementing
decentralization. ’ '

Community Conflict over the Local School

The third field site was in northern Alaska. It, too, was at the
periphery of the school district. The community was a Native majority
one, din the Inupiat Eskimo region, but social change had been rapid in
the community and thé old ways were dying “fast. About- 100 students
attended the elementary and secondary schools in the village. The

_combined staff of eleven was hcaded by 2 principal.

District Fbrces. This district also had policies advocating
local control of village schools, and they varied from actions that

had the effect of centralizing school practice on a district-wide
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basis. - The school district board and administration were caught
. _between a Native revivalist movement, spearheaded by the - regional
e e ANCSA corporation and nonprofit associatiom, and supporters of the
status quo, including the region's legislative representatives in the
state capital. Regional policy had thus followed a zigzag course; but
at the time of our site visit, it appeared to infringe on village
school autonomy. Also, in this district’ the superintendent left -
office during the study period, largely as a result of erosion in his
) . support on the board w?ose complexion changed in an election. '

School Forces. Pressures focused on the school from both
district and community, and the local schaol had internal conflicts of

its own. The principal was roundly ,disliked. by teachers: h
administered the school poorly, evaluated staff subjectively, and had
o ’ poor relations with community residents. Teachers complained that
' they had 1little influence over, school processes. They were
-h/// manipulated by the district office "and principal, and exposed to an
increasingly negative climate toward teachers in the village.
‘Finally, staff infighting had reduced camaraderie amnd the mutual

support with which‘tensioys and pressures might have been meliorated.

" Communitv Forces. A widely shared perception of teachers and
some community members was that the ASB was too weak., - Said ome
teacher: ’ : '

. The district is trying to get more power to villagers so they can
@ run their own schools, but the people don't understand how to
work within the svstem. People in the village look to the school
as a source of jobs, not of education for their children.

The community was indeed divided, and jobs and economic opportunities
were ope part of the problem. This site was one of/the few villages
@ ‘ within the region where non-Natives could own land and businesses.
Several of the teachets owned homes and property in the village; one
gserved on the city council and was vice-mayor of the town. A
ron-Native owned a general store in the village. And, some Caucasians
"cut wood for heating homes, which affected economically the Natives
who depended on sale of firewood for part of their income.

. These economic and political rivalries, called "racisl prejudice”
by several teachers, made unity of community around the school and its
programs impossible.

Conflict over School Operations: In almost every area of school
® operationg, there was. conflict between district and*local actors or
between one set of local actors and another. This appeared to be a
factor causing hostility in the school ‘environment. '

L
: District staffing procedures clashed with preferences of local
" school actors on several occasions. Local ASB members wanted teachers
® } wvith Alaska experience, but often the staff sent to the village were
outsiders. The evdluation process within the district, in the opinion
of several teachers, was biased. One teacler claimed . that the
principal tried to involuntarily transfer him becauZ’ of his ties to.
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12, including the principal.

the commmity. In this case, the ASB supported him, but the district
office followved the superintendent's recommendation until he filed a
grievance,

Conflict over the curriculum was more inténse. The district
changed its curriculum policy during the year of our field study, and

'prepared to institute a bilingual curriculum in English .and Eikimo,

district-wide. ’'Teachers had no input into-the curriculum development
process and claimed that they were ignored in the preparatiom . of
materials to be used in classes.. ASBs .had not been involved fully,
and it appeared that board members supported ‘the existing academic
program. < . o :

&

Other areas-the achool s budget, use of the gym Asehool calen-

dar—-involved different sets of actors in conflict with one another.:

There was little that was not potentially the subject of dispute at
this school. ‘ -

Environmental Pressure on.Community and School

The sixth field site was a road system community in interior

Alaska. .The Native village (Athabascan) coexisted with a _ highway
community of Caucasians, and the village was the site of a federal -
,'1nstallation—-giving the area more economic and social diversity than

sually found in rural Alaska. The village K-12 school sat between
the different communities. It had over 100 students and a staff of

~ . - \ .
District Foxceg. At tﬁ?“&ime of our site visit in 1982, the’

scheol's REA4 district had a relatively strong policy emwphasizing
community control of schools, with a superintendent who implemented

the policy sensitively. Such had not always been the case, however,

and the history of district/local conflictjhhad inf;uenced several
schools in the region._

Until ope vear before the study, the district school board was a
divided ome. . It regularly played out the tensions of this complex
region. Political differenceswbetween comnservative, road system
business dinterests and those who souglit expansion of educatignal
opportunities overlapped with Native/Caucasian conflicts.r Perhaps of

equal importance, the communities °: that were grouped somewhat ¢

artificially ipto the district competed with one another, the
greatest competition bel the centet/peripheral contest of outlying
villages against the region's center city. ) -

School Forces, These regional pressures affected the development
of the village school we visited. Community 1eaders'clatmed it had
been denied resources for years, even though the town's population

was one hal® the -size of the regional center. The school district .

declined to construct teacher: housing, and this influenced the ability
of the sqhool to hold staff over the years. The district assigned no
principal to the school, and neglected it. Thif affected school

morale and student behayior.A The federa? 1nstalla fon rotated to the

P L
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site enployeen without fanilies. largely because of poor .school

conditiens ) e

R

Community Forces. A combination of forces from the school,

district office, and community reversed this situation, and

. reconstructed the school in the late 1970s. . The district office

appointed a full-time principal. who directed attention to marrying
interests of disparate community groups. A group of young Native
women mobilized opinion in supporg: of the school. Teachers in the
school unified and, with the school’ administrator and Native leader{.
decided: . _ ' ‘
’ c o :
to stop fighting gthe regional center). We didm't ignére
them or oppose them; we just began to develop pride in our
school. Then, we got alyng with the district much better, and we
started to get things.

An important action was the successful attempt by local _and
district forces to change the staffing policy of the federal
installation, so that employees with families would l1l3ve in the
community. . When families arrived, the adults were involvdd in school
activities and governmance, and urged to tske positions on <the local
ASB. The federal employees became the glue joining Native community
leaders and Caucasian highway residents. -

At the time of our site visit, the ASB represented Natives and
Caucasians (including federal employees). It worked closely with
teachers and principals, and was consulted regularly by the regional
staff and board. In the year of our visit, the' community elected an
influential Native to the regional board, a person committed to
reducing regional and ethnic hostilities in the district as a whole.

Sharirg of Influence. .One approach to this site's expetience of
school development would be to emphasize the confliet between several
sets of actors and forces. Our site visit convinced us, however, that
this was not the process at work. In examining areas of school

operations, we  found cooperative exchanges and sharing of influence

across the range of school actors. For example, the system used to
sclect staff was based on a district policy emphasizing local

participation, implemented through a staff selection committee on
which the community was represented. There was a regional office’

practice of deferring to the judgment of teachers, principal, and ASB

members from the community. Teachers participated primarily in:

curriculum development and student affairs, but they brought new ideas
to the local board in other areas, and were in contact with the

district office concerning educational programs. The joint JOM/IEA -
committee was composed of the most influential Natives in the -
community. It brought proposals to the local ASB and planned -

activities--such . ‘as student trips. - awards, tutoring
assistance—-together with teachers and the principal, with a conscious
eye. to avoiding the development of divisive programs in the school.

The school was then planning the construction of a new addition, and

deliberations on its design involved teachers, the principal, local
ASB, Qnd other comnunity membets., )

-
3
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" An incident that occurred in the community during the site visit
{1lustrated tbe cooperative aﬁﬁo"ach to school government that had
been developed. Ome ASB member issulted a teacher in a community bar,
and the words ("she can't teach, drunk or sober™) spread instantly o
throughout’ this\ small community. Within a dey, an emergency meeting o
of the ASB was held where—in the presence of the concerned teacher,
' fellow board yerg, the principal, and a district staffer—the board
member apologized. The manifest concern was to avoid shattering the
fragile spirit of community that had been developed through the C
« - school. : ) ' ]

*

Competition for Influencé assthe Center

. : - d . . ‘
Previous cases speak to the major issues in the type of comtrol
we have called "mixed"—competition, cooperation and conflict in
school communities ranging around the periphery of territoriallv large L )
. ~ schodl districts. The last case represented an entirely different
situation of mixed control--competition between district office and
local school at the same geographical site. This case resembled in
important respects the structural tension between principals and
. - superintendents of unified school districts.

. T . .
. The seventh field site was also on the road system. The schozl\/

- district was predominantly Caucasian, and most adults had jobs in *

federal installations, state offices or schools, or private

enterprises. The Native population of the district did not exceed 10

percent of total enrollment. The distinctive aspect of this site was

thet it was located adfacent to the district headquarters. The site E @

itself was a K-12 school, with nearly 200 students and almost twenty '

staff, including the school principal. Only the geographic expanse of

the district and the small size of all schools outside the region's

central city justified including it in the -rural school category. ’ .

. District Forces. VWithin the first year of its establishment, ®

, this REAA district was one” of the most divided in the state. Three

- recall elections were held, and the board was - divided along the
north/south lines shaping the district. Instability on the board was
matched by mobility of superintendents, and a general deterioration of

‘merale throughout'the,system’s schools. ' \

The incumbent superintendent was hi/red into this conflict, and he
immediately set about restructuring the pattern of regionel alliances
and sectional loyalties. An early act was to move the headquarters of-
the district to the center of the district, as one means of unifying
forces. : . : :

. ! . ; ) : b .
The district office relocation was followet} by a change in the
‘structure of power affecting . the- distfict's #4schools.  Thes
- superintendent persuaded the board tosdecenttalize purchasing, student :
\‘» affairs, and a small amount of budgetgxy ‘authority to local ASBs, «
. while recentralizing ‘curri;Eulm developpent to the district office. : '.

The approach this superintendent took and the process he used to

implement it are worth deseribing in detail:

*
L]
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Four years ago we had serious problems with band uniforms. At
ard meetings, there yas incredible fighting over uniforms. The

7. board S:s split 4-3, vhich reflected the split in communities....

o - Then, I took over tHe curriculum. I told the ASBs and the

district board that the district needed a unified curriculum and

the schobls needed to ghare resources in this area. At the fame

time, I divied up 1 percent of the district budget and handed it

~y . | to. the ASB s on a per pupil basis, calling it a’ ASB discre-
tionary fund.... - -

They could spend it on wbatever' they wanted but had to use it
largely for instructional purposes. They needed the principal
- and head of the CSC to sign off on it.... . This cut the business
of . the distriect board by about 60 percent. Now the uniform
¢ ' business goes to the ASB and the re {onal board doesn't deal with
this issue. If the ASB comes t{n the regional board with a
request, the board listems; but if individual comes, the board
will not listen. This change has made people happy.

oo A That this process worked in reducing tension was recorded in .
9 comments we heard throughout the district. The regional division of
o the board continued, but its discussions were in the more abstract
realms of district curricular policy, grievance policy, andt{% like.
, . The highly symbolic and emotional matters, such as student trips and
2 athletic contests, which occupied much board attention elsewhere in
the state, did not trouble this district board. S v
The superintendent believed that his policy, ahd that of thd
district, endecrsed local control, but he regarded himself to be as
much a local as a regiomal actor affecting schools:
. . , b
: I try to treat ASB§ as é;y wn board, but also try to get
e . principals to act as the superintendent to their ASBs. Working
. with conmittees needs a lot of groundwork.... I believe in local"
. 1 control &nd am willing to give on everything that I couldn't
|, appear to give on. We operate as much ‘through the ASBs a8
' i through the regional board...." 1 attend all the ASB meetings I
can. - :

‘'The effect of this - interpretation of local ‘control in the
district, however, was to create ambiguity concerning the operatioms
of the local school. ) '
. 3 _ :
: .School Forces. Tﬁe school staff at the site was not a united
[ Y _ one. The principal was new to the job at the time of our site visits, , .
and his relatively heavy-handed actions had antagonized teachers and
' others. For example, to show teachers that he was boss he moved the
teachers' loufige to thé rear of the building, cestralized  student
activities accounting in his office, and conducted staff wmeetings
. separately with elementary and secondary teachers, thereby dividing
'.‘ " their influence. He also sought appointment of his wife to the school
staff. ' L '

ke
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Communigy Forces. The three-member. ASB'functioned regularly in
this school community, end it represented indivisiuals strongly
concerned with the school. ASB members tended to feel, however, that
the board was being manipulated by administrators. As oge board

‘member commented: "The ASB is strictly advisory now, the superinten-

dent and principal made them think ‘they have power, but they don't.”

The community in vhich the site was located had distinct groups

and factions. Federal employees squared off against employees of ong.

large private concern. . Both were irnterested in what the ASB did, and

_vere generally supportive of it (albeit occasionally critical) o

N 8 ¢ .
Conflict Avoidance and Compewition .

The situation of school and district at the tisge of our study was
one of ,potential comflict. The principal and superintendent were
rivals who used the local and regional boards as arenas to play out

‘disagreements.

Staffing was an issue area in which‘bompetition occurred‘withAut

conflict. When the principal so§ﬁht to hire his wife, the
superintendent could have disapproved ‘the request outright. ‘Instead,

he asked the principal to gain concurrence of the ASB, and this body

declined tc approve. However;}the process botheted board members.
Said one: ' ' 4
So many people are turned off. I walked off ir anger, I didm't
know what to do. This is where the politics comes in. I was

bothered about how the job position was done ané felt as though I.

were a pawn in someone else's game.
There was the appearance of local board.influence in hiring of support
staff, but the chief controller was the superintendent, “with the
principal having lesser influence. ) ‘

i
|

In another ~area, facilities construction, the supér'ntendent

.revealed a different-patterm of influence. He had failed to, ask the

legislature for sufficient money to complete an energy conversion
project, and it stbod unused near the school., His approach, hqwever,
was to admit the mistake and seek to inv lve” ge board where poshible:
, , o
When 1 make a mistake, I say so and doi't cover up. That's been
important. You don't have to win them all, ard everyone knows
you're not perfect. I want to lose 10 percent of the time.
People need to feel that the board is in charge. You must give
leadership to the board and staff. You must lose a few to the

staff. :

This superintendent's sophisticated style of operation made the
question of distribution of influence over school operations moot
indeed. He\ and others could point to the appearance of participation
end influende of logal &nd regional boards, teachers, and local school
sdministratods. , All - had & . chance to be involved and to appear
influential.” The superintendent was the chief competitor for each of

4

-172- ' BN

@
' B



Sl

\

the other school actors, depending on the issue. Yet his style was to
avoid confrontations with political rivals and avoid comflict by
playing regional forces against local ones and professionals against
professionals. And he was successful, as he did not hesitate to
admit, because of the dynaf}c view he took of power:

I'm in the ‘business of politics, t education. This is a
political world. My strength, to the extent I have it,” is
nothing but politics. Hy-strenﬁth is totally derived from the
board and the: people. The successful school superintendent is a
successful politiciamn. But there is po single model. Look at
the variety of types .of successful politicians th?re,are. ‘

. Certainly, there was no single successful model to-control of the
school systems included in our mixed type. The seven field sites,
however, appeared to define three contrdl dimensions that extend
beyond the regional/local -dichotomy we Hhave explored: The first
involves Tannenbaum's caution regarding the}amount of control: school
organization ranges from a vacuum of jcontrol to the ‘tomplete
absorption of all pressures and forces.. The southwestern Alaska
school site where family politics operated| suggests one end of this
continuum, and the second and fifth field |sites represent the other
end. '

A second control dimension, and élso the most prevalent one, was
territorial conflict between center/peripheral interests. All but the
last of our field sites demonstrated aspects of this continuum.

The third and perhaps the_ﬁost interesting control pattern was
presented in the last two cases--cooperation and competition, without
the appearance-of conflict. : '

_ Unfortunately, we did not ask questions on our survey instruments
that would enable us to test the extent of these dimensioms within the
mixed type. In the interests of consistency, however, we present
belovw information on the climate of expectations in mixed schools and
outcomes associated.with this type.

Climate of Expectations

Perceptions of local administrators in mixéd schools in 1981
differed slightly from those of respondents of other types with
respect to college attendance. . .

" Attitudes toward the afhievement and learning climate of the
school are more relevant to .Znalysis of the mixed type, and there were
differences among types as seen below.

175



]

Table 24. Principals' Perceptions of School Achievenent (Hixed).
: ; ‘ A : _

Evaluation ' Mixed Other
Better than averdg;/among the best 23.0 " 39,4,
About average . . 24.8 30.%
‘Below average/inferior . ' 52,2 " 30.6
R S N=79 N=170

P < 0,0000
~

Similar findings were notéd for each of the climate variables.

.A greater proportion Sf‘brincipals in mixed schools took negative
views of the school climate than in any other-.type. Moreover, in most
cases the relationship between type of school and climate variable
remained significant after controlling for school size and ethnicity.
The strongest associations, however, applied within small and large
schools, and those with Caucasian majorities or both Caucasian and
Native students. |

The climate of expectations in schools is linked to instructiongim.

roles and orientations of teachers and administrators. However, when
we compared the attitudes of teachers and principals of mixed schools
to all other rural schools regarding their most and least important
roles, we found few gignificant differences. (7;

Mixed S$Chool Outcomes

Student Achievement and.Adgptation

The;thst data we collected, and information gleaned in field si}e

interviews, presented contrasting evidence on student achievement in

mixed schools. Test scores of one of the schools were near the top of
all rural schools in the state., Scores of another were three grade

Jlevels below the norm in elemertary school and a gr further behind
in secondary work. There was no patterning f @Wata on student
achievement that seemed' related to the type. ata on absenteeisn,

dropouts, and vandalism also showed no significant differences from
all other rural schools. ) . .

~~es
»

Community Perceptions . e

The community survey contained responses from residents in places
with mixed schools, which are presented-below: '

'R
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'rable 25. Community Attitudes Toward School Actors (Mixed) .
r S . 0 \

Schaol Act,ors % agree X disagree

@ .
Local Board . : .
...1s doing a goqd job ' 42.9 @ 7.1
” ...does what most parents want _ 50.0 21.4
...tries to do something about problems 85.7 , 0.0
-‘ Talk to local board members often (once a month/more) 46.4° '14.3‘ :
Principal - | i
.is doing a good job ' 55.3 10.5
...keeps pecple informed about problems in the school 84.2 # 1.9
...does what most psrents want- 65.7 . 5.7
. ... tries to.do something about problems in the school 86.8 < 0.0
L ’ Talk to principal often (once a month/more) 59.5 5.4
' ‘ ! 3
Téachers
B .are doing a good job ‘ ' 50.0 7.1
...are very concerned about children in the school 45.5 0.0
® ...tries to do something about problems in the school 70.4 0.0
' TalkA to teachers often {once a month/more) 51.9 14.8
" ...take part in community activities 58.8 .20.6
i Visit teachers at their home ) 25.0 16.7
.. Teachers visit me at my home . 16.2 18.9
" . Regional Board - . ) .- -
. ..helps local board : . 56\8 . 37.8
...does what most parents want . 30.6 22,2
Talk to regional board members often - '
(once a month/more) 8.3 47.2
, : .tries to do something about problems in the school 63.9 0.0
e " Superintendent ‘ g T
..helps local board : - 59.5 0.0
. keeps region informed about local. © 47.2 8.3
.does what most parents want : 36.0 - 2.8
.tries to do something¢about problems in the school .57.1 0.0
® Talk to superintendent about school often 11.1 58.3
. : : - ISR ¢ N=38
\ A
, Comparing these data wit.h o ponses of r_es:ldeats in all other:
. rural schools, we noted few differences in galumons of Jlocal.
: boards, principals, and .teachers.| However, evalwations®of residents
7Y . in mixed school communities were s goificantly more positive regarding
the regional board and superintepdent. The most favorable attitudes
concerned the attempts of régional boards and superintendents to “do
something about problems in the schaol " :
Opinions of community residents in mixed school resembled those

e - of residents in all other rural schools: .

» - *
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Table 26. 'Gomquni;y-Perceptions‘of School Programs (Mixed) *

¢

Subject Area o . | Good Not Very Good
Teaching of Math : 45.9 - 5.4
Teaching of Reading | 40.5 8.1 |
Teaching of Natiwe culture & language 27.8 36.1
Training childrén for lives in community 24,3 - 18.9

10.8

Training children for lives outside community 24.3

In none of these areas was there ,a significant difference between
attitudes of parents in mixed school communities and othex' school
communities. ' , v

The final measure reviewed ' general satisfaction and
dissatisfactions of residents with school and school/community
conditions: , ' .

Table 27. Community Perceptions of School and Coﬁnunity Conditions

(Mixed) . :

Community Perceptions of... ' _ 2 agree % cisagree
School calendar and schedule fit local needs 65.8 " 2.6
School is u for local activities 71.1 0.0
School has a g )rogram in,Native language ' .

" & culture ~ . 26.3 54,7
Academic program is good , 44.7 5.3
Teachers try to help the school and community 63.2 . 5.3

Parents support school & take part im school

activities. 42.1 23.7°
Principal/superintendent help meet local goals 34.2 . 2.6
School board helps to meet local gpoals , 55.3 5.3
Students try hard to do their bes:t in school ' 39.5 15.8

Comparing these opinions with responses of residents iIn other
rural schools, we . roted little variance. There was pgreater
gatisfaction with the.amount of community use of the school facility.
And there was less satisfaction fth nation programs. Alsd, there
were significantly more favorable . attitudes toward edministrators.

‘This latter difference relates tangentihlly'to field'gitelobservations

of cooperative patterns of school politics in some comhmunities.

. For several reasons, the survey data we _collected do mnot
{1luminate very well the dynamics of action within-mixed schools. Our
focus has been on‘lbcalized and regionalized schools, and questions to
administrators, teachers, and community rebidents were directed at
this dimension of influence. In one respect, however, the community
survey 'responses point in the same direction as do cormerts from
respondénts in school sites: where the amount and distribution of
control ‘over schooling are unsettled, attitudes toward both bczrds and
administrators are favorable. N

v
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T . Rural Alaska is America's largest rura} area and perhaps the most

.. complex, There .is extreme variety in ‘land forms and climate,
"distribution of 'natural resources, and @Sst important, people. A
. . majority*of those who.live in rural’ Alaska ‘are Indians, Eskimos, and
Aleuts,“and these Alaska Natives ‘are distinctive from Caucasians and
urban Americans’ generally in. their social and cultural orjentations
. and values. ' - :

<
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'\ The pe‘oplé’of ruralj Alasks have been few in number since Western
institutionis became established in the late 19th and early 20th
" centuries, afid they have lived in small villages isolated from urban

- tendency on -the part of governments was to develop centralized modes
of service delivery. The largest service provider in rural areas,

¥ s _ even after’ Alaskd statehood im 1959, was the federal goveranment, .and

v . . . its programs were directed Yrom Washington, D.C. As t‘he territorial

administration developed, and as stale government ewpanded (and found

* revende sources) to assume greater responsibility for rural areas, the
“ .cenitralized model of service délivery was followed. ’ ‘

- Centralization -of services and governmment programs was part of
what Some have galled in retrospect a cycle of dependency in rural "

T Alaska places. . The organizational means to escape developed slowly
‘.._ wnd in response to. national pressured and forces——the U.S, civil
rights movement and the fedéral -War on Poverty, which brought change',
to rural ‘Alaska’ in ‘the 1960s. The movement™. for ~Native
self~-determination began in the micddle of this decade,  bsped on
regional associations of Natives whd' sought resolution of their land
_ - claims against the federal government. -These groups- fedgrated on a
'y : statewide basis and, Dith the discovery of oil and gas at:Prudhoe Bay.
’ in 1968 (on land claimed by Natrives), they soon developed wupport for

- . centers. For these reasons as well as for considerations of cost, the .

-

- Congressional - lution of the issug, enacted in the Alaska Native

N Claims Settlemnt Act (ANCSA) of 1971. This act gave land ‘and ‘money , -

to 12 mnew regional economic corporationg and nearly 200 village
* . corporations, thus bringing wealth gnd poweg to rural regions of the

including tensioms ,and conflict, beg‘wéen_ the. state, its regioms, and

e state. ANCSA set the:stage for broad-based-change in rural society,
Y local jcopmunities. . ST L e

Federa} and state _sérvices for rural Alaskans,, howévé.v.:.' remained
- . . " tentralized, which frustrated: goals for Native self-determination.

'. ' *  After. ANCSA, . attention shifted to social - conditions, "in‘cluding" .

-  education, in rural greds of the state. At this . time, natienal
:* ; ' attention’vas directed at decentraligation of government services and

. f"g::mﬁlnigyﬂ control, and Several u.s. 'cii_:ied vere conductiny‘gxpenim_e.nts A
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in the decentralization of municipal service. bureauc'w;acieé, with the
idea of, bringing ¢ontrol "closer to the people.”

. More attention was devoted éo educational centralization in rural
Alaska than td any other govermnment Service after the' passage of

ANCSA, for education was the most visible service performed in rursl
areas.and the most prevalent. The ‘problems in rural schooling--that
rural ‘students did not leave school with the same abilities in
reading, wrifing, gpd computation as did their urban peers,’ and that
education was not -relevant to. the cultural distinctiveness or . social
conditions of rural places--became agsociated with centralization of
education agencies--hoth the federal BIA‘school system and the Alaska
State Operated School System. - /

In response to what’ might be called the second phase of the

Native  self-determination movement, the "Alaska state legislature
de‘ceptralized the state-~controlled rural sehool system in . 1975.
Contemporaneously, the - federal government decentralized
administratively theé operation of BIA 'schools. These state and
federal policy choices were primarily a political- response to Native
demands for local contybl, They were based onm thq hypothesis that

* rural community comtrol™of. education znd direct involvement in the

schooling process would satisfy the shlf-determination demands pressed
3y Natjve leaders. A ninor theme was the improvement of rural
schooling. The national literature on educational ‘organization and
change, although based on urban case studies, encouraged -the belief
what students and parents would beccme adapted go the "schooling
process, if it were subjett to their centrol,”and this would enhance
achievement. o ) ~ ) -
r ' . » . ~

Our résearch objective was to study the implementation of these

organizational changes in rural Macka education. The broad questions

. we asked were: What patterns of control emerged &fter

*jecentralization of rural ‘schools occurred ° the mid-1970s? What
factors gnd conditions were responsible for e development of these
"pam;

pattern of control? ‘. .

We bega,'n by su.x“\;eyiﬁg local school administrators in all ruyal

places in 1981. Baged ‘on their responses and other statewlde data, ve
formu}ated four types of educational cortrol: ’

,l‘. "Localized" coqcrol--séhdois in which most operatiens werve:

determined by “a principal or'pri{\c}pal teacher, in. dollaboration with

a local educational “committegs-or school board. Twenty percent. of

rural Alaska schools fell into this category. .

- 2. "Regionalf:ed",controlé-sphools in which’ most/ operations were
determined by, the district superintendent, in- collaboragion with his.

office staff and a regional school boexd. Twenty .percemt of Yural ,
o ~ A ..

Alaska schools were of this type.

-~ ~
t

r 1 . : . . R ,
3. "Unified" control--gmall school districts having between one

s, - .o

_Vhat processes and outcomes vere  associated with each

and thr'eg "gchools at ‘one geographical locagion, in”which ‘pperatibons

.,*‘
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vere controlled by both school and district office factors, Fifteen
percent of rural Alaska schools fell fhto this category.

4, ")éxed" cantrol--schools 1in which there. was =a vacdum of
influence,/ those in whose operatioms most actors wvere involved, and

schools Ahat were mid-range between local afd regional forms of

control Thirty-six percent of rural Alaska schools were of this
last, broad type. = -

We then drew a 10 percent sample of rural scéhools, and selected

' 28 *schools: for more intensified, field analysis. Schools were

selected randomly in xough proportion to the nmumber in each type.
During the 1981-82 school year, we conhducted spudies in each field
site, interviewing key participants in school governance. .

LI

Comparison of Patterns of Control

We found signiflcant differences smong the three, relatively pure

tvpes of control (regionalized, localized, and unified schools)_vitq.

respect to their social and political conditions, school governance
processes, and their associated outcomes. '

" Social and Politicai Conditions

- -

Environmental Influences. Each of the districts with
regionalized schools in our sample had opportunities for incorporation

of the regional social  and political environment into district ',

operatfons and tho%i of local schools. In all. sample sites but one,
however, the: district office was essentiall¥: insulated from regional
and local pressures. TFew regional social and pelitical pressures
penetrated into the schools. : ,

There was tongiderable cultural vg;iation'aCross the schools and

fieﬁg_sites that wére localized. In these school communities, the '
environrent wag represented on _the board, and it influenced

loca
sharply the directiom of schooling. Hiring gf perSonnel_and'aspeEts

of the school curriculum--for example, Nathve culture: and language

courses, and emphasis on basic academic instruction--were susceptible .

to board control. ,

Unified schools stood mid-way between regionalized and localized
gites in regard to the enactment of environment. Incorporation of
environmental forces was more likely in small than large communities,

and :1t was potentially more disruptivé of school operations. 1In the
* larger _schools, operation of school programs was relat{yely

autonomous. -
> "

Administrative St;ff Relationéhips. One‘ unique n&ministratiie

. characteristic of regiomslized schools was the use in dMstrict offices .~
" of an arca principalship, which imposed an intermediate level between

school principals or principal teachers) and the district

superdintendent. A second charscteristic of regionalized . schools was

the prevalence of -persopalistic styles = of administration by

superintendents..- Thelir relationships with ~members of the\dig}ricu
. hutan i s . A
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~staff-—principals, principal teachera. d some teachers--were:
\ ~primarily dyadic, and the set of these Telationships -composed a
district cliemtage network. The system ¢f administration was very .
sensitive. to issues of political territoriality, but administrative ®
« coupling was quite loose. Individual classrooms in this system were no
more tightly "linked to the district office than were localized sites,
. because consistent regulations did not pervade the system. We found a
N high degree of stability in these district offices and high rates of
turnover at the local level, related to personalism and/or uncertainty
in the relationships between local administrators, teachers, and the ) ®
district office. Teachers objected strongly to this system in most of '
the field sites, and complained that they did not know what district
\policy was. However, teachers felt they were in charge of the
classroom and supported by the local community. ' :

Localized schools, on the othgr hend, tended to be within school -
districts in which_the superintendent believed strongly inmn local
control and in whicﬁ\aissrict policy ‘supported it. The administrative ¢
system of localized schools was® mnarked by looser coupling of
school-level actors. to the district office and staff, and a far ‘ .
stronger coupling of actors at the loca? level. ' Turnover of district ®
superintendents and school board members was high. At the 1local ~:t_ t
level, however, principals and principal teacher turnover was t

e, relativelv low. Teachers of localized schools had greatér .opportunity
for participation in administrative processes and made fewer
complaints about the district office.

Unified schools. ware most strongly influenced by superintendents.
\ We found within these systems a pattern of personalism resembling that
\ of regionalized schools, but turnover was.very high—-making the effect -
‘ \ of _stvle Tess Trelevant. School boards tended to defer ' to
quperintendents, too. Teachers, more numerous in the larger schocls
of the unified type, were organized collectively, and they were the .
nost stable force within the schools. This type best represenzed Ehe
médel of professicnal control of schooling

.School fCommunity Rela:gons. In none of the regionalized schools
was there a cepter of influence that competed with the gistrict school
board, district office, or superintendent. In several districts, ®
community school committees had been gliminated when that became
possible in 1979, In those districts retaining local boaxgs. we found

_ that their powers were carefully circumscribed. Local advisory boards
(ASBs) were weak and‘inactive in most of these school sites, and there-
‘f\\ was a high degree of community apathy and disinterest concerning the
. school., We attributed this to several factors. lack of preparation S @
v ' for work on local educational committees, lack of pover of the commit- ‘
& tees, and lack of” social {n:egration, in - the ‘communities. The T
éi’ " relationships of actors in regionally ccntrolled schools were those of
R both conflict and avoidance. Conflict, when it occurred, did not’ take
: place in institut #¥nal settings, and its effe‘fs were very disruptive. -

‘Local boards and advisory cormittees in localized schools; on,the
other hand, were strong, stable, and well-connected to the soyrces of
influence in the commynity. Participation in board, meetings and’
. " o - . . N )
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educational affairs appeared to be omewhat greater than in
regionalized schools, but this depended - issues to an .extent. Of
equal importance was the role played by Xthe pri‘cipal or principal
teacher in localized school communities. Princ pals of localized
schools appeared to be involved in a double process of interpretationm.
They - had develcped, an understanding of community goals and
expectations, and they took these to be their central charge. They

- then interpreted the world of instructional norms and practices and

the school programs in terms of community expectations. Secondly,
they interpreted and defended this result fo district office

. personnel, including the superintendent and the regional board, for

the purpose of protecting the autonomy of their community schools.
Another factor also appeared to be present--the feelingAgf cou;ygéty
residents that the principal could iInfluence the districd sta nd
superintendent, which motivated them to express their desires to the
principal. Thus, the principal teacher had an understanding .of
community expectations based on productive wrelations with the
community. In most cases, localization of control was the product of
community boards and principals.  Their relationships ' were
characterized by openness, sup rt for local cultural wvalues, the
principal's non-aggressive style of schiool management, and his-
apolitical role in the community which led to acceptance and trust by
the community. . : .
Finally, in unified schools, diétrict-school boards tended to be
relativelv weak, and they failed to represent impqr;ant groups in the,
communities, particularly Natives when they were a minority. Ngne of
the unified sites had building-level PTAs. The .larger size of
communities, however, made possible someé special interest group
influences. . - i * B

-

School Governance Processes

L]

Regionalized schools were subjett to policy implemented from the
district offdce. Stsffinégaof schools, ‘including selection of
principal, teachers, and in some cases even support staff, did not
involve systematic local {npu;. District-wide curricula were in
effect in most of the schools, end thers was opposition to this from
some’ community members. However, .it did not appear to Be the case
that school programs and classroom "instruction were directed in a
lock-step fashion from the district office. The local school budget
was centrally determined, as were school construction matters.
Limited involvement in school governance processes_ sqpmed to descyibe
the situation of principals,. teachers. and cotmmunity méhbers in these
school sites. They perceived that Opportunities for ‘participation
wvere artificial, such as serying on° essentially cosmetic advisory
comnittees. - _y . e

District policy had an impact on localized sqhooda too. but toer

-was evidence of substantially greater participation in critical sch

routines. Local boards and. principals often interviewed candfdates
for teaching positions, -and. they were irhortant forces in the .
evaluation of school personnel. Local boards and administrators were
autonomous ' in their selection of . echool support staff / Curricular .

- . B »
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Ny policy was subject to school site influences, and tﬁlre.tendéd to be
great .variation in the types of programs available in localized

. schools. Some ekphasized Native culture. and language courses, but
there were 'also standard academic programs in many of these schools.

A recent trend we observed was the lessened concern' for bilingual

. < _education programs, especially in Native majority schools. Most
localized schools had a collection of course topics or’ asis areas.

4n local arts,. crafts, and economic activity. Each of the localized
schools had an gmount of discxetiondry revenue that the board and
administrator could use ‘without <district office buperviaig&, In
adapting school calendars, designing new -addi®ions ®r school
buildings, and determining comnffiity use of the school, local boards

. and administrators were most influential. " “

In unified schools, professional control, ﬁesg described the
condition of local school operations. Higher-level staff were subject
to board influence,’ but principals and teachers were hired by
. superinténdents. .The curriculum was influenced by teachers, as was
the school calendar. Superintendents had most influence ovexr the
school budget. The eater degree of teachers' influence was related 'S
to the gredter number of teachers in unified schools and their longer
", tenure in the -schools. However, the school programs did not..

{

S incorporate 1lccal values or interests.

S

’“SchonlAélimagg and Outcomes
SR - 3
- Most™ o the measures we used toO assess, school outcomes were not
.rigorous. Yet there “was agreement , across dgka collected with
/ differen? wmeasures, which gives us sotk confidence in 'tt_xem. They
@ .showed significarit differences -across types in 2veral areas.” _

.t [N - . PO i
- Administrators in regionalized schoods were somewhat moge.likely J
to expect tha: students would attend college than those in locali
-gc¢hools. They™had more positive attitudes regarding, the clfmate of\-
teaching anc "leayning of their schools than did administrators in any
.. oter type of schools (with the exception of several areas of
\ administrators of upified schools). Ethnicity an school sige
. confounded these relationships to an extent, but did-not erase them.
Behaﬁ;jEF problems at regionalized séchools were few, and rates of
absenteeism,’ dropouts, and vandalism were relatively low (which is"g
general cornt dn in most rural schools). Parénts and community
) © .."members thought the quality. of teaching math. and reading in . these
- . scools was goed, byt they were generally dissatisfiéd with education’
.+ ,spetific to the community. The chief area of diss sfaction was the
- '~ Native culturerand language programs, which were 1 s,;ikély*to_be a’

part of the sthbol prograg. S

. The ‘climste of expe‘tatidns;bf,loqa}ized-schnols. as reppri d by
. administrators and teachers, was 'less positive regarding’ colNege
attendance an¢ school dchievement than in regionalized school, and .'
senlors went on ,to college.® Partly . this was atfributable to th
larger number of small, Native majority .schools in this type than.i

the others. Stucents seemed adapted to‘these scheols, though, and [the .
absenteeism rates wete the lowest of any type of rural ‘school) ick
. * ) b ' f *
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3 reflected on the positive atmosphere of, the schobl in the comunity.
)s;udem: behavior problems were also few at localized schools. Pareants
and community adults were particularly satisfied with Native culture

@ . and language programs at the localized schools. What surprised us was
that they were also much more likely to think the "academic program is . *
good” than were residents of - regionalized ‘school# communities. Our
field research did not find .evidence, tRat localized school programs -
were intrinsiczlly better, and perhaps this perception ,of parentt Mg -
attributahle to their graa:,er involyement and participation in school

¢ . operations. ) ‘ ',

Administrators of wunified schools were the most positive.

regarding the likelihood of college attendance by school youth; they
also tended to evaluate the schéol's achievement and learning -
envirpnment highly. Significantly, teachers in unified schools were

® , of tha oppcsite opinion. School actors were far more likely to

‘ émphasize college preparation as an important role and less likelf to
emphasize training in Aocal culture. But, these {ifferences are
largeg tjl “consequence of ethrlicity (more’ unified sehdols had

k \r Caucaddan than ¥ative m‘ajorities) Absenteeism, dropout and vandalism
9. . rates were higher in’ tnified schools than in any other type. The
i - unified ‘school .tvpe also stood out from all other schools studied in -
) the relatively high level of instances. of behavior probkems--ajtohal

and drug preblems, ude of abusive language, and in one of the sites, a
physical attack on a teacher. .Thesg. behavior differences, hewever,
veres more related to the size 6P the. schoolp and their essentially
. . urban” character than to the. type. Community(residents were generally‘

‘ " discatisfied with school programs (except .‘R)r"math), "and they were
stronglv dissatisfied with tecacher ‘performance and integration with
the community. Ccmmunity attitudes 1in general were not strongly

pportive of educetion.

-

A . . .

® . ‘ We have yeviewed three different 'ways of organizing_ rural
o - JSchoole, twd of which developed. following decentralization of
- ‘ education in 1976. In each of the types there was ,a, different
~ relationshi; between the environmment of the school community and the .
school itself, ard the manner of lncorﬁoration (or lack thereof) seems
. - strongly Telated to the style of *school leadership and the'relations .
® - among schoal actors at the building-level and within the school . *
district., Local school operations varied across the three types, and
. in only one ¥“as there professibpal contyol. . Finally, adaptation to .
_ the school &nd satisfactipn with 1t varied.  Our measures of -

LA .satisfaction were not rigorous, but they suggest that the standing of *
. school programs and actors, in the o“nimf of parents and community _ -
® - adults, 1s ascocidted with the type®of control over thatschool.

Until ongoins longitudinal research is conpleted, howeVer, it is not
po#sible to establish the adssociation between the different types of

e control and student olitcomes. t ’ _ T
. Py . R
p - . : o -Inp‘Iicat:lons : .

\ , Finding s of surveys we condu ted and . fron our fi 1d. studies
C raised questions for future. resea%:l orgaﬁizat;onal eontrol in

. \. !' . , . L3 _- . .' . . . ~ . ‘.[~ . . -, .: ] .' N ) . " - o
g o . ' Ll N . -]83~ 185 . ‘ Nt 5. _*.

L o« " . . . » Y . . 4 .



.
. R i .
. .
T - .
R Y .
- » .

. rural Alaska education and in rural areas of the contiguous. 48 states.
W ~ These concern the locus.of control of schools, the amount of control,
state policymaking and implementation of organizational change in .
education, and public support for different types of control in i ) ®

schools. . : | - - N

The Focus of Control in Rural Educationm-
h ‘ - -

Our primary focus has been on - the locelizationm- of control: Ve " .
defined this as a community board and local administrator . working ‘. ®
together to develop school programs and determine school routimes. .

Such localized schools are only one-fourth of the total number of :
. rural schools fn “Alaska, Wit they axe the ultimate goal of the :
~ decentralization movement. Our field studies suggested that .
localization of control was  dependent on several conditions,
including: oo A .

\ Uide @ btable lbqa’]{_a‘dﬁiﬁiéﬁrator who shares influence with the
: ot - ‘. school: board, has & positive orientation toward the local - .
P - " ‘community, and a respety for community values; A
" ——  local boards or committees that represent major community

. © interePrs, including factionms; -. *

-~ sthbility (low t_:ur’novet:s on the local board; . f
e ‘ - -- a district "supeﬁntendent who personally supports the. S
' ideology of local‘'controlj o
-~ district policy specifying substantive, functional areas of
school government in which local boards ‘and administrators -

[ 3

have;decidi_n.g. influence; - » . : : .

~- district-level comnunicsftion.processes that are copen.

. . o . :

& . . - ) : ”
The impact of these factors remains to be tested through longitudinal
field research. . : S :

- ~

“ -

L

The Amount of Corftrol. in Rural Educatiom .

Slightly over one-third of the rural schools in Alaska had
"mixed" _forms of control. ~ Initially, these schools were mot
emphasized ¥#n our research plan, with the exception of reference to
.-" . the argumentation of Tannenbaum.regarding amount of control. . Field .
studies. in these sites indicated several dimensfons of cbatrol and 3
: ., aspeéts of. the Iinfluence 'process that requl further study. The
< . first of these was measurement of variation in ‘the amount of contfol
in loosely coupled systems,. and in particular the impact “that a .
- ” schodl's absorptidg of all available pressures -and forces has on that .
school's operations ‘wnd outcomes. In the sites we visited with such :
_conditions, there was a far greater degree of teacher, ‘administratoy, - ®
. .b and community dissatisfaction that seemed to be associated with higher :
. turnover rates at the.sch6dl. This seemed likely over time to have an
+ "adverse impact on student adfptation to the school and achievement.

'./f - - $
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The regional/local dimensiom of -analysis concernms levels 1in
school system organizatiom, but many of our field sites demonstrated
important problems related to territorial control at one level:
{nterests of schools at the fringe competed with those of the center,
particularly regarding curricular materials used in schools.
Center/periphery .relationships and conflicts are particularly
troublesome in large states, such as Alaska, and they affect other

. areas of government service delivery--for example, road service, .

health care delivery, and:police and fire services. This dimension
concerns both amount and locus of comntrol. Center~based service
agencies are subject to a greater amount of influence than those at
the periphery, and they are also likely to have greater influence over
operations of the system as a whole. Thus, regionalAlpocal tension
influences and is influenced by center/periphery comnflict. However,
we are likely to see this clearly only when decentralization policies

.are applied in geographically vast areas.

—~

Finally, our focus on regional/local conflict has deemphasized
competition between actors at the same level and across .levels that
does not result in conflict--where there is, a strategy of conflict
avgidance or a pattern of cooperatiof and competition.’ '

H

" State Policymakipg and Organizational Change .

™

Throughout this study we have observed that the way in which
school dgcentralization was _planned = (through legislation) and
implemented had a major impact on the types of control patterns that
developed. ~Problems with the legislation included: -

: ——  ambiguity regarding: . ' ,

- the' gbjectives of decentralization (which were multiple),
the level to which decentrdlization was to occur (the role
of community -boards), arnd the primary responsible agent or
bodv for implementing this vaseﬂgjgﬁﬁ{;ational change;

- lack of time for the cgreful construction of whatr were
entirely new sqfool districts; : ) '

- lack of participation by rural residents, including study of
their views systematically, that would influence the design

.~ of the new system and the regulations developed to put it

" into effect. A ' .

Implementation problems includé;:
-~ lack ofegﬁrt!'se in the state administration and within
districts to both establish new school systems and plan new
" schools and programs;

- lack of training of administ%atorsﬂand teachers carried over
from the centralized system; ' :

P 187 *
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3 -~ legislative iniftention: the legislature failed to exercise
l' - its role as the (nsenbly of .the unorganized borough and

monitor school digtrict and péhool operations;

~- insufficient training and preparation, at the community
level, regarding powers and responsibilities of local
boards; » . .

—  lack of an evaluation procedure, or any means of determining
whether districts and schools were performing adequately;

~- lack of state suﬁport in development of curriculum’

materials, facilities design and comstruction to assist new
school district§ in rural Alaska.

Citizen Partic;pation and Patterns of Control :

Our measures pointed out variation in populat reactions and
responses to schools, districts, school actors, and programs, based‘on
the type of school. These responses seemed related to different
degrees of involvement and paxticipation in thé scheoling process.
Systematic research is now being undertaken on the interaction of
participation opportunities and processes and differert control
systems. ~ Included are analyses of the implementation of community
participation policies (both district- and local- level), and the
relationship between different degrees of community participatior and
educational outcomes under different situations of §0ﬂtrol

-186~
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APPENDIX

DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY -~ -

~

Qur strategy for data .colleition was multi-operational. Iﬁ

included survey research, field research, and nonreactive methods.

Survey Research

We administered three.statewide surveys during the project, and
two additional statewide surveys, launched in 1983 for a different
project, produced data available for our use. The subjects of survey
research covered the ragge of school actors: pripcipals, teachers,

superintendents, regional school board members, ahd local advisory -

board or committee members. Also, during *eld rk we surveyed
opinions of community residents. '

(.
1. The Principal Survev'Cﬂ9811

The first survey was designed to provide essential baseline data
on local school operations from the persons we thought mest
Knowledgeable. The questionnaire had sections on school calendar and
daily school schedule, community use of the school facility, the
school's social environment and climate of expectations, school

governance, school personnel and student data, and ‘questions on the

principal's background. We pretested it with educational researchers,
rural school principals and teachers, and rural district

. superintendents. Approximately 30 individuals helped us perfect the

instrument by reviewdng it.

Our respondents were all rural Alaska building principals, drawn
from the state DOE's ‘edu'catisn directory. In those cases where a
community had two or more school sites, we called the district office
to determine if administration were consolidated, and if it were we
surveyed only one lfincipal. Our initial universe was the 315
principals and pripncfpal teachers of elementary and  secondary rural
schools statewide, excluding only prinEipals in the urban districts of
Anchorage, Fairbanks, -and Juneau, and the urban boroughs of Kenai,
Ketchikan, Kodiak, Matanuska-Susitna. . We later increased the unjiverse

by including peripheral schools more rural than urban in Alaska's

boroughs, ‘and eliminated some large communities. The fingl universe
totalled 326 principals.

We beganradmin.istution of the survey ih March 1981. The ﬁroce_ss'
of ‘administration followed the techniques recommended -by Dillmen in -
his Mail and Telephone Surveys: The Total Design Method (New York:

Johrt Wiley & Soms, 1978). We sent each principal a questionnaire and

an individualized cover letter that explained the purpgses ,of our

.
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study and requested assistance., As an ‘incentive to complete the
questionnaire, we offered each primcipal.d free book for the school
library, to be selected from a list of twelve- studies on rural Algska g
published recently. ' : A | . @

Before we wrote principals, we notified superintendents of all
roral school districts that we would be administering a survey,-and we
_asked for their comments on the design of the study. At the time ‘of
administration, we wrote each district superintendent again. We sent
a copy of the survey and asked for their support-and essistance.

Two weeks after .the first mailing, we sent all principals a
follow-up post card, thanking the respondents and asking those who had .
ot returned surveys to complete and return them. -Then, one month
after our first mailing, we sent non-respondents a second copy of the ,
. . survey wit& an individualized letter. *. . ®
-7 My mid-May we had received : responses from 83 percent of the
principals in our universe of schools. We then telephoned those
schools from which “we had not heard, end asked administrators to
complete surveys. In those cases where respondents seemed unwilling
¢ to complete the survey, we asked them to answer all survey questions
except the scaled items over the phone. ' .

”

This effort further stimulated mail respenses from 5 percent of
- the schools in the universe, aad we conducted telephone interviews
with & percent of all administrators. Our total final rate of : '.
response was 96 percent. The schools Zfxcm which. we lack survey data
include three which we added to the study aftex discovering they had
been omitted from the state educaticnal directory or because on
reflection they seemed more rural than “urban. ‘The remaining
non-respondents included one -refusal and eight principals vhom we were
not able to contact--either beczuse. schoois had closed or because the B ®
telephone svstem in that tommunity was not operative. We gttribute
this very high rate of respcnse to the careful =pplication of
techiiques,xecommended in the Diliman study, 'use of an incentive, and
our persistent follow-though. We coded the surveys using a standard
shecking procedure; and then added to coding sheets data collected
from other sources; (described below). : -0t @

-
-

2. The Teacher Survey (1982) { T

We developed this survey to collect data from all-rural schools o
that would refleet the perspective of teachers. The idea was ‘that .

data from teachers. would balance. information obtained from the’ ‘ @
principal survey and help establish the statewide context in vhich our .

field interviews with teachers would be interpreted. . N '

The instrument was prepared in consultation with education
researchers, school administrators and teachers with experience i
rural Alaska education. It contained the same scales ' of items on Y
school social climate and school governance ve. had"usM the '
principal survey. - In. addition, we asked ' questiops about
teacher-community rélations, teachers' use of instmctionsl practices,
. ] [\ / ) o 0 ml ". . . . 3 . . N
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4. The Community_SurQey (1982);

. N :
. " ) . : &, .
background information omn teachers; and & long set of items on teacher
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with school and community conditioms.
Drafts of this questiomnaire were circulated to a large number: of
reviewvers for comments, and we pretested it with approkximately 25
teachers of rural schools before we launched the survey. '

-

We selected randomiy one teacher in each rural school, basgd on’

the ‘listipg of teachers in the 1982 educational directory. We
employed two methods of administering the survey. For those schools

- {ncluded in our field research sample, we distriduted the survey to

teachers personally and ‘collected the completed survey from them.
There wege no refusals. ' - a.

For 'the 292~rural,schodls not in;luéed in the field research
sample, we administered the teacher  survey via the mail. The
procedure we used followed exactly that of the principals' survey, to

" wit: mailing the survey and a return gnvelope with an individual

letter to each respondent; a follow-up post card; a second mgiling to
non-respondents one month after the initial request; and 'a thfrd
mailing two months after the first to the 46 teachers who had not yet
responded. Telephone cdlls to teachers produced responses which
pusbed the response rate up to 96 percent.

Of the 13 teachers who did not respopd to the teachers survey,
two refused .outright, two individuals had left teaching positions. in
mid-year; four had left school for the .summer by the time telephone
contact was made; and five teachers premised to respond but did not.

., We developed a codebook from the survey, and checked coder
reliability, particularly on open-enced questionms, through standard
procedures. ' We also added to this data file information on the
school--the teacher turnover rate, and the size and- ethnicity of the
school student population. : :

-

3. The Superintendent Survev (1982).

L

L

For the 15 school districts in our sample of schools, we had
extensive “interviews with district superintendents, ‘covering most
topic areas of the principal 'and teacher surveys. We expanded our

" pool of knowledge on superintendents by administering a third survey
in early 1982. Then in summer 1982, wye interviewed superintendents of

large rural districts not part of our sample’: We-adopted no follow-up

measures because of the press of other research, but this _effort
yielded a respopse rate,of two-thirds of all ruﬁfl school superin-
_tendents. '’ . _ :

-

i

. . . ) . . . . | .
¢ As 'part of our field instruments, we included a ‘survey of

perceptions of residents of the community (who vere not employees of
the school or board members)., The purpose was to establish. a

community frame of reference toward schoolirf, by asking questions .
systematically. « This survey included questions-. on respondents’

perceptions of principals, superintendents, teachers, regjonal and

-t e
AN

i

e 191 o

i

A

. ‘ 7 . .
. ¢ .
- 13
. ‘ .
" ‘ - . . .
. v, o BN

-

RO L

Wil



9

Y S r
_ | " local board .x‘gembers, re'sponde’nts"evalu'ations of school and community

programs, and questions concerning ssatisfaction .or dissatisfaction X

wvith the school and_school-community relations. ) . N P ,

) @

L We pretested this survey in our two pretest sites in late 1981,

" and administered it in each sample .site to between seven ‘and- 15
adults. We 'did not “select respondents ‘randomly, for this procedure
could not be accomplished during very brief 94sits to the field sites. .
Thus, our sample of respondents ‘wes . one of convenience. A total of _ o
223 surveys were distributéd and completed during the field work state . @
of the proJect (there were nc refusals). :

]
cr

L

5. Resurvey of Principals and Teachers (1983)

. . . a ¢
Survey and field research indicated several argas of questions , ;

that might be important to our study. These questions fitted directly " ®
in & relatpd reseagch proiect on "The Impact of Citizen Participation
in Rural Alaska Education,” funded by the Alaska Council on Science”
and Technology (}CST). (Investigators ‘for this project are McBeath, .
Shepro, and Sttong.) Thus, in early 1983 we ‘returned to .principals
and teachers gquestioned in 1981 and 1982, asking a shoré¢ 1list of e

- questions - on indicators of professionalism, »responsiveness, and ‘ @
involvemenf in community. activities. To the present, 72 ‘percent of '
these original respondents have "completed ‘surveys, and preliminary- ‘

* analyses of sevedal items are included in the report. ]

- " 6. - School Board Survey (1983) - - L. . v °
A central concern cf the ACST. project is board member | '
perceptions, roles and activities, and te measude ' these we Ct
administered another mail survey in March 1983. Qur universe included o
all regional schpol board members and a sample.of ope local board or .
parent committee member for each rural community. Questions focused R -
on bogrd members' perceptioms of influeénce over schooling, commonity Lo - @
satisfaction, baseline information on board hember recruifment andl e

¢

, - traiping, and respondents' perceptions. of organizational relatlonships
in their communities. . . ' o
> Again, we followed the proce‘duré outlined by Dillman, used an
incentive, and have been sersistent. Response rate to the present is .
61 percent, ‘Some of yﬁe date have. influenced the interpretations in ) B
\ the report. - ST . o ; T
Y "In shdrt, over a three 'year period we have. administered five
statewide surveys ofi rural school actoss Sand one survey to residents
.  in semple gites). These s&tudies were done at different points in
time, and this edmits the possibility of some bias into the regults, -
g:vlen the relatively high turnover .rate among ‘school actors and -the .
- changing kaleidoscope of forces in rural Alaska society. Compensating .
for this source of error is .the development of some longisudinality . “
through the resurvey of ‘educators. : ‘

: . . ‘. S A
/' In ‘:6!:31,, our . surveys have reached wover 1,600 different “
- *'individuals inv_blvgﬂd in local school oppt_ations.ana polities——xoughly . ' 3
| . » ’ . L . A . . . » ] | \..
- S e 1920 e
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_ "and in early Degember 1981, took the instruments inte two field sites’

'\ . - . » . ) - . - ¢ -
“ . e : -
10 peréent of all professional “personngl and lay board members in -
rural Aigska. More important than this success in reaching numbers .of.
individuals has been the quality of, the data we have received. Item
response rate exceeds 90 percent, and our invitation to respondents to - -
‘cover the margins of surveys with comments has been responded to ' .
enthusiastically.. : '

®

o . Field Research = C )

Y

t

Objectives of ‘{feld research were to assess the: degree and range ‘
‘in actual impler ion of different control types in rural Alaska DR
school operatioms; examine the relationship between type of .control :
and district Yicy ‘(including .- duperintindent's style,
board/superintendenf relations, such as’ delegation of authority, and .«

.staff/board orientations to organizational change) to ascertain the

relationship betweeg different types of control and ‘selected student
outcome measures; & d to exanine the intervening influence of schdol
social climate among other factors. :

. -~

M N
‘ . - ) . -

Instruments ‘ ) S

-

, .We developed intérview schedules- for principals, district staff e
.members (including superintendents),. and board members. These were '

essentially ocutlinfes that covered topic areas, .aml served as. stdmull
tos questions asked by interviewers imn the field setting. The topic
Sreas included: the gctor's action and influence on school operations -
in the areas of hiring-all relevant schoplyactors, tchool calendar,
curriculur, #€inance, facilities, mainterance, student. achievement and e
behavior; role conflict andconsensus; administrative/board relations,
school/adrinistration relations and politics, local/regional and
regfonal/state relations and politicd board meetings and elections;
communications and evaluatisns of local eontrolh

: T . . . &

-

Pretesting ' ' L,

.

. v ’ * . ) .
. We circulated the pacrage of instruments (including draftg of .the
‘teacher and community surveys) to educatdonal actors and researchers,

for pretests. One of the sites was. a scheol in westermw Alaska with a .
majority Native enrollment.. The second site was a school on the
Alaska .road system, -with a majority Caucasian enrollment. .In both -

sites, instruUments were used with district superintendents and other* B
members of the district staff; school principels; school teachers; all
members of the local school-cogmitteeé‘anﬁ availgble members of the
regional schoolrboard; and several adults in thg commmitfies who were’
not ‘formally affiliated/ with the -school system: A total lof 40
individualg were contacted in the two fdeld.sites. | S
We also recelved detzfled responses to the instruments from tem
educational ’researchers in the state, includingu;mmbers-of the Alaska
‘Native Education Association, state Department of Education, school
superintendents’ who have : advised, us (but vhose districts are not
included in the sample), and upiversity faculty, involved in rural
teacher éducation. : . ' | - .
L A ; y . ‘ .
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‘airplane, ¢pr commercial aircraft. . -

'.-. ’ ‘ .:‘. e 7

learned. First, we developed a ‘'short interview foy teachers,

We then revised the field. instruments based on vhat we had

concerning matters of school governance and processes, relatfons with . -

boards, ‘comfunity, and school administration. Second, we sgortened
the Jength of the cogmumity Survey and simplified the language level.
Third, we loosehed the structure of the interview guide for school
administrators, and added several dreas omitted in thedraft. ‘

N -

. *&eld Work.: " From December 1981 through May 1982, three of‘us
(McDiarmid, Shepro, and McBeathYconducted brief field visits to .each

of sthe 28 sample sites and to all district school “heddyuarters of

these schools (requiring 9 additional sitervisits). Our strategy in
each case was to inform the building principal or disttict
superintendent in advance of our visit to the'-site, explaining the
purpgse of/ the study and the ‘nattre of our questions. #&e then

traveled tlo the communities by car, snowmachine, chartered small
; e

We had no Jffficulty developing access into these communfties, or
completing work within them in’a reasonably shoyt period of time.
(Length df visit varied primatily by size of community. It was
possible o finish work in-the tiny' communities in under three days;

we had [in field work were largely unrelated to our vresear

cbjectiveds. They iricluded: in the study ol road system cormmunities,
tenperatyres between -50° and -70° Fahrenheit; in southeast Alaska and
the . Aledtians, »unseascnably heavy »rain, fog, and snowfalls, which
brought ,gpout closure of airports and résulted in unplanned extended
stays in|the cormmunities of nearly ond week; in weste'rn Alaska and the

Bering Straits region, heavy snowfalls and the start of subsistence
cycles ip.sealing. T . ' '
Durling this six-month period, we contactig.ovér'300 individuals,
conductithy informant interviews' .with thel.  Field notes and
- ohservatlions were. prepared into cb@plete'transcripts, wvhich we Efve
used ir fdescribingg the types of schools. ) T J
Inflormant Interviews with Local Government Aetors As pért'gf a
differe ‘project on -local .government organization, policies, and

n reral Alagka, we had the. opportunity to visit ten regional

change 3
of rural Alaska from July through August 1982. These visits

uring site «visits.}, More important, they gave us an

* _ opportunfity’ to expand kﬁowléhge of attitudes and orientations of local

politica influentials—-members, of city &nd borough councils and
staffs, hayots, directors of ApééAvillagé and.reg}pnai corporations,
nonprofi{ assoclations, and traditional village councils. { A tetal of

70 individuals were interviewed (by McBeath) during this period.

In : ary, the field research.stage brought us into contact with
jocal sclool conditions on a first-hand basis. We were able to add

qualitatiye information, "and add body aﬁd‘spirit g?,tﬁe relatively
thin attifudinal and’petceptual data collected in survey research.
’ _A.‘ ) 1:94 ‘ *

-192~ . .

communities ‘requited sometimes a full wdek.) The problemsi

an opportunity to do somé wopping up, meeting school actors

4

-

o



-

-
} ) o

The shortcomings of field rLsearch were three: a yery brief '
_ _ amount of time was spent in each of the sample sites, whidh made it ) -
® ' possible to do 'little more than take a snapshot of s ool conditioms. '
Observation of classroom was K done informally, and’ meetings were
observed only when they coincided with .the times of our visits.
Second, three individuals did field site interviewing, and all were .

: male Caucasians. Thus, there was variation in the interpretation of b J
conditions, but perhaps a' systematic bias in interpretation of ‘.
® encounters with Alaska Natives. Third,- the interview guide directed '
N\ questions, but their format varied. from interviewer to interviewer.
¢ Because the procedure we used’ was not quantitative and lacked -

scientific reliability, it 'was pos_s'ible to aggregate mOSt Tesponses
across all actors iny a site only .for a few  items (regarding
‘ perceptions of influence by actors). It is for these reasond, gthat we
® ) - have limited .us'e of the £field. data to two foms-——-té provide !
inforpation about the operations of processes from key informants, and
*to 1llustrate' patterns. established through survey research on a

statewide bas‘is . : . .
e - B .

v . : -
o . Non-Reactive Measures

. A e - Ko . * -
During our thrée year-study, we collected a variety of existing
data, both statewide and specific to the districts and schools in our

sample. * . . ) -

i

- <

: School Board Minutes : : ‘
‘ . . . . . ’ ' ) \ .
: . ' We. atterpted to collect school board minutes from ‘1976 po” the .
/ ~ present for each rura] district in the state, and’ were successful in )’
. establishing ccmplete files for 22 of 49 districts. Our intent was to
. code these minutes for’ content. régarding such topics as
» superintendent/board conflict, = zttention devoted to staffing,
® ’ curriculum, and finance concerms, community input into school board -
e deliberations, and similar topics.’ ’ '

* . - [
Tnitiallv, we ‘were unsure of the "average yield" of ninutes

regarding the varizbles of our study, and thus we conducted a pretest

.of two yersions of a coding . scheme. The first | version, -1

@ ' . comprehensive survey af participation on each motion,’. report, or
discussion at .a sample of meetings, inditated the - variety gqf

participatien and activity modes’. However, in a latge ynumber of

- cpses—-approaching 50  percent of* the districts—-partigipands wére not

. identified ir. the minutes. The second vergion, an agalysis of topics

. - covered at meetings, was ,less influenced by the differenles ing .
L : reporting practices across the districts, %ut of course_, it produted \f
; little informatign about the behavior of districg gﬁfbol board
, + participhnts. . ' o . ; . y: .
) _ . i ’ o ) ) ,"1 LI ‘e ." '
. * . On the basis of the pretest and evaluation, we desigﬂ&!‘izcdding s 43,*‘.
, scheme that represented - aspects ‘of both topic and pdrticipent ‘ff .
o . . . analvsis, but was weighed more heavily toward ‘the forﬁr“;han the . -‘2"" )
s ' latter. V¥e conducted a reliability test of this instrumefit, %gtgﬂ % “.é,__ '
hides coding independently,  and after repeated reévigiofin~ a R
adjustments of the, coding scheme were able to develop refiab lity near —
I L .7 , . - g
b N -
. . =193- '

] : o 4 o . | ) . 195 . .‘ )Y "‘su



X/_’_s_y,s{:“‘\-‘matifally. At this point, wevdiscontinued further)sttempts at . )
conter nalysis of school board minutes. However, we\ used board ‘ @

-«
L]

Ry

. v
80 percent. But' the effort had told. us somethi;i about the
reliability of minutes and the vast resources needed to {reat minutes

minutes to establish a regiénal pglicy. background for “each of the
school sites in which we did research. We also collected local board
ainutes from each sample site in which they were available. '

L} ° - -
1

State ,and federal records and file data were important additiohs* | :
to our knowledge of rural school conditions. We collected, state
Department of Education Reports on ' enrpllment,. drppouts,. and -
absenteeism, to thd school building level (and from the federal BIA '
for those schools). We computed teacher turnover datd from state

Aggregate Data Lo

records and listings, in the state’s educational directory. We ®
developed information on community income from a variety of sources: . ’
Title I, (low income family) data, Arom the state Department of * »

Education; reveriue sharing data, from the State "Department of »
Community & Regional Affairs;” and welftre fransfer pavment data, from
he state Department of Health and Social Services. We also tabulated
data- on each community regarding its natural regsources. Many of these .
materials were added to our principal survey data file, and were used
as environrental controls in the ‘dnalyses of ghose date.

In each of the school sites and district school Lheadquarters, we
scught’ test scores. We were successful in.cbtaining scores <for 24 of .
the 28 sites, and have used them brieily im the analysis. The) ®
difficulty with use of test scores is that: 1) several different”
tests are used by Alaska school districts, 2; there arer idiosvncracies
in reporting, end 3) the number of students taking tests in rural

sites is sc snall that results are very ‘subiect to error,” Statewide -~

‘. assessment test Tesults are aggregated at- the I%el of geographic | s" ’ |
regions, ard rermit no inter-school or intér-district comparisons. . ®
: £l * ) - i Y
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. : . Principal Teachér - Board Sup't Board
. ’ . . . . .
1. Hiring principals, »
Vo teathers** . 10 - R 8 68 8
g - . i
2. Hiring other school " ) :
personnel « 56 1 18 21 3
e - . . -
3.  Deciding haw school .. . 4 )
budgat will be, spent  ~ 46 3 6 35" " 10
. A . ' :
4. Approving textbooks 7 |
for the school ) 43 ‘27 5 11 1.
Y L c T
5. Deciding gqn school ‘ ] _
calendar ' 21 ¢ 5 S 28 16 13
6. Decidigg on new J .
courses/programs ¢ ; 41 ° 19 A 10 15 12
7. Deciding‘qn acceptable. " . t _
student behavior = 26 18 " 13 3 . 6
"¢, Deciding cn community - X - X :
use of facilities 42, -1’ . 26 13 12
~ A ) . ' : . s ¢ .

-
- ?

. ! - v X
3 1y L3 el

. " ¢ _
Table 28. Rural Principals' Perceptions of the Influepce of)
o Selected Actors* on School Operations

.
¢

o -~ .
]

Local® Dist.

*Students, parentsYcommunitr; and disftict staff are edcluded from
the table, for ir no case did 5 percent more of the principals
regard them as hzving most influerce. For this reason, row :etals do

not equal 100 nercent. ) .

-
-

- #%0Qur mistake was to group principals ang teachers. Data collected
{n field research lead us to suspect that in the opinion of ‘
principals, they are also the most influential participants vin the

recraitment and gyetention of teachers.
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Table 29. Rural Teachers' Perceptioms of~the'1uf1uence of ;,
‘. o Selected-Actors* on School Operatipms

~

. o - - Principal Teachers Board , Sup't Buﬁiﬁr

- »

' 1. "Hiring principal, ' L
- . “teachers** - . 9 - 5 65 -10
- . » 0 ?
) 2. ‘Hiring other school ' ‘/. ' .
personnel ~ _ 46 1 16 26 4
» \\ .o, ' o . =
- 3. Deciding how schéol
DU 7‘ . budget will be spent 45 4 3 30 14
‘. ) ' ' . . ! .
: . Approving textbooks P
! "° for the school : 26 41 2 12 1l
o 5. péciding on school * . . . e
: . calendar - 35 9. 17 - 13 i8
* \ ’ .. . C : ¢ Q
6. Dgtiding on new -
ou:ses/prézrami// -39 ., 21 -5 15 ’ 12
. T Deciding.on acceptable ’ ' . 7 s .
: stucent behavier = 45 + 32 9 3 . b '/(/,«“
- £. Deciding on cqmmunity A lA _
use of facilities 46 [ S22 11 8

- .

- Responses are drawn from the teacher survey, 1982, N=305.
. #Studants, parents/cemmunity, and district’'staff are excluded from the
*.shle. In one functiongl srea (influence over hiring principals and
teachers), ] percent ol the respondent thought. district staff were
ot - wmost influential. In.all other fupctional areas, less than 5 percefit
' of the respondents regarded thase other actors as having most -
influence.’ Because we have excluded ‘them, row totals do notiequal 100
percent. T : ' )

-
. ' ¥

, **Qur mistake was to "group ;nincipals and teachers. Data collected
. in field research lead us to suspect that in the opinion of '
principals, they are also the most influential participants in the

recruitment and retention of teachers, a point on which teachers
. appeared to be in agreement. - . ; -
c :
’ * *
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