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4 FOREWORD ) : ?éxg2 .

-

Thig- evaluation was conducted under contracts with the National
Institute of Education as part of the development work of the Rural
Futures Development (RFD) Strategy. o ‘Additionally,’ resources ohta.med
from the school district through the contract for installation of the
Rural Futures .Davelopment Strategy specified an amount to be used for .
evaluation of the: strategy.: Thes& r@aum were; expended for the fina,;
data collectioh activities which occurred in June of- 1976. . Finally, as
part of their involvement with-'the RFD Strategy the Utah Department of
Education will be conducting an independent evaluaticn of the Site A : ,
installation during the fall of 1976. o . - ' .
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1.2 _'Context of the Evaluetioh S .

. ‘l.a IvTRoDUCTIQN . |

1.1 Purpose of the Repprt and Audxences

The purpose of this evaluatxon report is to deeument the evaluat;on o
activities tha place during the installation of the Rural Education
Program's Rnrali?htures Development (RFD) Strategy in the San Juan ‘
School Districy in southeastern Utah from August 1974 to June 1976.

Audiences for this report include the Rural Education Program (REP), the -
National Institute of Education, the San Jyan School District, end the
Utah State Department of Education. : s - '

T

This report is organized into five sections. The Intreduction
gives a brief orientation. Section two describes the developmental
history of the RFD Strategy and presents a general description of the
strategy. Section three pmev;des the reader with a description of Site -
A and .of strategy events and activities as they occurred there. Section
four outlines the evaluation questions and describes the instrumentation,.
" procedures, and activities employed during the evaluation. Section five
presents and discusses the data collected for strategy refinement and

the results of the survey designed to determine¢ impact on the can?unity.

‘A

1

*

- In Augqust !1974. the.Rnrel Educatien ‘Program began’ wcrking with the
“San Juan School ﬁlstrict (Site A). to implement the Rural Futures
- Pevelopment. Strategy, a process designed,to help niral communities and
school systems improve local learning opportunities.. For the district,
‘this strategy installation provided an oppertunity to increase local ‘
community_participatlon in educational decision making. For the REP
‘Site A offered an ‘opportunity- £or continued strategy development and
refinement. Site A was to be the setting within which the first’ tryout

. of 'the multiple components of the integrated RFD Strategy .would occur.

Additionally, a contract with the-Utah State Department of Education was
negotiated which called foxr the REP staff to assist them in establishing
a task force at the'state level to consider issues related to community
involvement in-educational decision-making and to provide training for
two of their staff members which would prepare them to traln future
precess facilitators.

*
&

Concurrent with the'strategy installation activities of Site A were
the ongoing NWREL development and strategy refinement tasks. REP staff
members ware preparing a written description of the integrated RFD

 Strategy, as well as putting together & set of prccess and outcome goals

and ob;ectives for the strategy



y B4 Rl

Pr;or .to the installation of the integrated strategy in Site 3,
evaluation’ athvitxes had focused upon the individual strategy compo-
nents, suck as the school, family, and curriculum.. The Site.A experience
.was to be the first evaluative look at the integrated strategy. - This
' examination was bequn prior to the completion of the written description
‘of thefintegrated strategy and cempletion of the set of strategy goals

and objectives. The focus for the evaluation became one of assisting
the REPR, in identifying the critical elements of the strategy and. high—
lighting both successes and difficulties resulting from strateqy

3
=

i.mplementatimn in site A. : o ..
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE“RURAL FUTURES DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY
2.1 Developmental History of the RFD Strateqy "
® ‘ Effective March 1, 1973, the Rural Hducation Program (REP) of the

Northwest.Regicnal Educational Laboratory entered into a multi-year
-agreement ‘with the National Institute of Education.’ Under the terms of
this contract the Rural Education Program began developing a set of
Rural Futures Development (RFD) Strategies aimed ‘at strengthening the
- prehlem—solving capacities of rural school systams, communities, class-'&
Y ‘ rooms, and families. These strategies were defined as Community
: : Centered, School Centered, Learner Centered,' Support Agency Centered,
and Family Centered. Each strategy aimed at a different ‘target syst‘& «
- but was tied to the others by undergirding principles, values, and '
approaches to change. Each strategy was composed of processes and
products intended for use by local problem solvers or by state and
¥ N ' regional agencies who could support local pecple's efforts. ‘

‘However, by November 1974 several important éapside:ations prompted
’ a number of modifications in this original Scope of Work. Some of these

v considerations were: (1) a need to integrate the Community Centered,

. School Centered, and Support Agency Gentered Strategies; (2) NIE's
N ) ‘ growing interest in a successful installation of the integrated strat-

- egies; (3) the need to plan a diffusion effort; (4) the impact of
. unanticipated high inflation rates on hudgets. and (5) als percent
reduction in NIE £ ing.

i - As a result, the Rural Educdtion Program discontinued development.

@ of the Learner Centered and Family Centered comporients and integrated *

: the Community Centered, School Centered, and Support Agency compénents.
Simultaneously, a 'site (Site A) for installing the integrated strategy
was arranged through contracts with the Utah State Board of Education
and the San Juan School District in southeastern Utah. The Scope of

| Work statement also included the procurement of a second'field test

@ site by November 30, 1975, (Site B) and the development of an evaluation

‘ plan for measuring the extent to which the strategy could produce
desired outcomes. In addition, a diffusion planning component was .
addeq’ for 1975. o x ; .

As of July 1, 1976, the REP had completed the installation of the
y | integrated RFD Strategy in Site A in southeastern Utah; prototype
| versions of the six products specified in the contract had been ° _
developed; the specifications for a seventh product, the Support Agency
Guide, had been prepared; a second field test site (Site B) had been ~
procured and installation had begun in northeastern Washington; an
evaluation plan for measuring degree of implementation and outcomgs had
@ been developed; and a nine-state diffusion effort had been initiated.

~
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2.2 RFD Strategy Descriptioni - .
p . . .

The Rurel Education Program is funded to develep a strategy that
will help rural cemmunit%es and school systems -improve. local learning
opportunities. This strategy., called the Rural Futures DeVelopmept
Strategy. is governed by beliefs tha

3

° . People who-are affeétéd by decisions sheuld help make them. *

-

S LY -
® ' There are no pat aﬁswers te*preblems--cemmunities anﬂ
schools should learn hew to choose ‘the best sclutxcns to .
_ their problems. N R
. . - R - » .
[ A systematic approach to solving problems helps people .
make *the best use of available time and resources. __ -
. S v N
go' To increase the likelihood that problems will be
satiefactorily resolved, Participants in. deCiSion—
making need certain skills. ‘ 1

The RFD Strategy does not provide packaged solutions to rural
problems. , Rather, it provides a process that encourages local initia-
tive and participation in detexmining educational change. The strateqgy .
has as its goal improved local problem solving through (1) increased
control .of educational change by community members ang school personnel -
and (2), improved support services for rural schools from state and
regional education agencies. The stratvegy is deSLgned te aceemplish
its geal by . o , .

. prevrding a comprehensxve process by which citiaens,
school board members, school leaders, &school staff -
members, and students can identify priority Problems;
select, legitimize, and implement a eolution: and
evaluate the solution's effectiveness .

e providing epportuhities for participants to develop
skills that will help them contribute to educational ¥

' change . . . :

e helping educatronal support agencies respond to needs

., at the local level ‘ A S

‘A baeic component of the strategy is the two-member precess .
facilitator (PF) team that regional educational service agencies-
provide to logal communities and schools. Such teams help people
organize themselves and acquire essential problem-solving skills.

PF teams work to help school and community groups become effective in
identifying and solving problems.  THey do npt tell people what to
change," bﬁt'help them learn how to ehange.r : )

£

LY . ’ - .
lExcerpted from Evaluation Plan Site B, Revised May 1976 (Rural

Education Program, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, May 1976).
. . % .

-
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‘problem—selving cepahilitiee. - o , » o T s

- . N . . . . ’ ff
oo - - ‘ . < }f
The integrated RFD Strategy has two foci: support agencies, which
are geperally state educatignal agencies and reganal educational ) -
.qgencies, and local schools and cammunities. . _ g . T
_ 2 2.1 Support agencies. One part of the RFD Strategy’develops o~
the follewing proeeduﬁes and skills in support agencies: ) ‘ M
!r 2 + + . . t 'S
e builds RFﬁ‘LaStallation cepahilitxes in’ regional » N . .
' _educaticnel sexrvice agencies in the state E T T
. ) ~ C e s . : N - “ .

- ® supports such cepehilitles bysstrengthenlng the .
:agencies' ‘own ahility to solve preblems

o

Cer

X . ’
] facilitates citizen, educator, and student Qarticxp&tlen o o
" in loeal problem—selving efforts - ) | ‘

o . . A3

r‘- N ’ L2

ww

S 2.2,2 Locel schools and cemmunitzes. ‘One part of the strateqy «
provides citizens, educators, and students with processes and skills . 7
that will help them improve their communication, deczsion-making: ' ‘

As part of the RFD Strategy. a series of . pﬁoducts has beef - - R o
developed for use by the various groups “that partic;pate. These
products are ) R

k

The RFD Manual fox Schocl-CoﬁmunityﬁProcess'Fagilitaﬁcrs

-
*

The RFD Guide fer Trainlng Process Facxlitatora

_The RED Guide for Schools

The RFD Notebcok for’ Schoql~Cemmunity GrauELj '  (‘ s o

The RFD Guide for School Boards _ ' ;. o

37

As of August 1976 the RFD Strategy descriptions and the RFD Guide o
for Support Agencies were in the process of‘beind?deyelopedl :
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‘ ) 3 . * L \ . ‘ A . -k
- . - .. <

Vo . y

3. L Site A Context e

. ',.

In order to umderstand both the stggtegy installation and

e

" . evaluation in Site A one must-have some understanding of the. context .

in which both occurred. The following description presents the general
characteridtics of the site, and is excerpted fram the Sitg-A Evalua-
" tion Plan. . » S

i

Site A is located in a geodraphically remote area. It is
approximately 1,100 miles from Portland, Oregon, and .
requires, at a minimumy eight hours of travel time to °
reach. The county in which Site A is 1ocated covers 7,799
sBuare miles, an aréa equivalent in size to the state of
New Jersey. Agproximately 86 percent of this land is
owned by the Federal gavernment. :

rAccorazng to 70 census figures, the county itself has a
‘population of 9,606 with the following_distributxon hy
race: A

‘White: 4,826 o Indian: 4,740
. Negro: -16 ~ Other:s . 24

The Indiap population which is Na&ajo possesses . its own

- language and culture and has remained, to a large extent,” ' .
isolated. from the Anglo community. Many of the community
members do not speak English. As a group they are geograph-
ically isolated, living in ‘areas accessible only by jeep,
with no electrical or phone sérvxce. Further, the Indian
group itself is not. homogenous and contains at least two
subgroups that possess different languages and culture
pattergs. : ¢ ' .

Thexe are no urban areas in the county. The largest town
has a 1970 census population of 2,250. The population of
this and the other towns is primarily Anglo, with the o
majority of county and city govermment offices being held
by them. Additionally, the Anglo community supports a -
very strong and highly-active religious organization.

The largest employer within the county is the Federal
government. Other occupations in which a sizeable number
of inhabitamts are engaged are mining, agricultu®, and

® wholesale and retail trades. .

. .
. . . .



Within this county tzzre exists no regional educational
agency. Instead, a single school district" serves, the
entire areas. There are seven elementary schools, one

‘ e junior high, and two high schools with a total enrollment

- of~ approximately 2,700. . Additionally, there is a Federally

‘giyy opergted Bureau of Indian Affairs .school which provides

o ) classes for students in grades K-6, and offers vocational
_training for those up to 2l§¥ears of age.

At the time of involvement of the Rural Education Program in ’
~ Site A, a group of Native Americap parents and students were threaten-

‘ing _to file a class action lawsuit against the school district. Less

_than three months later the threat became reality, and the district

~was charged with racial discrimination which reésulted in unequal

educational opportunities for Native American children. The major
allegation of the syit was discrimination which had occurred because of,
- failure %to agportion funds on an equal basis, failure to provide a

- secondary educational facility, as well as o acilities in pre-

dominately native areas, and failure tgég;d?igzrztﬁieulburgl and

. bilingual educational.program. The school district staff, in their
. desire to remedyethe conditions leading to these charges, lent their

support to the’ implementation of the RFD Strategy. Knowledge of the
- availability of the strategy &8s well as initial negotiations. for the
implementation of it occurred through the officeés of Rural Education
Program director and the Utah State Superintendent of Public
Instruction. . .
At the time of strategy installation, major factors impacting -
upon both the strategy and the evaluation of it included (1) the
geographic remoteness and extensiveness of the area, (2) the
presence of two distinct language and cultural groupsg, (3) the

" presence of a strong and powerful Anglo religious ergénxzation, and
(4) the institution of legal proceedings against the "school board
responsible for contracting with the REP. .

i

N

3.7 Description of Strateqgy as Installed in Site A

.

»

The RFD Strategy in Site A may be viewed from two perspectives,
The-first is that of the REP as it provided training,“materials, and
support essential to the “instailation of the strategy. The second
is the perspective of the local 'school district and process facili-
tators intent upon seeing that critical strategy activities: and
events were carried out in a manner consistent with the RFD philosophy.
A . ot
A For thé Rural Education Program, Site A involvement included:

e providing orientation sessions to the RFD Strategy for
the ‘school board and school administrations

° assisting the local school district in setting up criteria

d for and hiring four process facilitators,- and identifying

and orienting a local RFD c¢oordinator (the assistant ’
superintendent foxr secondary education)

¥
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e conducting 15 formal training sessions in collaborative
problem-solving for the process facilitators’/and potential
T @ State Department of Education trainers .

X ] ) ’ - @ providing Guided Field Experience, e.qg., direct field con- )
i : - sultation to process fagilitatoxs, initially through the ‘
services of an REP staff member living on-site for that

purpose, and later through on-site wvisits of approximately . ‘
ane~week durations of one or two staff members '

A

@ e supplying materials supportive of strater mstallation
For the‘'school district and the process facxlitators, implementing
the strategy during the 22-month contract period required them to '
‘'engage in and/or facilitate the occurrence of numerous activities and
events which are discussed at length below. 'In the absence of regional -
. ‘ . educational agencies in ‘'Utah, the local school district. was required :
~ to play the roles of both a local ana an mtemediate resource agency. ‘

At the SEA level, the Rural Educaticn Program (RE?) staff provided -
tfomal training sessions and guided field experience for two and -
: occasionally three Department of Education employees. The purpose of
@ ’ " the sessions was to prepare these employees to train future districts :
- and/or agencies. The REP staff also provided consultation and training .
to the Utah Department of. Education Task Force on Communify Education. "
3.2.1 Formation of the SCGs. Orie of the initial tasks of the PFs -
. o v Wwas to assist community members in- establishing broadly representative )
@ ~ groups of citizens, educators, and students. Two such school-community -
o groups (SCGs) were initially formed, cne in.the southeastern and LOne in the
southwestern area of the-district. Individuals considered to be opinion
© ~ leaders were nominated for membership on the SCGs by the Navajo chapter
- groups ‘in both areas and by Anglo community members. The two lists of
‘ nominees were submitted to the school board for approval, which was granted.
o " ‘Individuals so named became permanent members of either SCG I or SCG II.,

-

v _ Approximately a year later an addit:.onal SCG (SCG III) was formed
. in the largest town in the central area of the district. Similar- pro-
cedures for determining group membershxps were employed, although
| there were no Navajo chapter groups in the-area to engage in this - &
@ process. Secondary students from all three SCG areas attended the
n same Junior and senior high schaal. .

3.2.2 Conduct of needs assessment. One of the first tasks of
the SCGs was to identify the perceived educational needs of the !
community members in those areas in which they were operating. This
® task was accomplished by conducting community-wide needs assessments. -
‘ P Survey instruments were developed by the SCGs andgadministered to

local residents. These surveys were desigred to collect data which
would reflect the extent to which community members perceived the
need for high schools located within these communities. This issue
‘had been identified by the two SCGs as the education issue of

o . greatest concern to community members. The survey results were

15



overwhelmingly supportive of the construction of twéxhigh schools, one
to serve each of the areas represented by the SCGs. A request for the
allocation of funds for the construction of the schools was made to
the local school board, and subsequently dpproved.

3.2.3 Search activities. Following the board's approval, the
SCGs began engaging in activities designed to assist them in identi-

fying alternative school programs and school facilities from which

appropriate selections for the new high’ schools could be made. .
These activities consisted of visits to a number of schools by either
task force teams assembled for that puzpose, or hy‘the entire SCG,

and initial meetings with architects, public building officials,

gcurriculum specialists, and community school represantatlves. Both

groups presented interim search reports to the lccal school hoard
detailxng these actlvities.

v
R
Y

~

3.2.4 Planning activities. As the SCGs wére moving into the

| planning phase of strategy activities, the 'school board hired two V

architects to work with the groups in Ereparing for the cqn&trﬂct}on
of the two high schools. At this time the groups were also engaged
in activities-designed to assist them in arriving at decisions
about the specific site locations for the schools. One SCG under-

. took an additional survey of the community in @rder to be able to

identify community’ preferences for the name. of the ne&éschacl. At

the time of completion of contract work in Site A, these two SCGs

were continuing activities relatlng to the construction and éfartup
of the new high schools. -

a.s

SCG &II. which started up nearly a year after the first two,
conducted a needs assessment survey designed to identify areas of
concern relating to the scheols. Tepics covered by the survey
ranged frem the dggrqp gf satisfaction with the present reading level
of children’ to the degree of’ 'support for ‘greater cbmmunlty involve=
mént in educational decision~haking. Approximately 900 community
members were surveyed and results were tabulated and reported to ﬁQe
school board. . ‘ .

s
»

This SCG then formed six task force groups around ‘six concerns,5
identified during the survey. The' £wo most active of thesa groups, .
the task forces on extracurricular activities and on teacheér per- .
formance, reviewed the issues and prepared recommepd&&tions 'which ?
they submitted to the school board. At the time of withdrawal of
the REP from Site A, the hoard had referred the recommendation of
the first group to the high school administration, and had approved
the recommendations of the second group. N

3.2.5 Strategy work with the high school staff. During ‘the
early months of strategy installation, the process facilitators

. provided orientation sessions for the staffs of those schools

located in the areas in which the SCGs were operating, as well as
for the high school which drew students from those areas.
Additionally, the high school staff selected two staff representa-
tives to serve on the two SCGs. 'These .individuals kept the school
staff informed about the work which the SCGs were doing.

10
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Approximately eight months into the strategy, the decision was

- made by REP staff to initiate the “school intervention.” Among the

objectives identified for this work were the preparation of the staff

for ‘the operation of the SCG (SCG III) which would be starting up in

the coming six to eight months, and the training of the staff in
problem~solving methods and procedures so as to facilitate implementa-
tion of SCG identified projects.

~.

Following 'some initial consultation with the prxnclpal, the PF

* taking responsibility for the school work conducted a demonstration

activity with the school staff at a faculty meeting. As a result, a
task force of approximately 12 school staff members was formed to *
continue work on processing the concerns identified during the demon-
strdation activity. This group continued to meef. throughout the rest
of that school yvear, focusing on short—texm projects which could be
implemented before schtdti.let out.

As school began in the fallY1975, the task force reconvened and
undertook’” the task of making their group more representative of the
school staff, They also generated a new list of concerns which ,
included some of the original and'some new issues, and circulated them
for faculty and student input gpd prxarxtization. ‘During the

-they worked on' identifying and lementing procedures which would
- lead to improvements in the areas of communication, attendance and

discipline, the school day scheduling, and the use of the lunch and -
faculty rooms.

As an end-of-year activxty the task force conducted a survey of
the faculty to determine their degree of satisfaction with the work
of that group. Results of that survey revealed that in all improvement
areas, the work of the group was seen to be‘"ébcve‘average{' thus
indicating general faculty support for the work of the task force.

@

™

The bulk of strategy imp&ementatien in Site A centered about the
three school-community groups and tie staff of one high school. The
process fagilitators, district administrator, and school board mmmbers
engaged in many activities supporftive of strategy implementation not
described here, one example being initial work on the part of two PFs
to establish a fourth SCG. No formal training was done with the school
board, and little training was provided for school administrators.

Thus, the major portions of the strategy examined by the evaluation
staff in Site A related to the work with the SCGs and to a lesser extent
with the school staff.

In summary, RFD Strategy activities in Site A occurred according
to the following timeline. During August of 1974 the RFD staff provided
orientation to the local school board and to school administrators and
assisted the district in the hiring of four process facilifators. 1In
September formgl training of the process facilitators was initiated,
and they in turn began activities which culminated in the establishment

" of two school-community groups. Membership on these two groups was

approved by the school board in November. The two SCGs began planning
needs assessment activities during November and December and actually
conducted the surveys during January of 1975. Following the school
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board's positive response to the SCGs' requests for funds to support
the construction of two new high schools, the SCGs entered into the
search phase of strategy activities. About the same time, April 1975,
work bedan with the school staff to form 3 task -force to examine
school-related concerns. This worK continued throughout the rest of
the school year. ’ . ' S -
During the fall of 1975 SCG I and SCG II finished up activities
of the search phase and began gradually moving into planning activities.
The school task force reconvened and undertook a series of tasks which
:carried them through the school year. At this time the third sSCG
(SCG III) ‘'was fbrmed and began planning its own needs ‘assessment. .
.-In Novelber the bond election was held and passed easily.

From January 1976 through June 1976, the time of withdrawal of
the REP, SCG I and II were engaged in planning for the construction of
the new high schools, SCG I1II was conducting its needs assessment,
‘making recommendations to the school board, and engaging in search
and planning activities. Finally, the school task force continued
working to rescolve those issues which it had identified earlier.

18
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4.0 DESIGN‘OF THE EVALUATION

For the Rural Education Program, a primary purpose of the Site A
ingtallation was to aid in the formulation of a comprehensxve defini-
tion of the RFD Strategy, its égénts and activities. The Site A
setting provided the REP with an oppertunity to try out for the first
time both the school and comnunity compopents of the integrated ‘
strategy The REP also planned to utilize this field experience in
revising the’ strategy prior to a Site B lnstallation.

In Site A the evaluation was concerned primarily with the
monitoring of the RFD Strategy at the local school district level.
Thus, few evaluation activities were conducted which involved work
with the support agency, in this instance the Utah Department of
Education. Results of the evaluation activities which were conducted
are reported in a series of informal reports, described subsequently.

‘Since the purpose of the evaluation was not to measure outcames. but

was to assist with the definition of the “"treatment" in Site A, the

use of either an experimental or quasi-experimental evaluation design
‘was deemed inappropriate. Thus, nchompariSDQ\groups were included

in the Site A evaluatlon.

t

The strategy itself was inétalled in Site A over a 22-month time
period. During that time, the evaluation periodically manitored the
events. processes, and procedures of the strategy

At the time of the development of thg Site A Evaluation Plarn,
the evaluation staff believed thé bulk of the data could be collected

through questionnaires, logs, minutes, and checklists. It was thought

that observations and interviews would be employed only on a limited
basis, primarily to supplement data collected by other methods.
However, it rapidly became clear, through (a) the failure of strategy
participants to complete and return questionnaires and/or to maintain

 'logs, minutes and/or checklists; (b) the lack of predictability of

the timing and in some instances the sequence of strateqy events; ang
(c) the large number of non-English speaking strategy participants,
that the most accurate, timely, and complete data would be those
collected through interviews and observations. With the exception

of the final Site A evaluation data collection activity, the majority
of data was collected by two-person interview teams, interviewing
strategy participants individually. Translators were utilized for
interviews with non—English speaking. individuals.

. Plans had alsc been made to gather data by monitoring and review-
ing the use of RFD Strateqy products (Guides) as they were used in
Site A. The products, as they presently exist, were not introduced
into Site A until near c¢ompletion of ghe installation activities.
Thus no data were obtainable on theirxfuse. However, data were
collected from the {racess facilitators on the materials which were-

13
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 provided on an ongoing basis for their use in Site A. A data
collection effort on the products themselves is planned for August
or September 1976 by the product developers, and results will be
reported by them.

* i

%
4.1 Questions, Methods and Instrumentation Utilized in the Site A
Evaluation . 3

 In order to assist the REP in its work of defining and refining
the RFD*Strategy, the Evaluation Unit, in conjunction with program
staff, identified the ten major questlons to be answered by the Site A
-evaluation. : \

1. What are the c¢haracteristics of Site A at the time of
installation of the RFD Strategy?

2. _What RFD events and/or processes occurred during the
installation of the strategy in Site A?

3. What were participant feactioﬂs to these events and/or
processes? _ .
. * \ R -
4. What gaps or redundancies do participants perceive in
the events and/or processes of the strategy?

5. What alterations should be made in the RFD Strategy?
6. What unanticipated conseéuencés occurred in Site Az

7. What direct costs were incurred durlng the installation
of the strategy?.

8. What is the perception of strategy participants regardzng
the adequacy of the RFD Strategy to improve the gquality
of education?

9. To what extent do community members perceive themselves
to be invelved in educational decision-making?

10. To what degree do process facilitators possess and
practice skills and competenczes 'important to strategy
implementatiori?

The methods and instruments utilized to obtain data on these questxdns
are detailed on the pages which follow.

4.1.1 Question No. . What are the charicteristics of Site A
at the time of the 1nsta}1atlon of the RFD Strategy? In order to
provide the Rural Education Program with a description of Site A,
the evaluation staff collected demographic data. The focus of
demographic data collection efforts was upon securing information
~on those institutions, organizations, and comnunities which would ’
" implement the RFD Strategy. This information was used to describe
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' the populations and institutions. ' These collection activities

consisted mainly of record searches, although some interviewing was
used to obtain information which was not available in written form.
The Baseline Data Collection Form was utilxzed for collecting and

~organizing those data.

4.1.2 Question No. 2: What RFD events and/or processes occurred

. in Site A? In order to provide the Rural Education Program with a

.~ description of the RFD Strategy as it occurred in Site A, data were ,

. collected concerning which strategy events did or did not cocur. ‘For

' purposes of the evaluation, the January 1975 REP description of antici-
‘pated events of the RFD Strategy was used to focus data collection

efforts. From that description strategy checklists were developed

- for the primary participant groups. (For an ekample'of these check~

lists, see Appendix A.) The process facilitators and REP staff
primarily responsible for the-Site A installation were asked to
complete these forms for the groups with which they had been worklng.
The data which resulted have been written up in Section 3.2 of this
report, titled . \Desc:iption of RFD Strategy as Installed in Site A."

4.1.3 gQuestion No. 3: What were participant reactions to these
events and/or processes? ‘

4.1.4 Question No. 4:"§hich_g§ps and/or redundancies do
participants perceive in the events and/or processes of the strategy? )

4.1;5 Question No. 5: What alterations should be made in the
strategy, events, or processes?

Questigns No. 3, No. 4, and No. 5 are grouped together here
because same methods, procedures, and instrumentation were utilized.
for data gathering on all three issues. Data were collected through
interviews with strategy participants during seven site visits made
by two-member evaluation teams. An open-ended interview schedule

- format was used, and each participant was interviewed individually.

(For a sample interview schedule see Appendix A.) Data collected in

- this manner were reported to the REP in a series of informal reports.

Procedures and results of this data collection are detailed in
Sect%ngs.l of this report, titled "Input for Strategy Refinement."

4.1.6 Question No. 6: What unanticipated consequences occurred
in Site A? One of the purposes of the evaluation in Site A was to
provide the Rural Education Program with information on the occurrence

of unanticipated consequences of strategy implementation. However,

as the strategy installation progressed, it became more and more
difficult to determine which‘were and which were not anticipated
outcomes. This was due, in part, to such factors as the incomplete
installation of the strategy and the political and cultural idiosyn~
crasies of this site. Thus, the evaluation staff abandoned this
task. in favor of those more likely to produce beneficial results,
given the costs incurred.
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4.1.7 Question No. 7 What direct costs were incurred during Cs
the installation of the strategy? In order to assist the Rural
Education Program in the develapmant of the strategy, and in order to
be able to provide. interested clients with an estimate of the direct .
costs involved in installation of the RFD Strategy, the Evaluation
Unit moditored the amount of time and travel expenses of personnel  *
- directly responsible for strategy installation. Data were collected
from REP budget printouts and from school district staff. Results
" are reported in Section 5.6 of this report. : |

. . : Ty ’

Over the period of strategy installation, approximately 22 . N
months, the following additional questions were identxfxed for ~\A
anluszon in a final data gathering effort. -

Y

-

4.1.8 gQuestion No. 8: What is the perception of strategy .
 participants regarding the adeguacy of thg?ﬁrn*Strategy to improve
the gualztg of education?

4.1.9‘ Question No. 9: To what degree do community members
perceive themselves to be involved in educational decision-making?

4.1.10  Question No. 10: To what degree do process facilitators s
possess and practice skills and competencies important 'to strategy
implementatidn?

In order to obtasn data on these three questions, a "school and
Community Questionnaire" was mailed out to both strategy partlcipants
and community members. Additionally, a readily translatable form of
the same questionnaire was orally administered to non-English speak-
ing participants and communlty members by Navajo translators.

‘Data on process facilxtator skills were also- collected utilizing
a Process Facilitator Rating form, which was cqmpleted by the process
facilitators who rated themselves and each other. Also, RFD special-
ists and program installers working closely with the PFs were asked .
to provide ratings on the four PFs. Data obtained ipn_this manner
were provided to the REP staff at a program meeting held for that

purpose.-

Q LY
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‘and thus from comparatively small group. While data from these

.they could be of little value to other than program

! S 5.0 EVALUATION RESULTS
v ,

-~

5.1 1In Egt for Strategy Refinement

In accordance with the procedures outlined in the ;:§§ A Evaluation -
Pan, reporting of evaluation findings during the course of the strategy
installation was accomplished through a series of informal reports.

These reports were prepared following each site visit and data colleg~
tion activity of the evaluation staff. In all, a total of 10 memos '
and/or reports were presented to the Rural Education Program over the
course of the 22 months of strategy lnstallatlon,

The reports were. written as inhouse documents, for use by the

| Rural Education Program in making changes and/or adjustments in the

strxateqy processes. Circulation of these reports was restricted to

the REP. This was done for three reasons. First, the data which

were collected focused on issues which would assist the REP in refin-
ing the strategy, rather than on issues related to strategy outcomes.
Thus, the data were of relatively little interest. to either the school

district, the Utah Department of Education, or the National- Institute

of Education- (N.I.E.). Second, because the evaluation was fooused on
strategy implementation rather than strategy outcomes, the data which
were reported came from those most closely involved with the strategy, )
small grouwps did provide issues for examination by the
not support g¢neralizations beyond the specific.setting

ff£f. PFinally,
reporting internally allowed the evaluation unit to obtain data from

. program staff as well as those respaonsible for implementing the

strategy without being viewed as program monitors. . It was made
clear to all that the intent of the evaluation was to improve the
strategy, and that it was not to pass judgment on any individual or

group.

Informal meports were prepared following each major data collec-
tiop activzty. 'As previously reported, the bulk of the data were
collected through interviews with strategy participants.. Following
data collection activities which, in all but one instance, consisted
of visits to the installation site, the two evaluators involved would
identify from the data major issues to be included in the reports.
Occasionally, disagreements occurred between the evaluators as to the
interpretation of various pieces of data. When this occurred, the '
data and related issues were earmarked for further investigation
during future data collection activities. Using this technique
insured that the interpretation of data reported to the REP was
supported by more than a single individual.

L7
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Confxderttialxty‘ of respondents was maintained in all instances. o i -
where a person's position might be reflected by the nature of his . .

comments, individuals were given the option of having their comments
recorded. No comments delivered "off the record" were finally reported. ( ®

Issues were most frequently grouped according to the specific
target group Affected, such as Process Facilitators, SCG, ‘School Task
Force, ;etc. Howeyer, in some cases issues extended across more than
one grdup. When this occurred, they were“so cited. For each jor | .
issue ang concern, the evaluators presented recommendations w
provided one potential solution or a procedure for arriving at
“solution to the identified issue. The quality of the recommendations
put forth by the evaluators varied wongiderably. Even the most o
limited and least insightful reccmmendations were of value in that
they served to generate extensive issue examination and discussion ,
among the REP staff. The recommendations seen as most helpful by . L@
the REP staff were those that provided reasonable and appropriate *
' solutions and which were based on knowledge which was seen as unique
- to the evaluatich staff. ' '

Finally, in preparing and presenting both issues and recommenda- ,
tions, the evaluation staff focused on those items which appeared to ®
have implications fcr Site A installation and beyond. ’

Data. collected by the evaluation unit over the 22-month perlad
of strategy installation <centered about four main topics: Installa- )
tion of the RFD Strategy, Roles and Responsibilities.of Strategy _ -
Partz.c;pants, Training Needs of Strategy Participants, and RFD @
Strateyy Description and Definition. A summary of the recocmmendations . ‘
presented in the informal reports is contained in the paragraphs which
follow.

5.1.1 Strategy installation. Several issues were identified ,
which related to the manner in which the Rural Education Program . ' ®
conducted the strategy installation: installation here being defined
as formal and informal training, technz.cal assistance and consulta- : o
tion designed to provide cliand with the capacity to implement the
RFD Strategy. This information confirmed the program's belief that
proper treatment of these issues is essential to success.

One issue identified by the Evaluation Unit pertained to the
manner in which the initial strategy activities, e.g., the "entry"
activities, were conducted. It was emphasized that those groups

and individuals who would be affected by the decision to accept ‘the
RFD Strategy must be involved in that decision. Since this is a

basic tenet of the RFD Strategy, the recommendation was that the ° .
RFP, in future installations, be partlcularly careful not to violate

it. 4

A second recommendation, and one related to the first, concerned
the necessity for the REP to obtain the commitment of the’ school »
board to a &learly established set of agreements relating to resources, : o
personnel, and group involvement. This recommendation arose out of
(L) the need on the part of the process faci&itators for legitimation ‘

&
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.State Department of Education employees who had been trained in the

their own solutions to onsite problems.

L . -

~

from the school board of their rolé within the sohool district, and

. (2) the need for clarity between the REP and the school board with

respect to the provision of traxnlng for the’ school board itself

An important aspéet of strategy installation is the work which the
REP does with a local education agency (LEA) to assist the agency in &
implementing the strategy. Within the context of the Site A experi- .°
ence, the need was identified for the REP to work closely with LEA

~staff, in this instance the School district, to ensure that pProcedures

which would promote the coordination of implementation activities and
the flow of communication among strategy participants would be
established. A recommendation to that effect was maoe by the Evalua-“ :
tion Unit to the REP. . e

L%
-

Part of the guided field experience -(GFE) in Site A was provided
by a member of the REP installation staff who lived onsite during the
initial eight months of the strategy installation. The response was
positive: from thcse responsible for implementing the strategy in .
Site A to the question of the necessity of that position both in Site A See
and in future sites. Thus, the recommepdation was made that the REP . :
seriously consiser providing an onsite installer for the initial stages . ‘
of strategy implementation in future sites. Another GFE isswe that .
surfaced during the Site A installation centers about the identifica~
tion of, and agreement upon, the locus of' responsibility for. the '
conducﬁ‘of GFE. At the time of the prggram's intervention in Site A, -
it was generally felt that the responsibility for GFE would shift to

strategy processes and procedures. Several difficulties with this
plan were encountered, and the REP continued to provide .the bulk of

' the GFE throughout the contract period. The issue, howeveér, of when

responsibility for GFE shifts, and to whom it sBifts, is one which - 5-:

~was not resolved dn the Site. A experience. A fAnal recommendation

relating to strategy installatlon was made which alerted the REP :
staff to the need to refrain from: becoming lnvolved in promoting , -

The Rural Education Program undertook eonsiderationtof these

recommendations as they proceeded with the installation of the RFD

Strategy in the second site.

5.1.2 Roles and resgpn51bxlities of strategy_garticigents.
A recurringineed identified throughout the Site A experience was for
more information to-be given to strategy participants regarding
strategy roles, role relationships, and role responsihilitaes.» This
need was identified for participants at all levels of the strategy, BN
from SCG members to PFs to the RFD coordinator. Specifically, 7
process facilitators should provide SCG members with materials de- :
scribing their roles and responsibilities as SCG officers and ¢
representatives. Data were also collected which indicated confusion
about the relationships of the SCGs to ‘each other and to other local
organizations: The evaluation staff recommended that guidelines be
provided which would outline SCG functions and relationships with
respect to those local organizations operating in the same content and ~
geographic areas as the S5CGs. N
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‘The roles of the PF and the concgﬁt of the PF team were additional
aspects of the strabegy to which attention was drawn by the Site A '
situation. Initially, the-PFs were confused about the nature of their
role and the actual tasks.which a PF pexforms. As: thé role of a PF
became clearer, questions began to emerge about the ccncept of a PF <
team and the relation of PF ‘team members. At this point the, evalua-
tion staff rzcommended that the REP examine the strategy as it relates
to the PF's tole and role relationships, and cldrify for them, to
. the extent possible, what these should be. The issue of PF teaming

-" is one which was raised in Site A, but one which for a number of. : Ct
) reasons could not be resolved by the Slte A experience alone. Again,
within the context of Site A, the nedd was identified for information
relating to the role of RF® coordinator and particularly for clarity’
with respect to ‘the amount of time adﬁ personal commitment necessary

for strategy implementation.k Vo ‘~t "9
In résponse ta. these reccmmendatlcns the Rural Education Program »\
prepared and circulated role degcriptions to field staff for the use

_of the primary Strategy part;cxpants. - ‘ -

5.1.3 Training needs tof strate@y,gartlclpantsn A majcr focus
pf the training needs identified by evaluation staff during the Site A
installation concerned training of the process facilitators. :

Recommendations were made on topics ranging fram the need for -—
structuring of PF fermal training sessions to generic type of -
traxnlng to be provided to the PFs. One need identified in the early-
stages of strategy installation was for a comprehensive orientation .
session for all those responsible for implementing RFD. It was :
recommended that content for this session include a clear and de~
tailed explication of the RFD Strategy, a focus on the goals and®
philosophy "of RFD, a discussion of the procedurea which® the strategy
employs, and finally a clear presentation of the implications ¥or
all community members of the strategy adoptxcn. Another recommenda-
tion was for the inclusion of PETCZ (Preparing Educational Trainimg
_Consultants) training and, the communication skills training provided
in the "October Workshop," a special training session fogused pri-
marily upon cbmmunication skills, although there was no agreement

as to when during the series of tralning these would best be scheduled.

A A number of different recommendatxongﬁéere made concerning
" specific types of training to be provided the PFs. ‘These included
- training which would assist PFs in transferring the skllls they
themselves have, to the community members and school staff they’were
> ‘worklng with, training which would help them in resolving their own
interpersonal conflicts, and tralning in the technical ‘aspects of
the ‘conduct of a needs assessment. With respect to the latter

i
a

e
27his workshop has been developed by the Improving Teaching
Competencies Pgogram of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory.
It is de51gned to help individuals work with small groups through an
lmprovement of their skills in problem—solvxng, communlcatlon, and
decision nak;ng‘ N
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-+« . ° recommendation, an alternative suggestion, that the PFs be assisted

. e in locating consultant help with the technical details of the needs:
7 - - agsessment, was also made. ' However, on the subject of using a
@ consultant, -the evaluation staff suggested that within training
‘ sessions the PFs be assisted in learning to identify (1) those situa~ ,
tions when the usa of a consultant can be profitable and (2) consultants
. gossessing the necessary skills. as well as fanu.liarity with" t@,éroblans
. under censiderat:mn. .

]

}

§. o, . At the time of the Site A i—nstallation, the work to be done with
B the schools, the timing of it, and the responsibility for it, were
) not clearly defired. As the school work began to unfold, discomfort
o, _was expresseq_ by the PFs with their lack of knowledge about and =
undexsta.nd & ef that work. Thus, at one pomt the recmmendqtion
- was made & training sessions which yere to follow focus on work
e . with the schools, and that ?ortiv terials will be provided for -
: ' that purpose.-*Additionally one PF emexged in the position of =
~ responsibility for that work, it became clear that the other three

gf"f : " PFs were not receiving the-same training experiences. The recom?&«
. bmn uﬁhﬁi&n made that all PFs be trained in all aspeets of strategy
; ) Qﬁ- : : , . . T & ‘ .

. Q C\ o ~ .

A Final recomendation with reepect. ‘to the’ formal train:l.ng
sessions for PFs was for a format which muld provide ample oppor-
o “tanity for mvoly%ent 'of trainees as well as t.rainers, and that the
L ., amount-of time- spent on 1ecturing-type activities be kept to a minimum.
@ . : 'rwo training needs were identif;ed for the gehool poard. - The
o - . first was that they be educated“v early in the strategy installatien
o as to the goals, philosophy, prec:rzes and implicatipns of' the strategy.
o . The second was that the schapl board.be assisted in gaining skills in
e - identifying; utilizing, and terpreting the data for decision making.
_ : - This recommendation emerged £ the need of the school board to be
o .. able to respond to the results of SCG data’ collection activities, such
~ as the needs K&sse\sments. ’
These'recomendatxons were reviewed by the *ktﬁff of REP installers ,
and alterations were made, in the training plans for the Site A work., T
* . Additionally, these recoammendations were considered by staff respensible
¥ ) . for pla.nning the t:xainmg in the second RFD site , Site B. | ‘
: B 3 .}
3 "‘ 5 1.4 RFD Strategy descriptien and &ﬁinitien. At the onset of
- strategy installation in Site A, the evaduation staff identified what
- - appeared to be a critical need for materials for staff participants
. . which adefuately described the RFD Strategy. - Specifically, two types -
f o .’ of materials were recommended.. One set would be primarily informa- -
L. . tional qnfl could be used by participants calded upon to present the - ‘

-~

-strateqy to others. A pdckage presentation addressing the purposes,
A-_proceéur‘es,' and implications of strategy adoption was recommended as:
: the format for these materials. The second set would be more than
: S ~ informational, and would explain in detail the steps necessary for
. A strategy implementation. These materials would provide key strategy
i ‘ partigipents with a descr..tption of the. speclfic activities and events

.
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which Yre to teke place as a community becomes 1nvolved in carrying .
out th RFD Strategy.

, Concexning the deflnxtxon of the strategy, two Speciflc recom-
mendations were made, The first dealt with the need for the REP to
make explicit the .definition of needs assessment which it employs,

. and to see that the definition is accurately reflected in the strategy

materials. The,second proposed that the REP examine the extent to
which the- RFD Strategy provides methods, skills, and support for the
facilitation of communication amory SCGs, the community, and task ,
force groups. The second part to this recommendation suggested that
the REP ‘examine the processes by which these methods,; skills, ahd
support are shared with the PF, and the extent to which the PFs are
prepared for transferring the procedures and skills to the groups
with whzch they re working. .
A H

Since these reoommendations were made, the REP staff has
completed and revised a stxategy description and package presenta-
tion, and examined the issue of preparing process facilitators to
transfer skills to community members. » .

, 5. 1.5 Miscellaneous ommendatxons. During the evaluation of

- the Site A strategy insta on, several issues-emerged which do not
fall into any readily identifieble category, but do have implications
for strategy revision. They are presented in the following para=-
graphs, A and B. ‘ ' ‘

qr
. 5. 1¢A. Strategy products and materials. The RFD Strategy:
‘products were not completed in tlme for use in Site A. However,
many of the materials which were ultimately incorporated into the
‘products were used in either the formal training or the quided
field experience in Site A. It was difficult to obtain specific
reconmendations regarding the materials, although trainees did -
report that materials were generally more helpful to them if ‘they
had them to look over prxér to-the' training sessions. One early
general criticism of the materials was that they contained too
much jargon and were written on too scholarly a level. - A final
recommendation relating to materials was that those materzals which
were designed for use in training sessiorfs and field activities be
used in accordance with the Speciflcatgons provided by developers.

' The REP development staff members’ are preparlng to revise prod-
ucts during 1977, with final products completed by November 1977..

~

¢

5 1.B. Management of the RFD Strategy. ‘Two issues whlch emergea‘
during the Site A experience related to practlcal problems encountered
in managing the installation of the strategy. The first centered
about the need for placing all PFs under the same contractual obliga-
tions and responsibilities, as well as similar salaries and benefits.
The second concerned office space, and the evaluation staff recom-
mended that PFs be provided with permanent working space from which
they coyld plan, organize, and coordinate their work in the comfunities
and the schools. - :

- . ) . <
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The final two recommendations related-to the operation of- the
strategy in the field. One recommendation proposed that needs assess-
ment activities be scheduled within a timeframe which permitted the
completion of the activities: without undue time pressure on strategy
participants. The other suggested that, in bilingual sites, SCGs
. make provisions for designated individuals to serve as official trans-
lators for the groups. ‘It was cautioned that these individuals not
be process facilitators because of the role conflicts that might arise.
These recommendations were taken intd” consideration by REP staff as

© .they pregered for the Site B strategy installatien.

5

5.1.6 Summary of stretegyﬁreflnement_pgocedure. The evaluation
staff, through the medium of informal reports, provided the Rural
Education Program with data and recommendations from the Site A .
experience. These data and recommendations served as stimuli for .
examination of the RFD Strategy and issues related to the implemente-‘m;
tion of it. chbined with the experiences. of program.inetellere, the
evaluation resilts wer® utilized to revise the RFD Strategy deseriptien

on a phase-hy—phese basis, as well as to e chenge 'or alterations

in the strategy as it was heing installed 7

t

5.2 Reeggnee of Strategy,?ertic;gente and Cemmunity Members to the k
"RFD Strateqy o _ A _,f‘ : K o
In June of 1976 a survey was cenducted of strategy perticlpants

and community members liying in: the areas: gerved by -the SCGs. Groups

Y

surveyed included the three School ity  Groups, - the. school staff

" and school task force, the school d and conmunity members from

- three areas. (A copy of the suryey questiennaire is presented in
Appendix A.2.) . .f§‘“‘ o 4 o )y

t el ‘ . -

» , ; e
. 5 2.1 ’Survey‘ procedures. . Questxonnaires were ,
Englxsh-speeking SCG members, -to the schcel staff, nd (to school

. board members. Fifty community members were select t rgndom from
one community's phonebook to receive queetlonnelres. For the other

- two communities, no listing of community members was ev#ilehle.
‘Postal employees in both of these areas agreed to distrihute question-
naires to English-speaking members ef}thexr community. ‘Approximately
. 60 questionndires were distributed in/this manner. Respondents were
asked to compiete-the questionnaires end return ‘them by mail to the
county library., Completeéd questionnaires were collected from the
library on a daily basis, with telephone follow-up being conducted

|

led to all

~ for those respondents who could be identified and who had phone

service. As a result of the follow-up, an additional 14 question-'
naires were sent out. Some were sent as replacements for those which
had either been misplaced or had not been received by the respondent.
Because of the low initial response rate, an additional 22 persons
were sent questionnaires in an attempt to increase the number ef
responses. ,

K\ » 23 .
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Since aoproximately half of the Site A population is non-English
speaking, arrangements were made with two translators, both Native
Amerioans. to conduct interviews with non-English speaking SCG and
community ‘members in their respective areas. In addition to the SCG
interview, each translator agreed to interview 30 community members

- from their axea, for a total of 60 interviews. Howevar, only one

translatox oompleted the task of interviewing the SCG mefibers and
community members. Therefore, the response of the Native Americans
reported in subsequent sections of thls raport will ‘be those for the
area served by SCG I only. '

5.2.2 Limitations of the data. In reviewing the data contained
in subsequent sections of this report, the reader should keep in mind

‘the following limitations. First, there is the problem of response

bias of those completing the questionnaire. It is generally assumed
that those who respond to mail-out surveys represent elements of the
population which have the most interest in the issues on which

information is being collected. The data which result can therefore

'be considered to reflect the extremes of opinions, rather. than

reflecting all points along, the spectrum. This effect may have
been somewhat reduced by ntiliping the follow-up technxque of tele-
phone contact of nonrespondantsv ' :

L kR
A The low response raté»furthé& contributes to the problem of
response bias. While the mqigi&l sample size was low (a total of
331 out of district population of 9,600), the extremely low response
rate (approximately 41%°) served to further reduce the already
limited sample. Thus, attempts to ggneralize from these data to

“either all community members or to the pon-responding members of

the groups surveyed shoul& be done with a great deal of caution.

A third dimitation derives from the nature of the data themselves.
The questionnaire consisted of self-report items, including respond-
ents’ perceptions of change over time. 'While no attempts were made
to determine the reliability of these specific data, data of this
type do not generally produce reliable results. . There is no reason
to believe these data are exceptions. )

Another limitation to the data>results from combining the |
responses of those belonging to different groups and living in

w different communities. Specifically, data from SCG members completing

the questionnaire, whether they were members of SCG I, SCG II, or

SCG III, were analyzed together. Further, data from community members
living in areas served by three different SCGs wereq combined. Thus,
whatever differences may exist among communities were washed out by
the data analysis. ¥

- ’ ' %)
" . £

3Figure includes both English and non-English speaking. -

Q
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- A final note of caution must be added regarding the interxpretation
of the midpoint of the five-poipnt scales utilized for®Questions A-4

v through A-8. Since these were undefined on the guestionnaires, it is

® impossible to determine exactly how they were xnterpreted by respondents.

: In oxder to discuss these points within this report, however, definitions
‘were added. ' While they do offer degree dxfferences, they may not reflect
the same interpretations applied by some or all respondents.

-

‘I‘he survey was deeigned to obtain from both strategy participants
and community members their perceptions of involvement in and the
quality of educational decision making in their school district. Since o
: » » the school-community groups (SCGs) had ‘been operating for approximately = o
P 20 months in two of the three areas, the survey also included items
: which would provide an indication of the extent to which respendents
perceived a change in the last t\'ae years. -

The paragraphs which follow present the results of that survey
; ‘ ‘ for the most signifigant questions posed. Each section contains a
@ R table presenting the data related to a specific item ﬁollowed by a - .
? , discussion of t.hcse data. . » o I
.5.3:1 Improvement in the quality of educat:.en deeisigns.
Respendents ware asked if the overall quality of decisiond about
: education in their community had improved in the last two years. A
; o ~ five-point scale was provided for their response. On the scale 1 =-
' not at all and 5 = a great deal. Points 2, 3, and 4 were not defined.
In order to facilitate discussion within this paper, they are being ' :
defined as 2 = “slightly,* 3 = "somewhat,” and 4 = “considerably." v
The table on the following page contains the responses, both actial o ,
| : numbers and percents for combinéd SCGs, school task force, school R
® +  staff, school board, and a sampimg of eemunity members from the
; ’ three areas. . : 4

Nearly three~quarters of the 77 respondenfs to this question
thought that the quality of education deeisien's in their community
j in the last two years had improved at least "somewhat"” and as much as-
;. ‘ : "a.great deal.” Of the remaining 26% answering this C‘:& 6.5%
- ' thought there had been slight improvefient and 19. 5% (felt that' there
had been no .merovement at all. F

In order to determine whether there*was a dlfference by respond-
. ent groups in how decision making was viewed, we analyzed the data by
5 Py ‘ the following categories: SCG members, school ‘task force members, ,
school staff membexrs, school bocard members, and community members.
Of the 26% who had seen no, or little, improvement over the past two
years, 21% were community members and 5% were school staff members.
All SCG members, school task force members, and school board members
| who responded to this item, as well as 80% of the school staff and
@ 54% of the community members saw improvement ranging from some to a
‘ great deal. &
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Table I

' .Has the Querall Quality of Decisions About Education in

Your Community in the Last Two Years Improved? -
, School .
Response ) Task School School  Community Total
Group SCGs - Force staff . Board Members  Surveyed
No. $ No. & No. % No. %  No. $ . No. %
Posgible . : ‘ .
k3: I ‘12 527 & 156 264
Not at , \ » .
all (1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (15) 0 (0) 12 (34.3) || 15 (19.5)
 Slightly |- . - : E .

(2) 0 (02. Q (0.1 (5 | 0o (0)- 4 (11.4) jI 5 (6.5
Some- . | , :
what (3) 7 (50) ] 1(25) | 5 (25) | 1 (25) 7 (20.0) || 21 (27.3).
Consider- ; ’ - o :
ably (4) 4 (28.6) 1 (25) 7 (35) 3 (75) 6 (17.1) 21 (27.3)
A great . ' : _
deal- (5) 3 (21.4) 2 (50) 4 (20) 0. (0) 6 (17.1) 15 (1955)

ah ¢ ,
Tot. No. 14 4 20 4 - 35 ?7

¢

Of the five grcups responding to this item. those with the least

exposure to the RFD Strategy were the school staff and community niembers.
One possible conclusion to be drawn from these data, then, is that those

groups which were most closely involved with the strategy thought there
was the most improvement in the quality of decisions made relating to
education in their district.

¢ 5.3.2 Improvement in the quality of education in the community as
a result of work done by the school-community groups and school staff.
The table on the following page presents the data collected from re-
spondents regarding their perceptions of the extent to which the quality
of education in their community had improved as a result of the work
done by the school-community groups and the school staff.
. - 4 . ‘

A review of these data reveals that a total of 68% of those surveyed
felt that the work done by the SCG and .school staff with the process
facilitators had improved the quality of educatipn at least “somthat.“
Of these respondents, 40% felt there had been "considerable" to “a <

‘great deal" of positive change. Of those who felt the work of the

SCGs and school staff had not improved education in their community,
21.5% of those responding, three were school staff members and eleven

+
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ware ccmniunity members. Again, it is those who are least involved with
“ the strategy who see the least overall improvement in education in
their community. _ ‘ ‘ d

) Table II
Has the Work Done by the Schaol{m&nity Groups (SCGs) and the
1 + School Staff with the Process Facilitators Improved
@ ‘ - , . ~ the Quality of Education in Your Community?
.~ School o ' : : ‘
Response » . Task -  School © School Community Total .
Group ‘SCGs Force Staff ‘Board = Members Surveyed
| ( No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
o _ Possible : S . S : '
| : | No.. 38 12 52 6 156 - = -264
§ Not at | . i . » S :
. all (1) | ¢ (0) 0 (0) 3 (l16.7) 0 (0) 11 (40.7) | 14 »(21.5)
. - d : ’ R ) /. ; } L .
; Slightly - ‘ : “ .
L{2) 1l (8.3) o (0) 1 (5.6) 0 (0) 5 (18.5) -7 (10.8)
- what (3) 5 (41.7) 3 (75) 4 (22.2) | 2 (50) . 4 (14.8) 18 (2¢.7)
¢ A . . . N . »’ N . - ‘
Consider- T SN _ : S :
ably »»{4) ) 4 (33.3) 1 (25) 8 (44.4) 2 (50) 3 (11.1) 18 (27.7)
; A great N ; S : . .
. deal (5) . 2 (16.7) | 0 (0) 2 (11.1y | O '(0') 4 (14.8) - 8 (12.3)
Tot. No. 12 - . 4 18 4 27 65

—

: "5.3.3 Perception of involvement in educational decision making.

f o Another item on the June 1976 .questionnaire asked respondents to indicate

: -~ if they perceived an increase in their own involvement in educational
decision making within the last two years, if their involvement had
stayed the same, or if their involvement had decreased. The following -
table contains these data. : *

;. of khe 91 individuals responding, only 7, or 8%, felt that their® B -
T involvement had decreased. All 7 of these resPOndents were community

members. The remaining respondents were equally divided in their

perceptions about involvement with 46% feeling it had "increased." of

the 46% who felt their involvement had stayed the same, 11% were school

' . , staff members and-32% were community members. Thus, all SCG members

:. : but one and all school task force members responding did see their
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involvement in educatzonal decision making increasing. -

¥

It is interesting :

to note that 3 of 5 school board members who might be assumed to have -

been highly involved two years ago saw their own involvement increasing.

Would You Say Your Invclvemant in Making Decisions About

Table III

the Schools During the Past Two Years Has
- Increased, Stayed the Same, Decreased?

.

F 1

[

. School } . _ ‘
Response. Task & , School ‘School  Community Total
Group SCGs Force Staff 3oard Members Surveyed
| No. $ No. % No. % No. % No. £ - No. Y
'Possible ‘ A ' ’
No. 38 12 52 s 156 264
) £
In- » ‘ ‘ _ : ’ - | :
creased 12 (92.3) 5_(100.0) 13 ¢56.5) | 3 (60.0) .| 9 (20.@) 42 (46.2);
Stayed o . '
the same 4 1 (7.?) 0 , 'LQ)_’104(43.5) 2 {40.0) |29 (b4.4) “42 (46.2)
creased 0 (0) 1 0O A (o) T B ¢ {0} O (0) 7 (15.6){{ 7 (7.7)
“Tot. No. 13 5 23 L

§.3.4 Satisfaction with educational decisions. All respondents
were asked if their own satisfaction with decisions relating to the
' schools had increased, stayed the sage,,or decreased during the past
two years. Thirty-seven percent (n=34) reported increased satisfactdon,
32.6% (n=30) reported their satisfaction had stayed the same, and 30.4%
(n=28) reported that their satisfaction had actually decreased. Thése
data were also examined by respondent group. They are presented in the
table which follows.

) . Again, it is'clear from the data that it is primarily members of
the school staff and the community whose satisfaction with decisions
ré&lating to the schools during the past two years has either remained
the same or decreased. “ A -

s 3




Table IV S §;/

. . L
Has Your Satisfaction with Decisions Which Are Made "
About the |Schools During the Past Two Years '
Iné¢reased, Stayed the Same, Decreased?
, chool . :
~ Response . .| Task School School  Community Total
Group SCGs | Force Staff Board = Members - Surveyed
- No. $ No. % No. % N6. % No. ‘%, .No. %
Possible o \‘/ ’ A R
No, = 38 . /Iz¢ ‘52 ¢+ & 156 264

7 ' { A
Increased | 9 (69.2) { 3 (60.0) | 9 (37.5) | 4 (80.0) | 9 (20.0) 34 (37)

' .

Stayed 2 (15.4) | 2 (40.0) |'8 (33.3) |1 (20.0) |17 (37.8) || 30 (33) -

the same

Decreasedd 2 (15.4) |0 (0¥ |7 (29.2) |0  (0) | 19 (42.2) || 28 (30)

Tot. No. 13 5 24 5 .45 92

5.3.5 Involvement of other commity members. In order to’deter-
mine if respondents saw a change in community involvement in education
-. decision making, we asked them if they perceived an increase or decrease .

in the involvement of qther community memhers, or .\f..a in thei.r opinion, :
mvolvement of others 1d stayed the same. , *

'Of the 72 individ mpox;ding to this questien ’ 48 or two-thirds
felt there had been an ijcrease in the involvement of community members
in the educational decisi n-making process. Nineteen persons, or 26%,
' to about the same extent. Of this 26%,

A inity members. Further, 7%, or 5 community
_members, saw a decrease in community involvement. It is clear from the
‘data that those SC@, school task force, school staff and school board
members see community s as becoming more involved than community
members see themselves.. Further, community members formed the only
group noting a decrease in involvement. Overall, however, two-thirds
of those responding thought there had been an increase in the involve-
ment of community members in the making of decisions about the schools.
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Table ﬁ

would You Say the Involvement of Other Members of Your
Community in Making the Decisions.About. the Schools ’

s -in the Past Two Years Has Increﬂ%ed,

o S Stayed the Same, Decreased?

School~'(“ . ‘ , .

Response -Task School  ~Schoeol  Community Total
Group SCGs = Force staff  Board'  Members Surveyed
- ’ No.. & )‘Ne; R No. - & No. \i No. 4 % | \No" $

" Possible . . my ' o “

No. 38 12 -V 6 - 156 264 ¢
Increased | 12 (92.3) | 4-(80) | 14 -(77.8) | 5 (100) | 13 (41.9) 48 (66.7)
Stayed L ol eo| ey lo (o]13 @1 |1 @
the same : o ' I . °
Decreased 0 (0) Q 0O} o (0) QM (0) 5 (le.l) 5 (6.9)
Tot. No. 13 5 - 18 5 31 72

- '5.3.6 Awareness of school staff, scheool _board, andrccmmuﬂitx‘f
members. Respondents were asked to indicate on a 5-point scale (1 = not
at all . awaré, 5 = very aware) how aware they felt school staff, school -

*

board, and community members were of their opLnigEEI§§E::S§:iE§Ch°°1 in'
September of 1974, and in June of 1976. The follow esents a

summary of those data.

From the following table, it can clearly be seen that overall,
.respondents perceived an increase in the awareness of all three groups
over the 22-month period. The mean ratings increased .61 for school

staff, .75 for school board, and . S%\for comnunity members. ..

L]

o~

7 T

30

e



Table VI
f’ . A r
How Aware Do You Think Schocl Staff Members, School Board
Memhers, dna Community Members Were of Your Opinions
About the School in September 19747
How Aware Are They Now?

_ - School School ,-.Commuﬁit§
! — ~ Staff Board ' - Members
| o 1974 1976 | 1974 1976 1974 1976
Not at all aware (1) | 25.3- 12.3 | 3.5 19.0 | 3.9 1.5
. Slightly (2 | 107 6.2 | 21.6 “12.7 | 26.0 7.9
Somewhat (3 | 25.3 22.2 | 13,5 20.3 | 20.5 ‘34.2
Acdnsidera.bly @) *.13.3'. 23.5 13.5 21.5 12.3 © 27.6
Very aware - (5) | 25.3 35.8 | '14.9 26.5 | 8.2 15.8
. o ) | o L
Total No. 75 8L . 74 7% 713" 76 ., :
Mean U 3,03 3,64 2.49  3.24 *»2,3i" 3.22.

Median ' 3.05 3.90  2.13 3.4l 216 3.31

AN ' | -
- .

5.3.7 ‘Awareness of the RFD Strategy. In order to. determine the
extent to which both those involved with the strategy and non-involved.
community members were aware of the presence of the RFD Strategy in
Site A, subjects were asked to respond to two questions. The first
question asked respondents, "How aware are you of the work that the

‘achool-comminity group has done with the process facilitators?® The

secdond asked respondents how aware they were of work the school staff
had done with the process facilitators. The two tables which follow ¢
present these tﬂO groups of data. T _

Exactly half of the 88 respondents reported “that they were pretty :
much to very aware of the school-community woxrk. Slightly over a third
(37.3%), however, reported that they were not at all aware of this work.
These data are particularly interesting when broken down by respondent
groups. As may be guessed, %hose'groups most closely connected with .

- the gtrategy groups indicated higher levels of awareness than those

further removed. For example, all SCG members, all schgol task force
members, and all school board members surveyed reported that they were
Pretty much aware to very aware of the work being done with the school-
comnunity groups. Conversely, 60% of the community members said they
were not at all or only slightly aware of the school-community work; 16%
indicated that they were somewhat aware, and 23% were pretty much to ‘
very aware. Slightly over half of the school staff (52%) indicated they

. were pretty much to very aware of this work, but another 26% indicated

they were not at all ‘aware, or only slight aware.
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- . . Table VII |
How Awgge Are You of the Work that. the School-Community Group
Has Done with the Process Facilitators?

_ School ‘ . _
Response A o Task School.  School Community - Total
- ~ Greup 5CGs Foxce - - Staff .Bdard  Members  Surveyed
No. % . No. % No. £ MNo. W No. % No. %
Possible : R L 4 E ’ :
"No. = 38 12 52 6 156 264 :
Not at a1l |- - N - . , ‘ o
aware (1) 0 (0o (0)] 4 (17.4)} O (0) | 20 (46.5) 24 (37.3)
.. Slightly o - o .
(2) 0 géO) 0 - (O} 2 (8.7)} 0 (0) | ' © (14) 8 (9.1)
Somewhat ’ T ' - _ o
~ (3) o . (Oio (0)] 5 (21.7)1 0 . (0) 7 (16.3) 12,(L3.6)
Consider- ’ ‘ » _ . _ | -
ably (4) 1 (7.7)3 (60.0) | 5 (21.7)} 1 (25.0) 4 (9.3) |} 14 (15.9)
very , . aA B R A . .
aware (5) 12 (92.3) | 2 (40.0)} 7 (30.4)| 3 (75.0) 6  (14) 30 (34.1)
- . '\A “a N
Total'No. 13 s . .23 . 4 43 . 88
.‘:. . ‘. f . -
L . R Table VIII ’

How Aware. Are Youvof the Work the School Staff
Has Done with the PrBcess Facilitators?

~ School ‘ »
Response ‘Task School School  Community =  Total
Group SCGs Force Staff Board  .Members Surveyed
Possible Ng. % »No. - % No. . % No. § No. % . No. %
No. 38 12 52 B < 156 A 204
Not at all ’ o
aware (l)-, 0 (0 0 ()} 2 (8.7) 0 (0) | 26 (60.5) 28 (31.1)
slightly ) - | A
(2) 1 (6.7) 10 S (0)} 4 17.4)] © (0) 2 (4.7) 7 (7.8)
Scmewhat o - ‘ i ~
i (3) 4 (26.7) | O {0)1 2 (8.7)] 1 (25.0){ 4 (9.3) Il (d12.2)
Consider- . ‘ o
ably - (4) 6 (40.0) | O (0)| & (26.1) ] 1 (25.0) 6 (14.0) 19 (21.1)
very x B o
aware {5) 4 (26.?)‘ 5 (100.0) | 9 (3%.1)] 2 (50.0) ¢} 5 (11.6) 25 (27.8)

Total No. 15 5 23 4 43 " 90
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o f The same question was asked regarding the work'PFs had done with the

. ' school staff. Overall responses were much the same, with 39% of 30

; . respondents indicating they were not at all or only slightly aware.
Examining these data by groups, one finds that all school task:

force members, as would be expected, are very-aware of the school
work and 65%. of the school staff are pretty much to very avayg of
this work. Wwhat is surprising, ‘however, is that slightly over one-
: : quarter (26%) of, the school staff responding to the survey indicated
X A that they were not at all, or only slightly: aware of . the work the
: - _ process facilitator was doing in the school. |,
PR . . !
} _ Comunity memhere ‘'were generally unmfomed with 65% indi«cating\&
~*==—- they were not at all or only slightly aware of the school work, and
; another 9% indicating they were somewhat aware. The remaining 26%
¥ were almost evenly divided in being pretty much to very aware of the
o process feexlitater work m t.he scheol ‘

.

5.4 Response of the igevaio Population

X

y .As previously described, Some thirty Navajo community - ‘members and "
: A seven Navajo 'SCG members were interviewed regarding community and SCG.
A \ involvement"in education. Ccmmity members were. asked abouttheir
» ‘awareness of the work being done by the SCG and the extent to which
that work had helped improve education for students in their: ccmunity ‘,r
‘Responses of cemmmity members are presented below.

‘ N  Table Ix
~ .Yes No _? |Total.

; " Do you know about .the work tl;e _— : » T :
@ - school-community group has done? -~ . . 23° 5 3 31
: Has'““the school-community group R » -
N helped more people in your commu- . L
Ny nity make decisions about the s : \
education of your children? , 26 3, 2 31
K , | |

Has the SCG helped improve education . o \

. for students in your community? 28 1 2 31 .

From the resﬁxonses it can be seen that, of those Navajos surveyed,
) over 80% thought the SCG had served to increase the .participation of
@ community members and had helped to improve the education of students.

' The reader should note, however, what may be inconsistencies in these

data.  For example, while 28 of 31 compunity members felt the SCG had
helped improve student education, only 23 of 31 knew about the wm:k
of the SCG.

-

. . R
. . « . .
. -
: . . . \
. & . .
. . .
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Another series of questions posed Navajo community members related
to awqgeness by teachers, school board members, and community members
of the opinions of Navajo people about the schools. . The specific ques-
tions and the results obtained follow. - .

Teble X

Yes No , _? Total ..

Do teachers know what you think . _

’about the Schoels? ) 25 5 1 31 N
Do school hoard members know what - A

you think about the schools? - 20 8 3 31

+ * Do other members of your community

know what you think about the ' A

schools? 24 .6, 1 31
An.examinstion of the data reveals that at least twe—thirds of the 31
Navajos interviewed thought teachers, school board members and other
community members were aware of their opinions about the schools. Of -
the three groups, school board members were seen as the least kmowl-

edgeable of their opinions relating to the schools.

.The second‘group of Navajos surveyed were the non—Englxsh speaking
‘members of SCG I. They were asked three questions relating to the on :

suyccess of the school-community groups. Those questions and their

responses are presented below. 3 | ?

iTab;e X1
® , - Yes - No ? Total

Do you think the SCG has helped
improve the education of students

in your community? ) 0 1 7 *i

3

Do you think the SCG has helped the
people in your community become ,
more involved with the schseﬁi? 7 0 "o 7

Has youf SCG been sudcessful? 7 0 o 7

»

From the responses it is clear that, like the Navajo community

embers, these $CG members view the SCG as successful in both increas- -

ing the involvement of community membiers in issues related to the

schools and in improving the educatien of students in Eﬁéstssemmunity.

A note of caution regarding the interpretation of these data
must be added. Although an English speaking Navajo consultant was
utilized to assist in the construction-of the instrument, and ‘
specifically in the wording of items, the extent to which the ques-
tions were translated in the same terms for all respondents cannot
be determined. Nor can it be determined!that respondents understood

34 t» * .3
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.. the questiens W ch were being posed. The extent to which these
IETE ~ items and the resui_f.ing data serve as valid and rel:.ab.‘te measuxes of
- . Navajo opinien has not been determined.y = ’15«_
j“‘ . ' - ) Y ,r _ ) . ‘ -

t ]
» 2

ﬂ ’ess Sumaxjy ofSurvey
ﬂ .  In general, the results of the survey conducted’ in June 1976, 22 S
e 2 months after.the-initial steps of strategy installation, reveal-that— — —~— —: —
9 ty members who were. surveyed perceive an improvement in the - e
0o 'w.quality of education in their communities over the §ast two. years.
"+’ Further, respandents on the whole felt .themselves to be more Jinvolved

e -~ in the educatiocnal decision making, and were genex; lY ‘more satisfied
s .op “with those decisions which were being made. Finally, two-thirds of
; . f © the respondents perceived that the work done by ;—.he SCGs and the school
X X S staff had impmved thg quality of educational decis.mns in their . .
S commmities. o ‘ s e ‘ Lo ; : :

£ . S e ‘ e o
5.6 Direct COE'E‘.S of Strategy Implementation

*

' ,-‘j.'
*

, . ‘ Direct costs bf the installation of the R¥D Strategy were examined

9, - 7 s from the perspective of the Rural Edueation Program and the school

. . district. (ategories for the REP Aincluded (1) amount of time spent
.o, in formal training, guided :field; experience (GFE), and consultation;

i

LT e - and (2) travel and per dienx qpstg of providing formal training, GFE,
B .and tonsultation. _ & !
:. ‘;‘ . ‘}r AP ', .o ) r « .
T ] se costs, of courge, do not reflect the actual cost of strategy AR
N mglementatmn at the local level in Site A. For example, the REP ‘ : ‘
.- currently figures' that for 4§ day of’ field time, two—thirds to one day

. coe o of inkouse time is spent in, ,preparation. Doubling the amount of time

' ‘apd “salary still. -do not account for such éxpenses as space, equipment, -
@ Co . supﬁlies,. and overhead (such es%enagement costs). Additionally, A
g LR “i sifice Site A was for the RER jpart of an ongoing strategy development 4
o o effortp .the "expensds incurred ‘do ‘not reflect expenses of implementing

o an qlxeady defined and developed’ strategy. Thus, as examination of

“all the installation*cost data related to the Site A intervention - __ .
. ‘would most likely provide an mflated picture of what strateqgy imple~ ’

.‘ N xtentat&on c:ests are fpr the ’ agency providing t.‘ne consultation. , T

- ‘ e Vi =
A A | 'rhe follewing flgures represent the costs for the on-gite work -

‘ , = of .tnstellmg the RE\D Strategy. - !

: ) . ’ '_\ N . 7 \ ot ) ) o - - : ’ '

J‘,.n M e e 1‘, o e« ; ““ r\‘ . “‘ . ‘\\.

o ! ' G

. ) ‘ i ' t




For the school district, f&gures were provided for salaries of four
process facilitators, travel "of the facilitators, and SCG memhers7, and
the contract with NWREL. The district staff in figuring costs for
implementing the strategy did not account for the time of the RFD
‘coordinatox, superintendent, school board. school staff, and/or task
force, and SCG members. Nor did they figure into their expenditure .

b i ' . N '
} | Table XII. B R
“ b N S Person »
Days ~ ‘Rate Cost

A. Contract Negotiations with School 4 -
. District (Start-up) | "n200 122 $ 2,420.00
B. Orientation and Formal Training IR 1205 9,000.00
B — Guiéecwfield Experiende, (GFE) 1547 108°  16,632.00
D. Travel Costs for A-C o R 8,330 00
o | . motal . $36 382.00

estimates of the costr of providing office epace and mete:ials to sup-

Zport the work of the PFs.

The following are the figures reported tc us by the schlcl district

‘implementing the RFD Strategy in Site A.

7ble XI1l S
1974 1975 Total
L P

A. Salaries for 4 Process ’ : ‘ . )

Facilitators .. $39,000 $54,000  $ 93,000
B. . Travel Expenses for Process’’ ‘ S , é

Facilitators.and SCG Members II 21,000  30,000° . 51,000
C. Contracc with NWREL for Training, ' : ;‘,i A »

GFE and Consultation /| 32,000 33,000 65,000

— - _Total.

¢

querage daily rate for persons involved (selary plus benefits) .

$109,000

SApproximate daily rate for program ‘associate (salary plus heqefits).

GApprcximate daily rate for staff specialist I (salary plus benefits).,

»7SCG membars were reimbursed for travel expenses to and from SCG
u-etings. :

-t

Eétimeted; st

36 | B 42
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- o | | A.4 School and Cbmﬁ;ity Questionnaire for
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M

CLeMINITY

A.l SCG EVENTS CHECKLIST

- Inter- '
e IS Sl 4 . Par- m"t I
- - - % ar n'el - - o R N

-

1. PCgunmity»n‘-bersﬁgt with the
. or other represanta-
ti\rg‘:e discuss the Scnool-
mety Process.

Community members contributed
information to a resdiness
survey. '

Cm-nit)rmp‘rs . to
+ participate in theml-
- Commmity Process. .

Cowmmity members contributed
information to the baselins
data collection. ‘

A TSCG (temporary school-
comamity group) was f&med‘

The TSCG condkucted a survey to
identify the leaders of
cmmityopinimgrmps.

The TSCG developed criteria of
membership for assuring that all
camumity opinion groups would
be represeated on the SCG
(school-commmity group).

- The TSCG identified potential
SCG members based on the results

of the opinicn leader survey.

ptional activity/event -



s 3
.

¥y
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. ) a PL
»
Inter-] . _ S j
Iten view | . Yes - No }t’iual g’;‘f Commants
Late
9. me'l‘scﬁsuhmittodmthesdxool
board their standards of repre- -
sentativaness and opinion leader R

nominations for SCG meRbership. |-

a. standards of . mpmenta-
' timn .

h. opinion leader nominations |

I(' B

»

10.

An SCG was formed and oriented,
by the school board.

a. formed SCG

b. orientsd SCG

i

1.

i

R ‘ 4.
The SCG prepared plans for a
commmity-wide needs assessment.

'flz. The SCG assessed its own capa-

bilities to participate in the
School-Community Process and
plammed activities to improve
those capabilities.

- 13.

The SCG conducted & needs assess-|

ment study and rted the
results to the : 1 -board and
comamity.

a. conducted study
b. report to school board

¢. report to commmity

45



o . ' S Inter- parlDon't -
' : item . view Yes No tiall km C Commants
Date ~ , oW A '

-

" assessaant.
8. m)rzod results

-

‘b, prioritized needs : .
P C. selected improvement

~ ' ls.fmsc?fgpresmtedamméa-,‘
‘ - tion for an Mt project
f. : mthescmmm
. i  commmity for confimmation.

a. to school board °

b to cmmty

16, The SCG reviewed the criteria of - ‘
mix and its membership period-. | . -
dically to ensure that the group » :
truly represents tne commmity.

. ~ 17. The SCG developed guidelines S

: : ’ ls.msmdévelcpedgm for the
@ f project and criteria for assess-
‘ ing the altemative approaches.

a. goals

. b. criteria

46 o ‘ 41
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o - . ; - - fInter- o ar-| Bon? ®
f Iten view Yes No | Far 1k t Comments S
. Lt Date . jtia oW . ‘ t

-

19. The SCG searched for altema- _ ’ | -
: o tives and gathered data about :
T eakh- aleemgi_\fe. 4 -

altermnative

20. The SCG assessed each alternative
in terss of tue previously
defined criteria ¢ -

2. The SOG selected the best ’ o D § .
approach and recoamended it to - . -
tne scnool board and the ’ ‘ _ N 3
community. , _ ; ' : -

a. to school board

-

b. to commmity

22. The SCG analyzed the proposed
educational improvement project
te deternine necessary sc:iv:-
ties and resources. .

N . N i : .
23. The SCG involved others (e.8., : . . . L
schwol staff, school boand, : . : ‘ : .
€ . scnool and district administra- { - ’
, ‘tors) in preparing implementation : : :
¢ » and svaluation plans. o _ : .
' a. school staff - : ‘ ’

v b. school board
c. administrators '
d. students

o e. others . =

42 | - F 47




o ‘ r » C Inter- P '
i , ( , ar- Den .
: Iten | vi.::: -Yes- No tiall Know Comments e

24, The SCG prem:ed inplmtxtim , -
and evaluition plans to the ‘ ’ T

R — e —- IR Saaame S S

. | : ~ & to schoal board. : a | \

b. mcu-mit)'

@ | 25, The SCG arrsnged for special ‘ e
training necessary for cosmumity } ' .
- nembers to participate in carry- '
. ing out the plans, -

N | 4. - .
* 826, The SCG participated in and . . - . |
monitored a tryout of the project : \ . S
a. participated in :/_,P L

- o b. menitored . 1 1 | @

27. mscsmmmmnnuof
. toe tryout and decided whather
or not modifications wers needed
before tne project was -
incorporated as part of tie
regular school progra.

28. The SCG prepared a report on

the results of the tryaut and o

- 1its recormenciations for == A .

- adaptaticn. ‘ ' i} » '

; 29. The SCG reported to the school
i o board and the cammmity at
- large the resuits of the tryout ' : ‘ : :
and its recommendations. _ : » -
a. to school board . .

: D. to commmity o . : : : /)
@ S 3

*This event may be optional: progrmtic projects need tryaut pmjects designed to
. improve school facxlities may not.

45 o L a
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h ~
- Inter- '
Iten ‘ E;.i: Yes No i;‘;l &mﬂ: - Comments
30. The SCG participated in project .

o in activities, j.e, N T e S
full-scale implementation, : N ,
monitoring, and evaluation, : @

31. The SCG p ‘ progress -
© reports on saentation and
evaluation acti\rities. .
32, The SCG made recommendations to @
. modify sctiyities based on® . -
- evaluation results,
. - 4
- i . - =
33. The SCG presented progress s !
reports to the seiool board and - -
the comumnity. ( : s
3. ‘to school board . @
. - g . . :
" b, ta commmity N N L . "“:
. ']
34, The SCG synthesized the progress . ¥
reports and prepared a summary
report on tie educaticnal e
improvement project. 5

35, SCG members assessed skills -
gained through thair participa- L
tién in the School-Commmity - o
Process and identifixi remain- } S
ing skills needed for problem -

a. assessed skills '
b. identified naeded skills
- » [
- 49 |
t



Itom .

inter-
view
Date

Yes

" 36. The SCG presented its summary
- report to the school bosrd, the
Tscnodl staif, ad the commmity.

ai'sd:oelba_ml

b. school staff

c. commmity

37. The SCG megotiated with the |
school board & decision about -

. 8 anotner cycle of the
‘Sggi%_nit)fm:s.A :

ConmtS:

S0




A.2 SCHOOL AND COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

ID #
Date
v | AAI} Would you say eur ‘involvement in makxng t/fﬁ 1 . Increased
o decisfons about the schools during the pas two ‘
*a-5;£I ....... ﬂfamf~—*years~h35~—£eipele~%hefnum5“Ffﬁffyuur-&ns r 2 Stayed the same
- _ -3 Decreased «
“A-2 Has your satisfaction with decxsians which are | | 1 Increas®d
R made about the schools during the past two ‘
years: (circle the number of your answer). 2 Stayed the same
-3 Decreased
| K ‘A-3 . Hg:ld you say the }nvo1vement of other members 1 Increased
‘ of\your community in making the decisions :
atfout the schools in the past two years has: .2 Stayed the same
(circle the number of your answer of the ? 3 - Decreased
mark) ? Don‘t know

* A-4  How aware do you th1nk 'school staff members, school board members,
and community members were of your opinions about the school in
September of 19747 How aware are they now? (circle the six answers.
If you are not sure, circle the ? mark.)

G - >  September 1974
not at all very i
aware aware
g a. school staff 1 2 3 4 5 2
b. 'school board . | |
members 1 2 3 4 5 1
c. community - -
members - ' .1 2 3 4 5 '?‘
June 1976
not at all very
aware  aware
school staff 1 2 3 4 5 2
school board ; |
members /Sl 2 3 4 5 7
“.c. commufiity - !
members 4 5 ?

NoﬂhwcctH.gkxuﬂEduc&&xuﬂLlhmmtxy
71ostSknundAwnnul (Ei?)'
97204 . B Edu:ﬂnn
nﬂnphono (503) 248-6800 ;o 531_

~

°



A-5 In the fall pf 1974 the school district
hired four cess facilitators to work with
i embers and school staff in a
nity group (SCG). How aware .
are you of the work that the school-
- community group has done with the process
“facilitators? (circle your answer)

not at all
aware

1 2

A-6 How aware are you of the work the sdhool
staff has done with the process :
‘?ac?iitators? (circle your answer)

A-7 Has the work done by the school-communxty
group and the schoal staff with the i ‘
process facilitators improved the quality
of education in your community? - (circle ‘
your answer)

A-8 Has the overall quality of decisions about -

education in your community in the last
two years improved? (circlefyour answer)

& .

" A-9 Use the space below to mak
in educational decisi

¢

king.

JG/jt . -
6/2/76 - |

92

not at all

aware ’

———
————————

very
aware

ny comments you have on community involvement

47



A3 SCHOOL-COMMUNITY QUESTIONMAIRE -

NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING SCG MEMBERS ) | |
v ~ N SR ) °
- Check, one - . N S - v , L
Montezumd Creek SCG ' , -ID # .
»N‘M%—«‘—«~M~—'H“:”“”‘*“A )015éth§C “\;\“'“‘_"‘HQN««A__,..AMA‘ """" - wmﬂ%ﬂate“w;“f_ T T ‘W**—‘ )
1. Do the meeting procedures used by your SCG ‘ ’ o | - {’
(for example, appointing a chairman, build- . R
_ing an agenda, writing down what happened) . ; _ :
“help to make the’ meetings more successful? N .
" (circle one) | » |  yes no 7, |
L 2. Do you think all SCG members are welcome to | - “
S . participate in SCG meetings? (circle one) | yes - no ?
3. Are all community members welcome to parti- o S : PR Q
cipate in SCG meetings? (circle one) yes© no 7 -
4. Do SCG members listen to and understand each o
) other? (circTe one) | yes. no 72 _
- 5. Has your SCG worked with -any of ‘the fol]owing . R X
' - groups? If yes, heck aﬂ that appLy. ) - yes no 7 ‘
' | D Other SCGs. S L o e
[C] School Board D Comunity Members : e
[C] School Staff [3 Students o - : e
: i e , ’ Tk p
6. Was the work your SCG did m»’ch cther groups . : .
§uccessfu1? (circle m) _ - **  syes  no T
7. Do you think your SCG has helped improve the - |
education of students in your community? ! o L J
. (eircle one) : N - .yes ' no '?w;' o
8. Has your SCG been successful? (circle ore) ~ yes ,no " 7
"9, Do you think the SCG has helped the people in R B
your community become more involved with the ' . @
schcols? (circ}e one) ( ©yes no ?
s
JLG/mp NonhmﬁegionalEdﬂcaﬁond Ldaoraory o L
5/27/76 K . 710 SW. Second Avenue, Rl . ‘
7 97204 ¢ Y Educstion
. ~ Telephone 3)248-6800 - Program |
48 ‘ .




. o A.4  SCHOOL-COMMUNITY QUESTIONMAIRE - !
| NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING COMMUNITY MEMBERS :
° A
*Nhere do you live? (check ene)
§ . Montezuma Creek | S
e 'Wj-~~F»memﬂljatQ;;;Anw*n_1*:;__HMthN~__H;_ﬂﬂw;,f,g-&f -
;" : ‘Mexican Hat - > .
Navajo Mt.
____ Gouldings | . o |
- " Other (specify - ‘ )
: . oL B o \ “ -
.- » ‘ , - . . ) ‘ i
There are a few questians I would 1ike to ask you about education in
.. your community. You answer each qugstion with a yes, no, or I-
| : - don't know response. - / o
@ : . /
| - 1. First, do €!§chers know what you think about _
- ‘the schools? (circle one) . . yes no ?
S 2. ' Do school board members know what you think A :
: about the schools? (circle one) | yess ~no ?
° | | | > B
‘ 3. Do other members of:your communxty know what o .
you think about the schools?* (circle;@qg).f - yes' no 7
4, Do you know about the work the schaoi-cammunity. o
| - group (SCG), has done?" (cirqle one)/ _ yes no ? |
@ o » : .
| 5. Has the schpol-community group (SCG) helped &
- more people in your community make decisions . o
about the education of your, children? S -
| (circle one) - , * _ - yes  no ?
® 6. - Has the SCG helped improve education for
: ‘ students in your community? | (circle one) yes no ?
’ : >
K
*\ ("
@ N \
* : | A | ] \
| . mp - ' ' MMR@MEMWLMM .
| - 5/27/76 ‘ , & 710 SW. Second Avenue [ o @
S , ' Oregon 87204 Education
Telephone (503) 248-6800 : Program o

-~
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\\\ﬂ

» 3
. A.5 SITE A INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR SCHOOL-COMMUNITY »
5 ‘ ‘ GROUP MEMBERS (FEBRUARY 1976) A
Date
N v e Interviewers )
‘ Sy, Respondent Code
s - . Duration of Interview
o "wg are 1nterested in talking to you about the types of
activities you havg been engaged in since Novemher." -
‘;.1.;What#are the primary ) .
SCG activities you . |
- have been®involved in
< during the last four
months? ‘
e ‘g In your oplnlon
what- hgs: gone T
“especially well? -
. Why? / | | B , .
. . ' * f}#
e \ .
> } L \ ‘ ‘
.~ b. What wére some of ~ fffffﬁ’
, ~> _ T
5, ’ the difficulties, o
if any, in conduct - ) | .
ing thése
activities? 5
)
-t N * . . !‘ !
50 ' ' » ' N "
. j 55 x
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Y

. | : $ .
2. a.How do you feel
[ 3

. about the work the

' N ‘
© SCG is doing?

-

~b. Has the work the
SCG has done mﬁd@ a
difference in the
way the schoai
gboé;d tfeats educa-
.- tion issues? If

H

.~ . yes, how has it
* 4 .

made a differenggf;

c. What, if anything,
would you like to

see done differ-

- ently? Why?
“ f i
) x

51




/

- 3. What kind of work, if
* ¥any, has your SCG done
_with the, other SCGs?

L N

- 4. During the past fouf

months, what activities
have the process
faciljtaterglheen'in-
volved’ig’with your |

SCG?

-
-

a.lWhat role did the
{ process facilita-
tér play in these

activities?

52
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b, In geﬁeral,'how do
you feel about the
work the proce§s
facilitators have

been doing?

'5. Do you have any bther
comments afout SCG

activities?

JG/jt
. 2/17/76

P

—a
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| | o Lo APPENDIX B ..
o c | ‘ B

~ . I1. LOCAL DISTRICT BASELINE DATA COLLECTION FORM*
. N D c : A ’ : )
o Data Collector _ J. Goforth - Date __9/15/74

Name of District giSite A (San Juan School District)

Address of District Montlcello, Utah

X } , o e ; t ‘ Source
: I. School Enrollment I , | of Data

1N

1. Public Schools - o
Grade No. of- Total

® Type of School ' Levels - Schools Enrollment | Utah State
| i T A T — [EdUc. Directory
Elementary K-4 7 1527 -
K-8
; o CK-6
i ’ & N R K=6 :
| ‘ High (Jr.-Sr.) 7-12 2
1 . ‘ - Other (S ecifg S N
A . t ElﬂL..‘i___. K-6 . -1
o o : + vocational

Total pupil enrollment in dlstrict

2. Private Schools

: ’ ‘ | ) Grade  No. of - - Total

X / - Type of School Leyels  Schools Enrollment
| | Elementary 1-8 1 25 School. admin.
| | Junior High N S
X High | . —_— gpe—
: ~Junior College i —
‘ » ) . : A
; o Other (Specify
| ) —
% . '
; ‘Total pupil enrollment in district,
;. — Ch_aractemstlcs of the- Populatlon, 19?0 Census
of Pepulatxon, U.s. Dept of Commerce
y ) v
‘ *The term "distrlct“ refers to area covered by a local
¢ o education agency. , ’ i . 57
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' @
‘ | . . - Source
II. Voting Record on Educatienal Issues A | \ of data
1. LlSt ‘type of bonds and/or 1ev1es .‘
passed and years-of passage for - : =
last 5 years . R ; - School District
' ; o ~ Office
Bond or Levy. _ ‘ - Year » o
~ For copstruction of two Tew hj 1975 - N 3
| schools within scnool district . . | |
- ' .
. @ =
e 2. Llst type ofkhends and/or 1ev1es .
not passed and years of nonpassage X ; :
for last 5 years _ , ' . ®
N " Bond or Levy S Year |
None
- ) t : .;
| )
o I11. Special Problems or Censxderetlens of the
; I Communities in the District: (e.8., lawsuits » :
e } pending agalnst the school dlStl‘lCt) . _ °
- ' 1. Geographlcal remoteness of area, large ’
cL district with w1delx distributed population }School District
' - Office
2. Bilingual-Bicultural populatlon ’ - °
’ B 4 .
v . S ,
) 3. District charged with discrimination | -
‘ against native American students - ®

61
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. | N ’ Source
‘ ‘ . ‘ of data
;(' . IV. Ethnic CBmpositioncﬂfTbtal School District . | 1870 census
f @ data
| ' 1. Black/Negro S 16
| | 2. Mexican American
- 3. Caucasian -, 4826 N | . .
| ) | , o .
. 4. Oriental | ) °
; | 5. American Indian ) 4740 "
| 6. Puerto Rican Lo -
o 7. Other (Specify ) 24
| V. School Budget (Public) (M § 0) o
o ‘ ‘ School Dlstrlct
o 1. Total budget* (M § 0) $ 3,800,000.00 Office
: T N School sttrlct
2. Per pupil expenditure (M § 0) $ 1L38¥.oo Offlce
3. Special project funds, including | |
: o X government and private sources ‘
% : (Please specify ESEA, Title III, etc. )
z : : School’ Dlstrxct
Title I $ 489 028 - Office ‘
A \ : | )
Title IV’ $ 89,868 - .§ School Dlstrlct
o S - « \ ‘ | TOffice
: . JOM ’ $§ 147,772 | School sttrlct
® .
C : : Otffice ,
_ $
; » VI. Description of District
@ ‘ : ’
§ 1. The district is _275miles from a city of 1970 Census
« . 25,000 or more - . : : . Utah State map
: 2. Are there reasons why this district should ‘ v
f not be considered as a rural area? ‘
@ . ’ ‘ ~ :
| Yes No X ’ ‘ -
| P Exp ain | X
.
. *Excluding special project funds.
: i ' ¢
| * | . 59
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' o | | | ‘Source
/P\\\;‘ : ¢ , . of data

2. Mobility dépeéifY'%,or‘number)' T
a. How long does the average family stay ..
| in the’disgfict? °N.A. . years
b. Describe any pertinent information
relating to the mobility or stability - ‘ .
of the community in the district: Py
VAL R s (
- A - - B T ~ e R r“
3. Communication system ysed in district A -
(Give names and town of origin of as many
as appropriate) ’ .
‘ a. Newspaper(s) _ San Juan Record (weekly) , o
/ : - < — )
/ b. Local radio station _ KATU
I . ¢. Local TV station __none ;
/o | B S _ ' — . |
/ , 4. Geographical setting of district L .
/ v toe o ~ g '
VA a. Location South Eastern Utah
. f‘/’ r f . 7 r : / . .
! b. Environment in general’~De§§rt, remote, 'r,  ,' ;é?}!.
f isclated, numerous scenic and recreational ) |
attractions |
5. Types of empldyment o " |Employment Reve®
S ' : . jopment Divishon,
a. Agriculture - 10.4 % Utah Dept. of
. ' ' . | Employment
- b. Manufacturing . 5.6 $ |Security T
,.-/4{ c. Retail ‘(Trad:e) : 1 % | - @
d. Military | " -~ g . )
€. Service § Misc. | 8 8
£. Mining o ‘g" 15 % .
g. Goverﬁment _ / ; 23 %

hy All other non-agric.




- ]
Source
of data
- VII. Personnel Statistics (Public) |
@ , ] o Scnool District
: 1. Teacher/pupil ratio. S 20/1 Qffige
. 2. Teachers transferriﬂé to other A ‘ '
; schools within district L . sqjgol District
. - (specify number last year)" 1 | Office
. ‘3. Teachers leaving district . | - | School Dlstrict
- (specify number last year) . 17 - ~ Office
4. Teachers who are members of | |
~ - minority groups (specify . School District
o ¢ number for current school year) 18 1 Office
5. Average length of service of o :
- teachers:in this disfrict <" N.A.
Less important: | .t ’
6. Teacher age rahge » - _N.A. Z, »
7. Average age-of teachers// _N.A.
8. Average age of administrators -~ _N.A.
| 9. Average level of ‘education of
o teachers ' N.A.
. B N | | | | V .
BN VIII. PTA Information
L '1. Existence: Yes " No X "
: \ ‘ : '
PS ' 2. Membership _ | - - a
3. Average attendance number - t - -
, ~ _ , S
° Less important:
- . 4. Number of officers - -
5. Frequency of meetings (per year) -~
. | 6. PTA newsletter Yes No. X
7. Subscription to PTA newsletter “
(specify number of subscribers) - -
61l
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IX.

X.

t

Income of Families in District

1. Less than $3000 NA %
2. $3000 - $7000 NA %
3. More than $7000 Na__ %

4. Median income o . $ 6,604

5. Percent of population on _ |

welfare - - - NA "¢
S | —TI7Y
6. Percent of unemployment 3.5%

32.9 percent of population in the county earﬁ'less than

pover%g level (1970 Census)

Pupil Itiformation (Public) #»~ continued
\. . -

" 1. Ethnic composition of students

a. Black/Negro 4
b} Cducasidn ¢ 1379 7
c. American Indian | 1243
~.d. Mexican American -
e. Puerto Rican
.f. Oriental (Asian American) 78
8. Other (Spedify: B )
2. Total dropout rate - o NA
T 3. Drépout rate for minority groups
NA &
NA &
) NA %
\ %
4. Average daily attendance 2496
5. Transfer rate within district NA
6. Transfer rate (out of district) NA

*See attached Pupil Information Sheet.
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! o L ' | . . PUPIL INFORMATION

5 o School District
g 3 ‘ 2 Student Population Profile Dathx
; - ‘ - October 1, 1974

5 o - 3 - » Spanish
7 ' Scnool - American Asian  Surnamed = = .
@ . ID No. Grades Indian Black - American American Anglo

1 3-6 170 - 1 9 8 182
2

x K-4 .107 .0 0. 17

K4 | 0 o0 2 - 22

L S V2
oo ©

K8 | 18 0 - 0 1
-5 k<6 276 # 1 29
K I 6 K-ﬁj’“* 8 0 0 26 . 281,

) 7 - K2 117 1 1 2 150

o
[ aw]

8 712 | 8 o T .1 28 315

X | 9 712 | 34 1 3 7 . 382

L] . .
3 - 1 ’
E \‘,, ‘ 6 6
"'kx b3 .;{.« - .

TRk



»

- o Source
‘ o of data
XI. Professional Personnel - - "~ {School District
- | | ‘ ' Office 1972 o X
£ — -1 { Employee Popula-
o No. of Personnel tion Profile
v ’ o Category \ . ‘
‘ ;.b \ A \x . ‘. . i
a. Certificated : : \ @
Employees: I 139 _— :
b. Noncertificated ;
hmp eyees ) o 148
| c. Non- teachmg S R - - . e
: ceértificated , -
E personnel NA - _—
- (e.g., principal, .
head counselor, o - . ~ .
librarian, etc.) o . . ' o 5 .

f}\

The follow1ng is considered less critical infor*
mation. If avallable, these data should be. '

collected L I e
- XII. Ability and Achievement | L | School Distfict
- ' (Specity 1nstrument used and average score) Office
, s * ‘ e
Date of Last |. Average | - .
) Test Grade Testing . Score | e
g ! » — .
T ___,CAT (1957 ed 3. Aprile 1976 NA ‘
CAT (1957 ed) 6 | ‘April 1976f  NA | e
CAT (1957 ed) 8 | April 1976 | 7.89 | -
CAT (1957 ed) 11. April 1976 | 10.63
XIII. Population of LEA . 1970 Census ~
| . ' [ ~ ‘ e
1. Total 9606 : : | s
| 2. Per square mile 1.2 . - w0
64 |
I : . .
67




e - | | | o '~ Source
a ’ I ' of data
v XIV. Education Level of Adyult's in the Di‘strict | 1970 Census
. 1. Less .than "8 years> of schooling 1607
| | . 2. Some high school | | 532
‘ 3, High»school\’gradt‘xate;> ~ 880
. 4. Some college . ‘ . 463
~ 5. College graduate 5 ﬁ ’
?. ' 6. Median school years‘éompleted A ,
. - by aéults R o 1_(_)_L
XV. Language Spoken at Home B
o 1, English I MY
. | 2. Other (Specify ‘Navaho ) NA g \
: . | BE
| 3. Other (Specify __ - ) NA %
| XVI. Religious Affiliations
o . 1. Catholic A s
- . -+ 2. ProtestZnt . | " ONA %
| | 3. Jewish - A% "
.@' ) 4. Other ~ . NA_ Y
XVII. Types of Households | | S | |
1. Two pa‘rent»house‘hold | - NA__“% | F'
i. 2 Single parent household | NA_ % Je
—*\ 3. Single person household. o NA_’? ',)‘\:
4. oz{her_ (Specify . | ) NA_ S . . ‘
° XVIII. Political Affiliations | )
1. Democratic SR . | NA % 1
2. Republican | NA &%
° ~ 3. Independent ‘ ‘ L ... . NA__ % L
e 4_{ Percent of ciualif:ied voters ~ | - :
»who axe registered | . -NA % . o ~\
\\\.




