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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine the degree and type 

of participation of selected Navajo educators. A questionnaire was 

developed for this study to allow categorization of the participant's 

responses of frequencies of participation at specific administrative 

levels and institutional functions. Selected elementary and secondary 

schools were visited by appointment and thirty-two participants volun

teered for this study. 

A diversity of Navajo educators was represented, according to 

background information obtained. Participants included both males and 

females, ages twenty-one to sixty, one to sixteen years of teaching 

experience, on-campus and on-site degree program graduates, public and 

B.I.A. school systems, six individual schools, and administrators and 

teachers. 

Overall, the greatest frequency of participation was as follows: 

For the Policy and Planning and Coordinating and Developing 

levels, student services (assessment and counselling) and curricular 

activities were highest, respectively. Daily teaching and administering 

duties were highest, as would be expected, at the Supervising and Im

plementing level with curriculum development and student counselling and 

assessment next highest, respectively. 
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Considering background characteristics, a public school dis

trict, an individual public school, males, the thirty to thirty-nine 

age group, on-campus program graduates, those with six years of teach

ing experience total or within a school district each reported the 

highest frequency of participation when compared within categories, 

respectively. 

Based on the overall mean of frequencies reported, high or 

low values were assigned. When the chi square statistic was employed, 

three significant relationships were found within background groups: 

those with Master's degrees; those with six to sixteen years of teach

ing; those with five to twelve years in a school; and those from one 

university had significantly higher frequencies. 

This study was exploratory in nature; and it is not known to 

what degree the conclusions could be extended to the general population 

of Navajo educators. The Navajo educators studied did participate to 

some degree at all levels in all school functions. Certain groups 

reported more participation, and those with Bachelor's degrees, fewer 

than six years of teaching experience, and fewer than five years in a 

school reported significantly lower frequencies of participation. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

One of the basic tenets of human rights that this nation was 

founded upon centered on the freedom of choice. The Native Americans 

valued, exercised, and enjoyed their right and opportunity to self-

determination long before the immigrants came to America seeking a 

refuge from tyrrany and an opportunity to make their values a reality 

rather than just a hope and a dream. Some quickly exerted their newly 

found freedom of choice by eliminating that freedom from fellow colon

ists and gradually from nearly all of the Native American population. 

Formal education was a prime area in which the Federal and 

State Governments gained control over Native Americans. A variety of 

approaches including school types (local and boarding) and program types 

(assimilation and/or culturally relative) were implemented over many 

decades as more and more tribes were conquered or signed treaties with 

the Federal Government. These programs were essentially planned, 

developed, and implemented by non-Indians with little or no input from 

tribal leaders or members. 

Near the completion of two-hundred years of domination over 

Native Americans by the United States Government, two Presidents, Johnson 

and Nixon, began to espouse the policy of self-determination for Native 

Americans. In 1968, President Johnson proposed "a policy of maximum 

1  
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choice for the American Indian: a policy expressed in programs of self-

help, self-development, self-determination" (in Prucha, 1975). He also 

stated that "the greatest hope for Indian progress lies in the emerg

ence of Indian leadership and initiative in solving Indian problems. 

Indians must have a voice in programs which are important to their daily 

lives." In 1970, President Nixon acknowledged both "the record of the 

white man's frequent aggression, broken agreements, intermittent remorse 

and prolonged failure. . toward the Native Americans and the Native 

Americans' "record of endurance, of survival, of adaptation and crea

tivity in the face of overwhelming obstacles." He also proclaimed that 

the time had arrived "to break sharply with the past approaches to 

Indian problems. . ." and that "self-determination among the Indian 

people can and must be encouraged. . ." (Nixon, 1970). 

Bea Medicine (1975), a Sioux anthropologist, later reflected 

on this message, saying, "Former President Nixon's proclamation of self-

determination for Indians (July 8, 1970) appears to have been an assess

ment of forces already underway in Indian communities in the United 

States." 

The Chairman of the Navajo Tribal Council, Peter MacDonald, 

represented the feelings of his people when he concluded his statement 

to the United States Civil Rights Commission: 

What the Navajo people want and need is the right to live 
lives that are meaningful and full according to the tenets of 
the Navajo culture. In order to achieve this end, we require 
first the respect of the Anglo culture and secondly, the 
putting of that respect into meaningful legislation and change 
of attitude so that the Navajo can achieve the self-determina
tion which has so long been promised and so long withheld. 
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We are not ready for the museum yet, and we want every 
opportunity to be ready for the next century (MacDonald, 
1973). 

This movement toward articulation of Native American self-

determination extended to the Congress of the United States which passed 

the "Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act--P.L. 93-638" 

in 1974 (88 Statute). 

Historically, American Indians have had little or no input in 

their education programs. Today, in most cases, their participation is 

limited to consulting or giving opinion—not decision making. 

The purposes identified in this law aimed "to train professionals 

in Indian Education" and provide for ". . .effective and meaningful 

participation by the Indian people in the planning, conduct, and admini

stration of those programs and services" (P.L. 93-638, 88 Statute, 1974). 

A significant need for the Navajo Tribe lies in its ability to 

continue to move towards self-choice by identifying substantive examples 

where self-determination could be possible and to assess Navajo involve

ment. In 1972, Chairman MacDonald said, "Self-determination is the 

road to self-sufficiency, and we are on our way" (Navajo Tribe, 1972). 

One year later he stated that "when we discuss education, we must 

recognize Navajo leadership in these public and private schools as being 

the cornerstone to the Navajo Educational Development" (MacDonald, 1973). 

Education is one facet of the Navajo culture and society where substan

tive programs are being implemented and can be identified as contribut

ing to the realization of self-determination. 
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Today, programs do exist which can have an impact on Navajo 

self-determination. Examples of these types of programs are found in 

some colleges of education which offer both on-campus and on-site 

teacher and administrator training programs. Navajo interest is demon

strated by virtue of the hundreds of teachers and more than two score 

of school administrators who have already completed these programs, 

earning certification by their respective state education agencies. 

Many, if not most all, now occupy positions where they could be making 

decisions related to the educational programs for Navajo Youth. Even 

though Navajos are still not fully represented in their schools, they 

are assuming more "decision making positions that determine and influ

ence educational policies and practices affecting Navajo children," 

as recommended by the United States Civil Rights Commission (1975). 

Therefore, the stated goal of both the United States Government 

and The Navajo Tribe is one of self-determination for Native Americans. 

For the United States, a public statute confirms this goal. The Navajo 

Tribe, however, has never relinquished their right of self-determination, 

and, therefore, reaffirms this Federal declaration of policy. Other 

institutions such as Universities have joined in with statements corres

ponding with Native American self-determination; they have also joined 

forces with the Federal Government and Native American tribal govern

ments to provide programs which will contribute to the realization of 

the stated goal. 

Consequently, this study plans to look at the opportunities and 

decjree of participation by the Navajos who have completed teacher or 
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educational administrator training programs and are in positions in 

the schools serving Navajo students in Navajoland. 

Rationale 

The leaders of the Navajo have long valued the role and desira

bility of education as a means toward the evolvement, adaptation, and 

progress of their people. The Navajo had a traditional system of edu

cation prior to their contact with European/American immigrants. A 

provision for education was accepted in the Navajo Treaty of 1868, 

stating that a classroom and a teacher would be provided for each 

group of thirty children who could be induced to attend school. At 

that time, a Navajo leader named Manuelito exhorted his people, saying 

that "education was the ladder" to progress for the future of the 

Navajo people (Zintz, 1969). 

The Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act 

(P.L. 93-638, 88 Statute, 1974) identified among its purposes: (1) "the 

right of Indian citizens to control their own educational activities," 

(2) the need "to encourage the development of human resources of the 

Indian people"(train professionals in Indian Education), and (3) to 

provide for ". . .effective and meaningful participation by the Indian 

people in the planning, conduct and administration of (their own) 

programs and services." Congress found that . .true self-

determination in any society of people is dependent upon an educa

tional process which will insure the development of qualified people 



6  

to fulfill meaningful leadership roles" (P.L. 93-638, 88 Statute, 

1974). 

In order to accomplish these goals and upgrade the educational 

opportunities of the Navajos, programs need to be made available to 

train Navajos as professional educators (particularly, administrators 

and teachers) if they are to be involved in making decisions which 

affect the educational programs for Navajo children. 

Such programs do exist, and many of their graduates are employed 

in schools on the Navajo Reservation. The number of teachers in 

Navajoland schools totals approximately 2,500, while the quantity of 

Navajo educators is, however, only about five-hundred. It is an under

statement to say that many more Navajo educators are needed in order to 

progress towards the opportunity for greater self-determination. More 

are being trained, in fact, and the systems they will be placed in need 

to be aware and responsive to their ability and need to be participating 

in the various levels and types of decisions found therein. Also, the 

training programs, both on-site and on-campus, could continue to recruit 

Navajos who can ultimately become decision-makers in the school systems 

in Navajoland. These teachers and administrators can know the levels 

and types of decisions that are made in their school systems. 

The Problem 

This research intends to investigate the problem as stated: 

Are Navajo teachers and administrators participating in leadership func

tions such as planning, coordinating, and implementation levels of 
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Navajo educational programs in the elementary and secondary schools 

serving Navajo children in Navajoland. Also, are Navajo teachers and 

administrators participating in making decisions across the categories 

(types) of institutional functions.such as: instructional program, 

personnel/staff development, student services, and support services? 

In addition, are they participating in the evaluation of their educa

tional programs in these levels and functions? The model used exten

sively for this problem has been developed and described by Blake et al. 

(1980). 

This model provides for inclusion and categorization of activi

ties and responsibilities found in a school system and allows these to 

be categorized according to the levels of functions for administrators. 

Evaluation has been added, since it represents a common element of the 

school. The school functions are cross-referenced with the administra

tive functions forming a matrix (this is described in Chapter 2). 

The Purpose 

It is the purpose of this research to determine the level 

(Generic Administrative) and type (Institutional Function) of partici

pation that Navajo teachers and administrators have in making educa

tional decisions. More specifically, the research intends to determine: 

(1) to what degree participation occurred, and (2) can the decisions 

made be characterized as a Generic Administrative level such as: 

a. Policy and Planning, 

b. Coordinating and Developing, and 

c. Supervising and Implementing; 
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or, can the decisions be characterized as Institutional Functions such 

as: 

a. Instructional Program, 

b. Personnel/Staff Development, 

c. Student Services, 

d. Support Services, and 

e. Evaluation. 

Nature of the Study 

This study used the methodology of descriptive research from 

the perspective of the current school year. The participation of Navajo 

administrators and teachers was surveyed and assessed to determine the 

degree, level, and type of participation within the school. 

Significance of the Study 

This study can be important for several reasons. 

The findings of this study could be useful in future research 

on the subjects of Native Americans, Navajo self-determination, or 

Navajo Education. This topic has not been studied to any great degree 

previously in this manner, and it can be useful to future researchers 

who will pursue similar topics. 

The findings and conclusions of this study could be useful to 

those agencies and institutions involved in aspects of education as well 

as other sectors of the Tribal society and government. Those interested 

parties include, but are not limited to, the Federal Government, The 
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Navajo Tribal Government, The State Governments of the Four Corners 

Area, the school systems in Navajoland and others serving Native Ameri

can students, universities and colleges that offer training to Native 

American students in education professions, and communities in and 

around the Navajoland and other tribal lands. 

The findings and conclusions could provide insight and informa

tion about the levels and types of participation which could be avail

able to members of school programs anywhere, but especially in schools 

serving Native American students with Native American educators. 

Definition of Terms 

Indian: a person who is a member of an Indian Tribe. 

Native American: a more contemporary name used by Indians in lieu of the 

term Indian. 

Navajo Indian: a member of the Navajo Tribe of Native Americans. 

Navajo Nation: the group of Native Americans which signed a treaty in 

1868 and were labeled "Navajo" for their total group while they 

call themselves "Dine," meaning The People. Most live in the 

area of the Four Corners States of Arizona, Utah, and New Mexico. 

B.I.A.: Bureau of Indian Affairs; agency of the Department of the 

Interior. 

Self-determination: choice of one's own acts or states without external 

compulsion (Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary, 1973). 

On-site teacher and administrator training programs: those delivery 

systems which provided pre-service teacher training and school 



administrator training on the Navajo reservation, in whole or 

in part, preparatory to qualifying the participant for state 

certification at their respective level of training and in their 

respective states. 

Generic administrative functions (levels): those functions of all 

administrators at any levels within any organization. 

Policy and planning: the formulation of policies and regulations; 

developing long- and short-range plans for programs. In general, 

activities which establish directions and purposes in any of the 

institutional functions. 

Coordinating and developing: the organization of human, fiscal and 

material resources; expanding goals and objectives into pro

grams. In general, those activities which are organizational 

and structural in nature and provide a framework for the accom

plishment of program purposes in any of the institutional func

tions. 

Supervising and implementing: the performance of specific tasks such as 

attending meetings, making phone calls; visiting classrooms, 

etc. In general, those activities which pursue and monitor 

programs and personnel in terms of goals and objectives in any 

of the institutional functions. 

Institutional functions: those categories of generic functions which 

are mutually exclusive and exhaustive of the types of areas for 

making decisions in the school within which all non-generic 

functions can be placed. 
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Instructional program: the subject matter areas. In general, those 

activities which pertain to curricular or extracurricular pro

grams in the school. 

Personnel/staff development: the personnel functions such as interview

ing, recruiting, recommending, hiring, in-service*, etc. In 

general, activities which are required to assist personnel in 

their responsibilities. 

Student services: counseling, advising, assessing, participating in 

staffing, etc. In general, those activities which are provided 

for students in order to increase their chances for success in 

the instructional programs. 

Support services: operations, functions such as fiscal, food, transpor

tation, health, public relations, protocol, etc. In general, 

those activities which are provided in the organization to assist 

students, faculty and staff in accomplishing their functions. 

Evaluation: a "pervasive component" of organizations for determining 

adequacy of programs, personnel, facilities, etc. In general, 

those activities which are provided to determine the degree of 

success or failure reached in accomplishing overall goals and 

objectives. 

Elementary schools: designates those schools servicing children in the 

grades normally reflected by the elementary teaching certificate 

in the respective states. 

Secondary schools: designates those schools servicing children in the 
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grades normally reflected by the secondary teaching certificate 

in the respective states. 

Navajo reservation: that area of land officially delineated with boun

daries as land held in trust by the Federal Government for the 

Navajo Tribe. 

Navajoland: that area of land comprised by the Navajo Reservation and 

other lands which have Navajo communities which are adjacent to, 

or nearby the Reservation. In all of this area so designated, 

Navajos participate in Tribal affairs and are under some form of 

jurisdiction and regulations of various agencies of the Federal 

Government. 

Assumptions 

In general, this study was based upon these assumptions: 

1. The right of and opportunity for self-determination is an 

unalienable human right. 

2. Self-determination is an explicit and implicit goal of the 

Navajo people. 

3. Navajo self-determination has been impeded to a great extent 

during the past century. 

4. Self-determination is an achievable and desirable goal of the 

Navajo people. 

5. Elementary and secondary schools can provide opportunities for 

self-determi nation. 

6. Education has an impact on the opportunities for self-determina

tion. 
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7. The survey questionnaire is a valid and appropriate method to 

collect data for the analysis of this problem. 

Scope and Limitations 

Programs designed to promote many of the goals of self-

determination operate in various sectors of the Navajo culture, society, 

and government. Self-determination can be studied from individual or 

corporate perspectives, or both. This study intended to look at the 

participation of certain Navajos--teachers and administrators—in a 

specific setting—schools. This study further intended to look at cer

tain aspects of those Navajos' participation in the Generic Administra

tive Levels and Institutional Functions in the schools. 

The selection of Navajos will be narrowed to those teachers and 

administrators working in selected public, and B.I.A. school systems 

serving Navajo students in schools located within Navajoland and to 

those who voluntarily complete the questionnaire. 

The survey questionnaire will be designed by the researcher, 

utilizing the Generic Administrative and Institutional Functions matrix. 

Questions will be composed to derive information from those levels and 

types of participation possible in the schools. 

The conclusions of the study will be limited by the following: 

1. The validity of the items included in the questionnaire. 

2. The validity of the responses to the items in the questionnaire. 

3. The types of statistical methods used to analyze the data 

collected. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

The following discussion of pertinent literature is presented 

in three sections: 

1. Historical Perspective of Indian Education. 

2. Historical Perspective of Navajo Education. 

3. Perspectives on Administrative and Institutional Functions. 

In order to have a clearer understanding of the contemporary 

status of Navajo educators, we have examined the evolvement of The 

People with respect to the general and specific policies which have 

affected them as an individual group as well as a member of the larger 

group of American Indian Nations. Some sources used to accomplish this 

survey included treaties, laws, historical works, public hearings, 

addresses, and various media releases. In all, information which sheds 

light on Indian as well as non-Indian trends and patterns of education 

provides a framework for this study. 

Historical Perspective of Indian Education 

The process of education permeated the lives of Native Americans 

prior to the fifteenth century. The form of their programs may have 

differed from others, but the outcome was similar—to "implant, preserve, 

and foster the values held by the community at large" (Saunders, 1967). 

14 
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Some striking differences, however, were present. The Indian viewed 

education as "a lifelong learning and growing experience from the 

cradleboard to the grave with its foundation inherent in traditional 

Indian Culture" (Lorraine Misiaszek, 1976). A Cheyenne River Sioux 

educator, Dupris (1980), also states that for the Indian, "life is 

education" and that this idea was the cornerstone of the educational 

philosophy for Indian Education. 

With the onslaught of a myriad of newcomers to the Western 

Hemisphere—explorers, trappers, traders, and settlers—interactions 

inevitably began to take place between "Indians" and Europeans. Each 

new wave interfaced uniquely with the Indians as dictated by their pur

poses for journeying to the "New World." The Spanish emphasized con

version, subjection, and establishment of a chain of missions throughout 

the Southwest and Southeast. According to historical accounts, a debate 

arose in Spain on the "question of whether or not the natives should be 

enslaved as inferior peoples" (U.S. Government, 1958). The French 

trapped and dealt in commerce with the tribes in those regions rich in 

fuv-bearing game. A policy of harmonious relations proved most conducive 

to prosperous entrepreneurship. The Dutch and English immediately devel

oped settlements with an insatiable appetite for increased land acquisi

tions—land owned by deed. Unlike the French, whose main interest was 

not in land development, these last two groups perceived the Indian as 

not making profitable use of the land. To the Indian, however, land 

could no more be owned than the air he breathed. 
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In order to delineate boundaries, the tide of treaty-making 

commenced. Following the identification of land ownership in importance, 

came the need to "civilize and christianize" the Native Americans. 

Education became the key instrument to produce this change, and most 

treaties contained an article dealing with educational services. 

During the period of colonization, attempts were made to educate 

Indians according to "formal" methods. The period also began for a 

policy of "removal" of the children from their home environment. This 

policy extends to the present in some degree. The results were gener

ally unsuccessful at places such as the Jesuit mission school in 

Florida (1568) and at Harvard Indian College and William and Mary's in 

the 1600's where the goal was "not so much to educate him as to change 

him" (U.S. Congress, 1969). 

In 1744, Canassatego spoke on behalf of the Iroquois in response 

to an offer made by the Virginia legislature offering an "education" to 

six Iroquois youth: 

We know you highly esteem the kind of learning taught in these 
colleges, and the maintenance of our young men, while with you, 
would be very expensive to you. We are convinced, therefore, 
that you mean to do us good by your proposal; and we thank you. 
But you who are so wise must know that different Nations have 
different conceptions of things; and you will not therefore take 
it amiss if our ideas of this kind of education happen not to be 
the same with yours. We have had some experience of it. Several 
of our young people were formerly brought up in the Colleges of 
the Northern Provinces; they came back to us, they were bad run
ners; ignorant of every means of living in the wood, unable to 
bear either cold or hunger, knew neither how to build a cabin, 
take a deer, or kill an enemy, spoke our language imperfectly, 
were therefore neither fit for hunters, warriors, nor counselors; 
they were totally good for nothing. We are, however, not in the 
less and to show our grateful sense of it, if the gentlemen of 
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Virginia shall send us a dozen of their sons, we will take 
great care of their education, instruct them in all we know, 
and make men of them. (From the speech by Canassatego, a 
spokesman for the Iroquois, replying to an offer made in 
1744 by the Virginia legislature to provide an education for 
six Iriquois youths at William and Mary College, Dupris, 1980). 

Obviously , the curriculum did not relate to these children (and vice 

versa), and, most often, they rejected it. 

By 1775, the Continental Congress, "in one of its first actions, 

named a committee on Indian Affairs. . ." (B.I.A., 1972). Later, the 

same Congress enacted the Northwest Ordinance which explicated the offi

cial policy of the new government toward Native Americans: a policy of 

"utmost good faith. . .toward the Indian" (Brophy and Aberle, 1966). 

This began the rhetoric which usually was translated "in the best 

interests" of the bargaining party. Finally, the authors of the Consti

tution of the United States of America invested the federal government 

with the right to regulate commerce and make treaties with Indian tribes. 

Therefore, tribal governments "were recognized from the beginning by 

European powers and are the only specific group mentioned in the Con

stitution" (United Effort Trust, 1979). With this pledge of perpetual 

fidelity and special recognition by the United States Government, the 

vacillating process of assimilation and non-assimilation through coer

cion and persuasion escalated. These tactics did not mesh with the 

lofty principles of this country as written into the Declaration of 

Independence claiming that "all men are created equal and endowed by 

their creator with inalienable rights. . .life liberty and the pursuit 

of happiness" (Ronen, 1979). Ronen also comments that it is the 
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"fundamental aspiration of human beings to control their own lives, to 

be the masters of their own destinies for the attainment of 'liberty' 

and 'happiness,' that is to enjoy self-determination" (Ronen, 1979). 

A paradox and conflict of stated ideals and actual practice were to be 

the case. 

In retrospect, the manifest policy conformed to that found dur

ing the history of the colonies. Divergence in religion and thought 

were not tolerated even though most people immigrated to seek freedom 

from oppression. In spite of the fact that the American Revolution had 

ostensibly "rejected the concept of 'Divine rights of Kings' or any 

imposition of government from above" (Toussaint, 1976), the people pos

sessed a drive to impose their form and interpretation of civilization 

on everyone or group they contacted. Either they did not fully under

stand the meaning of those principles of equality and pursuit of happi

ness, or they chose to selectively ignore them. 

During these initial years of exposure to the education of the 

fledgling American Society, on some occasions, surprisingly, requests 

for educational services came from Indians—usually for vocational and 

practical types of training. One time, in 1792, a Seneca Chief, 

Cornplanter, requested from President Washington and the Government to 

"teach our children how to read and write and our women to spin and 

weave" (B.I.A., 1972). Two years later, some of the first treaties with 

the Oneidas, Stockbridges, and Tuscaroras contained provisions for 

"placing responsibility of Indian Education in the hands of the 
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government" (B.I.A., 1972). These were not isolated cases, since many 

tribes gave the new "formal" education a trial run. 

The stage was now set for the progress of nearly two-hundred 

years of Indian education which wavered to extremes based on further 

treaty-making, acts of Congress, increased missionary activities, 

"Manifest Destiny," politics and wars. At the root of most policies 

was "a desire to divest the Indian of his land and resources" (U.S. 

Government, 1969). Layman (1942) points out that although civilization 

was the purpose, forced removal began to take place in the area of the 

Five Civilized Tribes. This was in effect a "non-assimilation" policy 

since these tribes had independently operated their own schools. Some 

were plantation owners with work forces, and in both of these examples 

were more successful than their white neighbors (Every, 1960). These 

tribes had assimilated into the American system of education, work, and 

land ownership but were force-marched to Indian Territory to make room 

for more white expansionism in that area in the 1830's. Removal now 

meant isolation (American Indian Policy Review Commission, 1976). 

While the government was the treaty-making agency and included 

education articles in most treaties, they initiated contract schools for 

the Native Americans. These contract schools differ greatly from our 

current types in that churches contracted with the government to provide 

"educational" services. Even though the mission schools were deliberate 

in implementing their religious training, some schools were more 

advanced than other Indian Service schools in "handling boys and girls" 
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and working their curriculum relevant to the life styles in their 

areas (Meriam, 1928). 

The last half of this nineteenth century brought much hardship 

to most Indians. Settlers, the U.S. Cavalry, and ad hoc groups were 

constantly in confrontations during this period. (The Navajo were as

signed a reservation in 1868 which will be discussed in more detail in 

the next section.) The Indian tribes now owned approximately 140 million 

acres of land. 

The winds of opinion now changed and brought about the "Allot

ment" period. The Dawes Severalty Act of 1887 provided for a dissolution 

of tribal structures and intended to force individual Native Americans 

to become more civilized by owning their own property. They were not 

really ever allowed to become settled into a consistent policy before a 

new movement further displaced them from their cultural lifestyles. The 

new "individualism and pride" were just the opposite of their group-

centered ways. But deeds they received and often were swindled out of 

them for cash which was quickly depleted. We now had wards of the 

government. The land base, too, had shrunk to fifty million acres. 

Fortunately for many tribes, like the Navajo, the Act was repealed 

before their lands were divided. 

During these years the boarding school system was flourishing 

and proliferating. There was a need to keep the Indian child from going 

back to his so-cal led dirty, ignorant home environment. The goals were to: 

protect the child from his home's influence; destroy tribal ways; destroy 
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religion and mythology; eradicate Indian culture; and to eradicate 

Indian languages. Gaarder (1967) concludes, "In short, the de facto 

principle has been that the Indian's salvation lies in his ceasing to be 

what and who he is; that it lies in becoming assimilated by the accept

ance of 'educative' procedures designed to alienate the child from his 

own people, beginning with the rule that English shall be the sole lan

guage of instruction." The "Civilization Fund" was created to finance 

this enterprise. 

Many of the schools were in abandoned Army Posts and were run 

much the same. If families refused to send their children to school, 

the government threatened withdrawal of food and clothes. 

As quick as children were being sent, or taken, to boarding 

schools, the turn of the century brought a change of direction again in 

this perspective. A shift from boarding schools to day schools began. 

The purpose now was to "carry civilization to the Indian" instead of 

the alternative choice. This still represented another misguided pur

pose for Indian education, since it omitted anything Indian. It was, 

hosever, a step in the right direction. 

The next significant event took the form of a comprehensive 

investigation of the Indian Service called for by Secretary of the 

Interior Work and headed by Lewis Meriam in 1926. Among the major 

areas looked into were administration, health, economics, family and 

community, and education. In 1928, The Problem of Indian Administration 

with Meriam as the editor profoundly shook the underpinnings of the 
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Indian service—but not enough nor of such duration to make permanent 

impacts. 

The education review team was headed by Carson Ryan, and this 

report was a resounding indictment of schools for Indian children. 

In summary, the schools were "ineffective," lacked a "broad educational 

program," failed in areas of nutrition, had a "uniform curriculum" 

across the country, held strict routinization, and neglected "Indian 

ways, ethics and Indian religion" (Meriam, 1928). The recommendations 

in general were: 

1. The task of the Indian service should be educational (assimila

tion or coping skills). 

2. Broader view of Indian rights than only those solely applying to 

"property rights." 

3. Recognition of the "good in the economic and social life of the 

Indians. . ." and ". . .seek to develop on it rather than to 

crush out all that is Indian" (Meriam, 1928). Szasz (1974) 

points out that Ryan was in agreement with Progressive Education 

viewpoints, and these influenced the recommendations that were 

generated. The main change had to be in the "point of view"--

from removal to local and from concern for a "conventional 

school" to the "understanding of human beings" (Meriam, 1928). 

The report further called for individualization of instruction, 

elimination of militaristic routines, a movement back to local 

day schools, localized curriculum and community education. The 



report emphasized that Indian education programs cannot simply 

import poor, outdated models of "traditional" type schools, but 

"must set up its own objectives. . (Meriam, 1928). "The real 

goals of education are not 'reading, writing, and arithmetic,1" 

it purported in response to the then-published Indian course of 

study which said that "from primitive times, reading, writing, 

and arithmetic have formed the foundation of education" (Meriam, 

1928). This statement not only failed to see a broader meaning 

of education for its own civilization; it certainly proved a 

vain attempt at approximating Indian goals and objectives for 

education. 

A brief discussion of the educational scene, circa 1927, would 

be appropriate at this point. In 1927, the twenty-sixth yearbook of the 

National Society for the Study of Education, The Foundations and Tech

niques of Curriculum Construction, was published. It was the first 

major effort to assess the framework and basis of American education. 

In the opening chapters Rugg (1927) says that "Not once in a century 

and a half of National history has the curriculum of the school caught 

up with the dynamic content of American life." He typified the era as 

"book-knowledge" learning. "Theological orientations of Latin grammar 

schools gave way to a consumption of knowledge for knowledge sake" 

(Rugg, 1927). He notes that a period had begun for curriculum to be 

made by National curriculum committees. A decade later John Dewey wrote 

in Experience and Education that most subject matter "was learned in 



isolation;. . .(as if) in a water-tight compartment" (1975). "Tradi

tional education had failed "because it was divorced from reality" 

(Dewey, 1975). With these few insights and descriptions of the evolve-

ment of the American educational system, the programs for Indian 

Education are understandable though no more defensible than the poor 

education programs offered to the non-Indians across the nation. A 

further characterization of American education is given by Carlson 

(1975). He cites American education as the instrument to "overcome the 

heterogeneity" and to demand from immigrants that they "cleanse them

selves of all foreigness" (Carlson, 1975). These principles were 

strictly transferred and implemented in Indian education. 

So the Meriam report was a significant contribution to Indian 

life. Action resulting from the recommendations brought the Indian New 

Deal Period. Education for Indians began to change for the better. 

New day schools were built; programs in bilingual education 

began; and Indian teachers were to receive training. These were some 

of the new promises for Native Americans. Progress was realized, as 

evidenced during the next decade: sixteen boarding schools closed; 

eighty-four day schools opened; and most Indian students were in public 

schools (53% in 1930). Once again, as the prevalent policy was becom

ing commonplace, the inevitable change was precipitated by the advent 

of World War II. The lack of federal money combined with the dissipa

tion of the Meriam Report flurry to initiate a new period of "de-

Indianizing the Indian." The pendulum had now swung to the ideas and 
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attitudes previous to the Meriam expose. We were back to forced re

moval and assimilation. 

Both the children and their tribes again were attacked. Off to 

boarding schools for the children and termination of tribes were the 

programs instituted. This period placed a great decision on Indian 

leaders: lose their lands possibly forever, or learn the political 

skills and channels to change laws and affect decisions related to their 

future. It was such an all-consuming battle to ward off the termina-

tionists that they didn't have a chance during the 50's to have much of 

an impact on education. They did, however, learn the skills needed for 

self-determination during this period. The return of veterans also 

caused an increased awareness of educational deficits which motivated 

them to push for education for their people. Tribes began to call for 

compliance of treaty obligations for education, but termination still 

loomed heavy during the fifties until Interior Secretary Fred Season 

"announced that no tribe would be terminated, without its consent" 

(U.S. Congress, 1969). The decade of the 60's was the spawning period 

for a renewal of self-determination for American Indians. Felix Cohen 

(quoted in United Effort Trust, 1979) observes that: 

Self-government is not a new or radical idea. Rather, it is 
one of the oldest ingredients of American way of life. Indians 
in this country enjoyed self-government long before European 
immigrants who came to these shores did. It took the white 
colonists north of the Rio Grande about 170 years to rid them
selves of the traditional pattern of the.divine right of kings 
. . .and to substitute the less efficient but more satisfying 
Indian pattern of self-government. 

Felix Cohen also said, 
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Not all who speak of self-government mean the same thing by 
the term. Therefore, let me say at the outset that by self-
government I mean that form of government in which decisions 
are not made by the people who are the wisest, or ablest, or 
closest to some throne in Washington or in Heaven, but rather 
by the people who are most directly affected by the decisions. 
I think that if we conceive of self-government in these 
matter-of-fact terms, we may avoid much confusion. 

Let us admit that self-government includes graft, corruption, 
and the making of decisions by inexpert minds. Certainly 
these are features of self-government in white cities and coun
ties, so we ought not to be scared out of our wits if somebody 
jumps up in the middle of a discussion of Indian self-
government and yells "graft1 or 'corruption.'" 

These statements support the idea that self-determination began 

to be renewed to Indian people after this right had been abridged for 

decades. 

According to Szasz (1974), the significant trends of the 60's 

were: 

1. Renewal of cross-cultural education. 

2. Indian-controlled schools. 

3. Indian participation initiated. 

4. Kindergartens in Federal schools. 

5. Federal Task Forces (reports like Indian Education: a National 

tragedy--a National challenge). 

6. Input of other agencies (i.e., Office of Economic Opportunity). 

She also lists two major weaknesses (Szasz, 1974): 

1. Cases of poor response to Indian cultural heritage. 

2. Cases of lack of encouragement for Indian participation. 

Other significant events of the sixties were: 
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1. Founding of Rough Rock Demonstration School on the Navajo 

Reservation. 

2. Bilingual Education Act and Title I of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act. 

3. Funding of Navajo Community College. 

4. National Indian Education Advisory Council. 

5. Increase in Indians on school boards. 

6. The National Indian Education Association. 

7. Headstart Schools. 

Near the close of the decade, President Johnson gave a special 

address to Congress on March 6, 1968. In this speech he stressed the 

need for Indian self-determination. 

. . .1 propose a new goal for our Indian programs: A goal that 
ends the old debate about "termination" of Indian programs and 
stresses self-determination; a goal that erases old attitudes 
of paternalism and promotes partnership self-help. 

Our goal must be: 
- A standard of living for the Indians equal to that of the 

country as a whole. 
- Freedom of Choice: An opportunity to remain in their home

lands, if they choose, without surrendering their dignity; 
an opportunity to move to the towns and cities of America, 
if they choose, equipped with the skills to live in equality 
and dignity. 

- Full participation in the life of modern America, with a 
full share of economic opportunity and social justice. 

I propose, in short, a policy of maximum choice for the American 
Indian: a policy expressed in programs of self-help, self-
development, self-determination. 

The greatest hope for Indian progress lies in the emergence 
of Indian leadership and initiative in solving Indian problems. 
Indians must have a voice in making the plans and decisions in 
programs which are important to their daily life. 



More than ever before, Indian needs are being identified 
from the Indian viewpoint--as they should be. 

This principle is the key to progress for Indians—just 
as it has been for other Americans. 

Underlying this program is the assumption that the Federal 
government can best be a responsible partner in Indian progress 
by treating the Indian himself as a full citizen, responsible 
for the pace and direction of his development. 

In our efforts to meet that responsibility, we must pledge 
to respect fully the dignity and the uniqueness of the Indian 
citizen. 

That means partnership—not paternalism. 

We must affirm the right of the first Americans to remain 
Indians while exercising their rights as Americans. 

We must affirm their right to freedom of choice and self-
determination. 

For, the first among us must not be last (in Prucha, 1975). 

After a relatively short span of time following the Johnson 

declaration came the Nixon speech "A New Era for the American Indians 

July 8, 1970. Nixon began a push for further legislation with this 

speech: 

To the Congress of the United States: 

The first Americans—the Indians—are the most deprived 
and most isolated minority group in our nation. On virtually 
every scale of measurement—employment, income, education, 
health—the condition of the Indian people ranks at the bottom. 

This condition is the heritage of centuries of injustice. 
From the time of their first contact with European settlers, 
the American Indians have been oppressed and brutalized, de
prived of their ancestral lands, and denied the opportunity to 
control their own destiny. Even the Federal programs which 
are intended to meet their needs have frequently proven to be 
ineffective and demeaning. 
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But the story of the Indian in America is something more 
than the record of the white man's frequent aggression, broken 
agreements, intermittent remorse and prolonged failure. It is 
a record also of endurance, of survival, of adaptation and 
creativity in the face of overwhelming obstacles. It is a 
record of enormous contributions to this country--to its art 
and culture, to its strength and spirit, to its sense of 
history and its sense of purpose. 

It is long past time that the Indian policies of the Federal 
government began to recognize and build upon the capacities and 
insights of the Indian people. Both as a matter of justice and 
as a matter of enlightened social policy, we must begin to act 
on the basis of what the Indians themselves have long been tell
ing us. The time has come to break decisively with the past 
and to create the conditions for a new era in which the Indian 
future is determined by Indian acts and Indian decisions. 

Self-determination among the Indian people can and must be 
encouraged without the threat of eventual termination. 

This, then, must be the goal of any new national policy 
toward the Indian people; to strengthen the Indian's sense of 
autonomy without threatening his sense of community. We must 
assure the Indian that he can assume control of his own life 
without being separated involuntarily from the tribal group 
(Nixon, 1970). 

The seventies began with this official declaration and sanction 

of the basic human right of self-determination--now to be extended to 

the American Indians. Indians focused on control. This was preeminent. 

Quality of programs could be addressed later, but control was most 

important at this time. Schools needed to be a place for Indian 

culture and ideals of the tribe and the community. President Nixon's 

speech was translated into a law (P.L. 93-638, 1974), called the Indian 

Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act. The Act was basically 

a "contracting" formula, but at the same time its language was translated 

into the desire of Indians to make policy and decisions for as many of 
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their own programs as possible. Main emphases in this Act were "to 

encourage the development of human resources in the Indian people" and 

"to support the right of Indian citizens to control their own educa

tional activities" (P.L. 93-638, 1974). 

In Title IV—the "Indian Education Act"--a part provides for 

training teachers of Indian children with Indian preference considered 

(National Advisory Council on Indian Education, 1979). This was later 

amended in 1974 to provide grants for specialized training projects for 

teachers of Indian children with preference to Indians (National Advisory 

Council on Indian Education, 1979). Another law (P.L. 95-561) was en

acted in 1978 with the purpose of giving "tribes and parents" opportuni

ties to "present their views" and "make recommendations along with 

involvement" in the planning and development of school programs (U.S. 

Code, 1978). This vote of encouragement is good, but it still places 

parents in an advisory capacity with others making the decisions. 

Historically those "others" have been non-Indians, non-community members 

living in compounds isolated from their communities (Wax, 1970). 

Today, the professional force of Indian educators is growing 

rapidly and filling key positions within all levels of their school 

systems. Today, "American Indians are in a position between transfer

ring American Education methods to reservations or transforming educa

tional systems to reflect Indian ways of thinking" (Deloria, 1976). 

Indians need to reconstruct an educational philosophy which today does 

not exist in a form of "pedagogical principles, philosophy, or 
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techniques" according to Hammerschlag (1973). As Indian educators and 

community members learn to work together and gain experience in their 

functions and roles, articulated educational programs will be developed. 

The 1980's can bring tremendous strides to Indian education as 

they coordinate the various controls now both legislated and accepted. 

Historical Perspective of Navajo Education 

Dine, or The People, were in the Southwest at the time of the 

first European contact by the Spanish. The name Navajo was used by Fray 

Alonzon Benavides, O.F.M., in his Memorial To The King of Spain, 1630, 

and he described them as being "great farmers" (Franciscan Fathers, 

1910). No one is quite sure about the origin of the name Navajo, but 

Dine is undisputedly their own personal property. 

Tradition tells that they have traveled through three previous 

"worlds" and are presently in the fourth world (Yazzie, 1971). This 

world is made up of sacred mountains, ceremonies, and rules for living 

in harmony with everything in the environment. Most of all, the envi

ronment has the presence of a proud, enduring, and adaptable people who 

have surmounted incredible obstacles and events threatening their very 

existence. The Navajo encountered three major powers (Spicer, 1962) over 

a period of about four hundred years as well as the other Native American 

Tribes in their area of movement. First Spain, then Mexico, and finally 

the United States have had an impact of some degree upon the Navajo. We 

shall be most concerned with that of the United States beginning in the 

mid-1850's. 
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The Navajo had become a permanent group in the San Juan Basin 

of what is now called the "Four Corners" region. Some moved about with 

herds of sheep while maintaining productive farms. The American emi

grants who first came through the Southwest were "forty-niner" gold 

rush seekers and the military. The Civil War demands relocated many 

troops, but because of the reported raiding of some Navajos and the push 

for treaties and reservations, an effort was made to "round up" the 

Navajos and put them on a reservation (Dutton, 1975). 

This effort fell the lot of Colonel Christopher (Kit) Carson. 

A reservation had been created at Fort Sumner in 1863 and was waiting 

for its new inhabitants. All Navajos were to become farmers like the 

Pueblos. Some Navajos went voluntarily while many resisted in order 

to preserve their homes, families, cattle, and farms. They were starved 

out, finally, and most all of the Navajo took the "Long Walk" to Fort 

Sumner. Some did remain hidden including two important leaders-

Manuel ito and Barboncito. Later these men did join the group and were 

instrumental in negotiating for the Treaty of 1868 which allowed for 

their return. The intervening years, however, were devastating to the 

Navajo. They became a prey for Mexicans and other tribes since all 

others were against them and they had few allies. The attitude of the 

Army officers was to "exterminate or so chastise" the Navajos, and that 

they must "crush the savage foe" (Loh, 1971). About 9,000 went to Fort 

Sumner but only a year later, the censes showed about 6,500 (Dutton, 

1975). 
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Because of climate, soil, overcrowding and poor nutrition, this 

first formal educational experiment, Woerner concludes (1941), "failed 

terribly." Other reasons were antecedent to this whole affair that 

played a monumental part in the eventual incarceration and internment 

at the Bosque Redondo camp. These included aspects of the Navajo socio

logy which the government faithfully did not bother to investigate and 

become familiar with. 

The Navajo resembled most other tribes in some of their tradi

tional methods of social organization but also differed in some crucial 

aspects. They chose leaders and made decisions in similar ways, but 

they did not function in the stereotype of a tribe. They consisted of 

independent bands with a basis for unity found in "a common language; 

a common heritage of customs and beliefs and a sense of distinction 

between themselves--the Dine or People—and all other tribes, nations, 

and races" (Shepardson, 1963). Each band or community had a leader 

who led that group only and could not speak for all bands of Navajos. 

Therefore, when treaties or agreements were made with one leader, other 

bands either were not responsible, were uninformed or not interested 

in another group's agreement. Knowledge of the processes of leader 

selection, authority, and decision making also would have served a great 

benefit to all concerned. Begay (1980) asserts that "Most Indian socie

ties were governed by an oral culture." This is not to imply an absence 

of law, but it was "just not written." Within this code were definite 

patterns for behavior and expectations. Every (1960) says that for 



Indian tribes in general leaders were basically "spokesmen" "elevated 

by common recognition of their apparent merit" and "by common consent 

as a result of the force of his personality or the example of his deeds 

and he retained his eminence as long as he could command followers." 

For Navajos this was virtually the same. Shepardson (1970) describes 

the Navajo leadership of "pre-treaty" times: 

Leadership. . .was intermittent. . .and. . ."called into action 
as the occasion arose." 

The traditional headman, the respected singer (one of the intel
lectual elite), the good and wise Navajo, who could mediate a 
dispute, speak well, and express the concensus of a gathering 
after consultation, was the ideal leader. 

Leadership based on ability not birth, leader as long as pres
tige endures. Leadership is "both de facto and de jure" in many 
areas. 

Again leadership depended on situations, prestige, and abilities, 

while authority posed some different characteristics. This view of 

traditional authority "must be reconstructed from historical documents 

and the reminiscences of aged informants" (Shepardson, 1963). Navajo 

authority was in some way elective rather than inherited (Shepardson, 

1963). Both men and women had equal status in major family and community 

decisions. The leader's role was "non-authoritarian and non-coercive." 

Power was exercised in the interest of the group and any other action 

may lead to a loss of respect and conficence--hence, lost leadership. 

The highest authority lay in any agreement which a group achieved after 

"talking it over." 

Two major leaders were common: The Natani, or peace leader, and 

the war leader. "The peace leader, the natani, was chosen for his wisdom 
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and exemplary character. His function was to direct economic activi

ties, to address meetings, and to arbitrate disputes (Shepardson, 1963). 

The war chief was occasional as needed. Most all positions of leader

ship other than these two were open to the "good man" or "good woman" 

who conformed to the norms of society, "to accepted values and beliefs" 

(Shepardson, 1963). Any dispute was settled through arbitration and 

compromise. Social pressure or ostracism was exerted upon non-conformers. 

All of the various bands did meet together in a winter meeting 

called a naachid, but no one leader presided over this gathering. It 

served more for experience-sharing and social function purposes. As a 

result of the naachid, the leaders were acquainted with each other when 

the time arrived in the spring of 1868 to negotiate for peace and the 

return to their lands. Barboncito led the delegation of Navajos in the 

process, with W.T. Sherman as the U.S. representative. Sherman offered 

to send them to Indian Country (Oklahoma), but for the Navajo this was 

out of the question. An agreement was reached for the Navajo to return 

to an assigned area of three and one-half million acres in the Four 

Corners area overlapping Arizona and New Mexico (see Figure 1). The 

most pertinent article to this discussion is that dealing with education. 

It reads as follows: 

In order to insure the civilization of the Indians entering 
into this treaty, the necessity of education is admitted, espe
cially of such of them as may be settled on said agricultural 
parts of this reservation, and they therefore pledge themselves 
to compel their children, male and female, between the ages of 
six and sixteen years, to attend school and it is hereby made 
the duty of the agent for said Indians to see that this stipu
lation is strictly complied with; and the United States agrees 
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that, for every thirty children between said ages who can be 
induced or compelled to attend school, a house shall be pro
vided, and a teacher competent to teach the elementary bran
ches of an English education shall be furnished, who will 
reside among said Indians, and faithfully discharge his or 
her duties as a teacher. 

The provisions of this article to continue for not less 
than ten years (Hoffman, 1974). 

This event marked the beginning of the process to mold together 

many independent bands and form one united tribe. The Navajo now were 

reduced to approximately 7,000 with an estimated 3,000 still hiding out 

in isolated places. Still another large group was reported to be slaves 

of the Mexicans. On the way back, Manuelito recounted, "When we saw the 

top of the mountain from Albuquerque we wondered if it was our mountain, 

and we felt like talking to the ground, we loved it so, and some of the 

old men and women cried with joy when they reached their homes" (Arm

strong, 1971). 

This showed how much they loved their land, and had pined for 

the opportunity to return. They were even willing to sign a document 

now and pledge adherence to its stipulations. 

Later, Manuelito spoke to his grandson, Chee Dodge, about the 

value of education: 

My grandchild, the whites have many things that we Navajos need. 
But we cannot get them. It is as though the whites were in a 
grassy canyon, and there they have wagons, plows and plenty of 
food. We Navajos are up on the dry mesa. We hear them talking, 
but we cannot get to them. My grandchild, education is the 
ladder. Tell our people to take it (in Zintz, 1969). 

Barboncito had responded to General Sherman earlier that 

. .if a school was established among us, I am satisfied a great number 



would attend it" (Hoffman, 1974). He could not foresee the type of 

school that might come to Navajoland. The Presbyterian Church assumed 

the job of "christianizing" and "civilizing" the Navajo--the latter 

stated in the treaty. The first school failed even though it was a day 

school. The government turned to the method "conceived by Rev. Eleazor 

Wheelock in the East"--the boarding school (Thompson, 1975). The 

school, began in 1880 and ready for instruction three years later, is 

described poignantly by Bourke (quoted in Locke, 1976): The first dormi

tory building "consisted of one miserable, squalid, dark and musty 

adobe dungeon, not much more capacious than the cubby hole of an oyster 

schooner; it was about 12X10X7. No light ever penetrated, but one win

dow let darkness out from this den and one small door gave exit to some 

of the mustiness." He also reported that the one window had iron shut

ters to keep the kids from escaping. Such was the first school to the 

Navajos. Was this was Barboncito and Manuelito had anticipated and 

encouraged their children and people to attend? For certain in the 

traditional leadership system, they must have lost a great deal of 

credibility. The language in the treaty served both Navajos and the 

United States. The children (Allen, 1963) could not be compelled to 

attend--who would under those circumstances?--and therefore, the 

government might not be obligated to provide a school and teacher. 

By 1925, nine boarding schools operated on the Navajo Reserva

tion. The Navajo Reservation had been expanded several times (see 

Figure 2) to almost five times its original acreage. Educators had 
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little understanding of Navajo culture and economy, and the Navajos had 

"little understanding of the importance of education" (Thompson, 1975). 

The schools typified those criticized in the Meriam Report. A teacher 

of the 1930's writes in a letter quoted by Thompson (1975) that school 

was regimented, police brought back runaways, and there were no breaks 

between fall and spring semesters. In response to the Meriam Report 

Recommendations, the number of day schools were increased from only nine 

(before 1930) to fifty by 1940 (Thompson, 1975). Other areas of change 

were displayed in the shape of four schools; they were hogan-style like 

the traditional Navajo house. Some teachers became interested in using 

a "language experience approach" to teaching language arts, "noting that 

Dick and Jane lived in a world foreign" to the Navajo children. This 

idea did not include using Navajo language: "no one dare suggest" that. 

So the scene was a compromise of Navajo experiences and English language. 

At the close of the thirties, nearly half of the school-age 

children were in school. The World War affected the Navajo, unfortu

nately, the same as other tribes. By the late 1940's, only 10,000 out 

of 24,000 were in school. Thompson (1975) cites the economy and the 

draft as major factors which resulted in fewer teachers, budget cuts, 

and deteriorating facilities. 

Following World War II, education was at another low point for 

Navajos. Day schools and boarding high schools were recommended for the 

Reservation, but the sentiment was away from local schools to off-

reservation boarding schools. A congressional report "decried the 



existence of community day schools" because these students suffered 

from the "handicap of having to spend their out-of-school hours in tee

pees, in shacks with dirt floors and no windows, in tents, in wickiups, 

in hogans where English is never spoken and where there is sometimes an 

active antagonism or an abysmal indifference to the virtues of education" 

(quoted in Roessel, 1979). 

(A large part of this section covering the 1940's through 1978 

will rely on Roessel's accounts found in Navajo Education, 1948-1978, 

Its Progress and Its Problems.) 

In 1946 the Navajo Special Education program was implemented. 

A new philosophy of education overtook Beaty, the B.I.A. education 

director, as demonstrated by his change from progressive support for 

local schools to an assimilation policy with off-reservation boarding 

schools. By the end of the 1940's, as stated by Hildegard (1975), over 

6,000 Navajo children were off the reservation in boarding schools in 

California, Nevada, Oregon and Oklahoma. Some Native American children 

in the Pacific Northwest were deprived of education locally because the 

government refused to build and/or operate schools on the Navajo Reser

vation. One Navajo girl writes in a letter at her school in Nevada that 

she was at the trading post to get apples for her father when a man 

asked her if she wanted to go to school. If so, she would have to hurry 

and get the papers signed, because the bus was leaving shortly. She had 

an aunt sign, left her horse and apples, and she was off for a school 

hundreds of miles away from her parents without their knowledge or 



approval (Thompson, 1975). This type of event was not uncommon. This 

author's father-in-law tells of how he was bused out-of-state. He was 

forbidden to speak his Navajo language and almost starved on occasion. 

(The Meriam report cites that in the Indian Services Schools, nutri

tional programs were operated on about an ll<£/child basis). The older 

kids muscled for most of the food while the little ones scrounged for 

scraps. "It was not pleasant." This author's mother-in-law (deceased) 

told her daughter how they would have to sneak to the kitchen to steal 

a piece of bread, because they were so hungry. 

The tribe began to voice its needs and wishes in the 1940's 

through the Education Committee. This, however, served only as prepara

tion since in the schools that were provided, the goal of education was 

"cultural genocide" (Roessel, 1979). Now, 1946, only 6,000 out of 

24,000 school-age Navajo children were in school (Roessel, 1979). The 

Navajo Special Education program picked up momentum and by 1959, over 

50,000 students had been sent off-reservation to school. 

Next in the line of actions came the Navajo-Hopi Long Range 

Rehabilitation Act in 1950. This Act developed as a result of the Krug 

Report (Secretary of Interior) of 1948. The report found a need for 

off-reservation schools since the "work with the Indians cannot be con

sidered completed until they have been assimilated into the general 

population" (Roessel, 1979). Whereas some money was allocated for 

school construction ($24,997,000), the impact came by way of the point 

of view rekindled in favor of removal policies. 



A two-pronged approach followed simultaneously in the 1950's: 

the border town dormitory program and the Navajo Emergency Education 

Program (NEEP). The NEEP program was designed to provide, or renovate, 

any structure, trailer, or temporary building for immediate occupancy 

by students. The goal was to enroll 7,000 more Navajos. They actually 

surpassed this goal, Hildegard claims. She feels that the success of 

this program lay in the fact that the Navajos showed that they desired 

education and would go if space was provided (Thompson, 1975). At the 

same time, the children over twelve years of age who could not be accom

modated in Reservation schools lived in dormitories provided in Border 

Towns for public school attendance. The schools received a $1000.00 

per capita payment. The money often became a part of the general fund. 

During this period, evidence of self-determination began to show 

a little more. The Chairman of the Navajo Education Committee, Dillon 

Platero, met with top B.I.A. officials to discuss the reasons for closing 

the Fort Defiance Boarding School and planning to build a new school in 

Albuquerque. In Roessel (1979), Dillon Platero is quoted expressing 

Navajo determination to have their children attend school near home: 

"We want to be able to visit the schools our children attend and talk 

to the teachers or principals; we want to watch our sons and daughters 

participate in sports and other activities; we want to have our children 

home at night! Is this wrong? Don't other Americans enjoy these kinds 

of benefits from their educational system? Why shouldn't we?" The seeds 

of self-determination had germinated and grown to a point that would not 

ever be totally or permanently denied again. 



Navajos, in 1953, established a scholarship fund by council 

resolution. In 1953-54, 35 grants were awarded. This number has mush

roomed to a total of 2,457 for the 1977-78 school year (Roessel, 1979). 

Another aspect of education in the 1950* s was the termination of 

the Navajo Cultural emphasis. While the Navajo Tribe was not embroiled 

in the official policy of Tribal terminations, the aspect of cultural 

relatively waned. Roessel (1979) notes that most cultural materials 

were published in the 19301s and 1940's. This represented a positive 

effort by the BIA programs. 

With the new availability of funds from P.L. 815 (construction) 

and P.L. 814 (operating), public schools entered the educational scene 

on the Navajo Reservation. Fort Defiance and Ganado had the first 

schools (1950). The State of Arizona attempted to stonewall these federal 

funds now available to public schools on reservations, and it wasn't 

until 1954 that funds began to flow again. Schools were built at Chinle, 

Kayenta, and Tuba City. 

The 1960's brought more significant changes in both Navajo and 

Indian Education. Events that sent shock waves throughout the nation 

occurred at little-known places like Rough Rock, Many Farms, and a 

hundred other little settlements. The first Indian-controlled college 

was at Many Farms; and office of Navajo Economic Opportunity-sponsored 

Headstart Preschools dotted the reservation. The educational scene 

pulsed with a large variety of agencies (Federal and State) offering 

programs to the Navajos. The time was approaching when there would be 

room on the reservation for every Navajo child desiring to attend school. 
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Rough Rock Demonstration School broke the ice for community 

control by Indians. They began in 1966 prior to the Bilingual Education 

Act and Executive statements on Indian self-determination, and a decade 

prior to the passage of 93-638 (the Indian Self-Determination and Educa

tion Assistance Act). A corporation was established with the Board of 

Directors acting in the school board capacity. The all-Navajo Board 

selected a Navajo culture and language base for their children's curricu

lum. The funding came from Office of Economic Opportunity. People came 

from all over this nation and Canada to see this new breed of Indian 

schooling. 

Not long after (2 years), Office of Economic Opportunity approved 

funding for Navajo Community College. It too was all Navajo-directed at 

the board level and Navajo Culture and History were to be the foundation 

for the curriculum. Out of both of these schools came an abundance of 

literary endeavors covering a variety of aspects of Navajo Education, 

History and Culture. A new campus was built in Tsaile, Arizona. 

Another college was established in 1970 at Ganado, Arizona. 

This originally was sponsored by a church group (Presbyterians). The 

school now is under the Charter of the Hopi Tribes 

Rough Rock was the forerunner for the contract school movement. 

Many other communities incorporated and contracted with the B.I.A. to 

operate their own schools with Bureau funding. Lukachukai was actually 

the first contract school according to Roessel (1979). Rough Rock was 

the next site selected, but it did not share administrative responsi



bilities with the B.I.A. as Lukachukai had. Rough Rock still is in 

full operation. Other schools followed in the areas of Rock Point, 

Ramah, Borrego Pass and Black Mesa. The Rough Rock Demonstration School 

is founded on the following principles as presented by Ethelou Yazzie 

(a past director of Rough Rock): "1. The right and obligation to an 

education. 2. Indian people can operate schools, now. 3. A sound self-

image is of the utmost importance. 4. Bilingual and bicultural education 

is necessary." 

In total, "the school is not a place to prepare for life, it is 

life itself" (quoted by Roessel, 1979). Education for the Navajo has 

finally come full circle at Rough Rock, at least in philosophy. They 

will have to struggle with the day-to-day operations in order to have 

goals, objectives and activities consistent with the mission of their 

school. 

As we proceed into the developments of the seventies, the scope 

of Navajo education and the sequence of scholars extend from preschool 

through post-doctoral studies. The educational attainment levels of 

expectation had met or surpassed two non-Navajo populations and in terms 

of educational expectation, "Navajos had the lowest percentage of low 

educational aspirations" with the majority aspiring to medium educa

tional levels (Stout, 1976). Also, according to Stout (1976), more than 

half of all boys and girls surveyed expected no goals deflection. This 

is determination and self-confidence. These students today are seen 

all over the states, attending such activities as forensic debates, model 
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United Nations Conferences, Future Farmers of America Conferences, 

music presentations, and interscholastic sports contests, to name 

several. 

The Navajo Nation Division of Education began in 1971 and 

quickly established itself as a leader in articulating the needs of 

Navajo People. In their publication, Strengthening Navajo Education 

(Navajo Tribe, 1973), Howard Gorman spoke for all Navajos when he said: 

. . .During my life I have seen many changes in Navajo education. 
These have been good changes. . . . 

I am talking about greater Navajo control and greater involve
ment of Navajos in Navajo education. 

Originally, Navajo education was something forced upon us. It 
was something that divided parents from children. It was some
thing that had as its major objective the destruction of Navajo 
language and Navajo culture. It was Navajo in name only. Many 
of our people went through such an educational experience. Many 
of our people lost their culture and language in the process of 
getting an education. 

We were told there is no other way: there is no better way. 
This kind of education existed on the Navajo reservation and 
still exists in some places and in some schools. 

The 1950*s saw the beginning of a change. In the 19501s real 
Navajo education was born. . . .Navajos began to get involved. 
They began to realize that Navajo education belonged to the 
Navajo and not to people in Washington or Phoenix or Santa 
Fe. . . . 

Those individuals and those schools which do not support Navajo 
control must as surely disappear as the snow disappears in the 
Spring time. Nothing, absolutely nothing can prevent Navajo 
people from controlling Navajo education. 

There are at least two reasons why Navajo control is not only 
inevitable but also desirable. First, the principle of a demo
cracy demands that schools serving a community or an area be 
controlled by the people they serve and second, the curriculum 
must reflect what the people and community served want and not 
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what someone else thinks is necessary. . . .the Navajo, do not 
yet control our own education. 

Let me make something very very clear. I am talking about Navajo 
control: I am not talking about Navajo isolation or segregation. 
We live in a world that, is changing. We are also changing. It 
would be foolish as well as impossible to try to isolate the 
Navajo—eliminate all Anglos and bring back the buffalo. I 
would not want to even if it were possible. 

Also, in 1973, the Navajo Division of Education published 

"Educational Programs for the Navajo Nation" with the "Projections" for 

Navajo Education. Program nine defined the need for the development of 

a teacher-administrator educational program. Education is the major 

business of the reservation and one of its major sources of employment. 

One of the objectives (8) is to "develop a Navajo College of Teacher 

Education." 

The need for Navajo teachers for Navajo children has been present 

though muffled for many years. Concentration centered at different times 

on inservicing non-Navajo teachers to become "culturally aware" (Greer, 

1969). The rise in Navajo public school enrollment also encouraged the 

participation of Navajos in the capacities not available in B.I.A. 

schools where boards of education are only advisory. The San Juan 

School District enrollment of Navajos increased from 13,135 in the 1951-

52 school year to 58,443 in the 1973-74 school year (Gorman, 1979). There 

were no Navajo teachers or administrators at the earlier date; but now 

through an on-site training program, nine certified teachers and two 

administrators are Navajo. This program operates through Brigham Young 

University in Utah. 



In response to the great need for Navajo teachers, an innovative 

program was coordinated and cooperatively implemented between the Navajo 

Tribe and the University of Arizona and the University of New Mexico. 

The courses for elementary teacher certification and bachelor's degrees 

were delivered on-site, with on-campus credit, on the Navajo Reservation 

beginning in the Fall of 1973 (Norris and Spence, 1976). Students 

attended courses on-campus for summer sessions. Forty-two students 

registered in that first semester in the University of Arizona program. 

Seven years later the Navajo Program Director (Towne, 1981) reports three 

hundred, fifty-one graduates from both University programs and two 

hundred twenty-three enrolled between them in the Fall of 1980. Students 

responded to the expectation levels never expressed to them before by 

reservation teachers: "I guess we felt we would always be aides in 

schools. Now we are teachers. I don't want to stop learning. I'm 

going to graduate school to catch up on all I missed all those years" 

(Norris and Spence, 1976). One grandmother finished the program at 60 

years of age while supporting her family as an aide. Students now 

become advocates in their communities for education. The dropout rate 

was 18% as compared to 40% for Indian students on-campus. 

Rubin (1978-79) states the major goal of this program: "to edu

cate effective Navajo teachers of Navajo children for the schools of 

the Navajo Reservation," and this is done by students "actively (analyz

ing) the decision-making process involved in planning, implementing and 

evaluation of an ongoing classroom program." Her steps for planning are: 
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1. Purpose or objectives. 

2. Procedures or action plan. 

3. Materials needed. 

4. Evaluation of results. 

Teachers in this type of program could be capable of functioning 

in all categories and functions of the school at most levels. 

Jackson (1974) describes other opportunities for teacher training: 

1. Career Opportunity Program at N.C.C. leading to a A.A. Degree and 

preparation for upper-division teacher preparation. 

2. Teacher Corps—a two-year cycle of a combination of "book" 

studies, supervised classroom teaching, and community involve

ment. 

Following in the sequence, it was natural for a Navajo Admini

strators Training Program to emerge. Funded by the Carnegie Corporation 

and operating cooperatively between the University of New Mexico and The 

Navajo Division of Education, on- and off-campus training leading to a 

Masters Degree and state administrator's certification operates today 

(New Mexico University, 1978). Fred Tahe (Navajo Division of Education, 

1981) noted that by 1979, forty-three Navajos had in fact graduated and 

were certified to administer school programs. Today, twenty more are 

enrolled with an expected completion date of Summer, 1982. At that 

time, twenty more will begin the program refunded for four years by 

the Carnegie Foundation. 



These programs represent only a small percentage of all Navajos 

in higher education. The Higher Education Division estimates approxi

mately 2,500 scholarship recipients for all levels of higher education, 

including on-campus and on-site. The larger majority are matriculating 

in regular or special on-campus programs. 

Dean Hobson, University of Arizona (1981) reports that a total of one 

hundred seventeen Navajos were registered during the Fall, 1980 semester 

in on-campus programs of all types. Manuelito could not have foreseen 

the response to educational needs would be a "two-way street" on the 

"ladder" he spoke of. Some programs are going to the Navajos, and some 

Navajos are going to the programs. 

The final concern of this section as Historical Perspectives 

of Indian Education will look at the administrative frameworks for the 

three types of schools to be included in this study: Bureau of Indian 

Affairs, Public Schools and Community/Contract Schools. Roessel's 

(1979) outline will be utilized along with the personal experience of 

the researcher. 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) operates three types of 

schools: boarding, day, and bordertown dormitories (see Figure 3). 

These schools are under the general control of the Civil Service for 

personnel regulations. The B.I.A. actually controls the functions of the 

school. The schools have advisory boards which have no control--only a 

recommendation and consultation role. The administration of educational 

programs had the following positions within the Navajo Area Division of 

Education: 
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Figure 3. BIA schools (taken from Navajo Tribe, 1973). 
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1. Assistant Area Director (Education) 

2. Deputy Assistant Area Director (Education) 

3. Chief of Curriculum and Instruction 

4. Chief of School Management 

5. Chief of Food Services 

6. Chief of Liaison 

7. Chief of Special Projects. 

Located within the area office are five agencies. Each agency has these 

positions: 

1. Agency Superintendent 

2. Agency Program Administrator (Agency School Superintendent). 

Located within the schools in each agency are schools with these staff 

members: 

1. Principal or Principal-Teacher 

2. Teachers. 

In the area related to curriculum, "community members, teachers, 

students, supervisors, curriculum specialists and resource people are 

involved in the re-evaluation and revision process" centered on the 

"redefinition of the schools' philosophy of education and objectives" 

(Roessel, 1979). All B.I.A. schools in the Navajo Area are joined toge

ther by a "lobbying" organization called the Navajo Area School Board 

Association. This organization exists to promote Navajo involvement in 

the education of their children. This group typically recommends and 
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consults in the administration of Bureau schools. This system seems to 

proliferate ways and means for Navajos to have more say or input in the 

programs, but falls short of providing the power of decision making to 

any people other than the official administrators of their programs. 

In a recent conversation with an Agency administrator (Anonymous, 1981). 

the progress of P.L. 95-561 was discussed. This law has placed greater 

authority and autonomy at the local school and allows the school direct 

contact with the main Washington offices. Local school boards are also 

a part of this law, but the language of the law allows for only consult

ing. The local boards are not satisfied with this role and limited input, 

and desire "real" decision-making authority. Some are asserting them

selves and interpreting the law to mean the latter. This is another 

growth period for Navajo control of education. 

The public schools (see Figures 4 and 5) exhibit organizational 

systems similar to other state school systems. A board of trustees 

elected by the district's communities hire a superintendent who admini

sters the policies and regulations of the district. The districts have 

central office staffing for personnel, curriculum, business and budgets, 

special Title programs, and special education. Each district has some 

staff specific to their needs and programs such as a publicity person 

and athletic directors. Due to the nature of the reservation school 

systems which have children in communities spread out widely, a transpor

tation department is a part of each system. 

The funding for these schools emanates from three sources: 

state, federal, and local. The states carry the largest responsibility, 
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but the federal funds provide a large proportion of the budget due to 

the many Title Programs such as I, IV, and VII. The local tax base is 

so small in most cases that only a small amount, comparatively, is 

generated from these sources. 

The curriculum generally follows that of the respective states, 

with each district developing and implementing some of their own pro

grams. Culture centers, language centers, vocational education programs, 

greenhouses, solar experiments, and other specific curricular and extra

curricular programs are offered in some of the schools. Each school 

district also offers some form of bilingual program. 

The community-controlled schools (see Figure 6), or contract 

schools as they are commonly labelled, have already been discussed in 

part. These communities have formed educational corporations to "con

tract" the educational services for the children of their area which 

was previously provided by the B.I.A. administrative organization in 

most cases. The purpose is to ensure Navajo control by the community 

while the funding continues to come from the Government. 

The curriculum, designed by the school board, attempts to 

emphasize Navajo Culture and Language, and each school implements its 

own plan and form of bilingual education and overall course offerings. 

These schools have been models to other Native American communities in 

the United States and Canada, while visitors from other countries have 

also travelled far to inspect these schools with exemplar reputations. 

These schools have a board of trustees, a director of education, 

staff assistants, principals, and teachers, along with their support 
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staffs. Some schools have both day students and boarding students. 

Again there is a variety of grade levels found in these schools: some 

have K-12 (Rough Rock is one); others have only primary grades (Borrego 

Pass, for instance). 

Perspectives on Administrative and 
Institutional Functions 

This part intends to review literature pertinent to the typical 

administrative functions and tasks; a model for cross-referencing the 

Generic Administrative Functions and Institutional Functions (as found 

in Saunders, Blake and Decker, 1977; Blake et al., 1980), and the typi

cal tasks and functions of teachers. 

The literature of general administration offers several overall 

tasks for all types of managers and supervisors. Fayol (1949) listed 

his "elements of management" for French industrial and general supervi

sion in the early Twentieth Century: Planning, Organizing, Commanding, 

Coordinating, and Controlling. These categories are all administrative 

in nature, since no particular content has been accounted for and could 

be inserted in relation to the functions of the respective institution 

(i.e., an automobile plant, a manufacturing plant, or an educational 

system). Fayol has expanded, however, some categories which have func

tions of the same level. Planning, Commanding, and Controlling could 

be considered functions of.the same level (overarching), while organizing 

and coordinating would be in the "mid-range" category. 

In 1964, Blake and Mouton presented a list of management func

tions: "planning, organizing, directing, controlling, staffing, 
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management-by-objective, and performance appraisal." Again, there are 

several fitting into the same levels such as planning, directing, and 

controlling. Organizing would be considered a middle-level task, but 

management-by-objective would be a specific implementation procedure. 

Staffing could be an institutional function, and performance appraisal 

is an evaluation component of increasing administrative significance 

included in most every list in the recent years. 

Another system to classify tasks is presented by Boyd (1968): 

planning and organizing; directing and ordering; controlling employee 

performance; and decision making. Similar categorical inclusion errors 

have been made along with the nebulous task of "controlling employee 

performance." This could take on a psychological connotation which 

would, in that case, result in a universe of discourse error. 

Haimann and Hilgert (1972) state, "The manager performs the 

same basic functions of planning, organizing, staffing, directing, and 

controlling" in all organizations at every level in every specialty. 

He has also remained substantively neutral, but he has placed func

tions belonging to the same level in separate categories. 

Experts in educational administration have elaborated on the 

above tasks by including institutional functions relative to school 

systems—mostly mixed together with administrative functions. The mix

tures of administrative functions with school functions has taken on a 

type of "laundry list" characteristic since little regard to generic 

categories within which all subordinate tasks could be classified was 

given. 



In an early attempt, Stone (1929) lists two functions of the 

supervisor: directing and cooperation. Directing can be placed legiti

mately in administration. Cooperation would come, however, from another 

discipline. His "objectives" would be of a content nature for the 

school system except for the first three: correlation, coordination, 

integration; adaptation of courses; improvement of materials; improve

ment of classroom organization; locate and strengthen weak spots in 

program; develop good school spirit; and, teacher growth. Several of 

these would be elements of the evaluation (4, 5, 7). Number 6 would 

prove difficult to classify as an element of administrative and insti

tutional tasks. 

In 1953, Adams and Dicky were also rather parsimonious in their 

treatment of the supervisor's tasks when they included leadership, 

planning, developing, observation, conferences, and evaluation. Plan

ning, developing and evaluation would be mutually exclusive categories, 

but observation and conferences could be coupled to fit into a category 

for specific supervisory activities for carrying out the other functions. 

Reeder's (1958) treatment of institutional function categories 

for the schools reflect a near-generic classification. He has included 

instructional employees, school plant, school-business affairs, pupil 

personnel, and instructional materials. He has remained consistent in 

the area of school functions of the same type even though items two and 

three might be combined into one category. Also, other employees in 

the system are not clearly accounted for. He has therefore nearly 

achieved mutually exclusive categories. 
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Decker (1974) points out that Parson's model is progressive in 

its treatment of organizational functions. He includes the following 

functions and the criteria for each: 

1. Institutional—appropriate goals and values for coordinating 

all substantive efforts in the institution. 

2. Managerial--organizational rules patterned after some management 

system. 

3. Technical--subject matter rules for specialists. 

Decker notes that although these levels are independent of each other, 

each is not a lower level of the preceeding. He has not explicated 

what some of the substantive matters might be, nor listed their cate-

gori es. 

Recent authors have achieved both record lists of tasks as well 

as parsimony in their identification of administrative and institutional 

functions. Wiles and Bondi (1980) account for twenty tasks and roles 

typically assigned to curriculum directors and instructional supervisors 

(principals). Their list is divided into two categories: "Curriculum 

Tasks" and "Supervision Tasks." They obviously had difficulty drawing 

the line on the innumerable specific tasks since an extra paragraph of 

roles was listed in addition to these twenty. The last group overlapped 

in application for both the curriculum leader and the supervisor. The 

list is included below as an example of one of the "laundry list" types. 

"Strong Supervision" includes: 

Develop standards of effectiveness; 

Conduct staff meetings; 



63 

Evaluate teachers; 

Conduct in-service programs; 

Observe teaching; and 

Evaluate instruction. 

Strong Curriculum includes: 

Conduct research; 

Develop materials; 

Select curriculum content; 

Write grant proposals; 

Prepare courses of study; and 

Report to board of education. 

The overlapping tasks were listed as preparation of budget, testing 

learners, negotiating with staff groups, working with community groups, 

evaluating programs, determining education goals, writing policy state

ments, and determining job descriptions. The hazard of this type of 

attempt to be exhaustive of the "main types" of tasks is that the indi

vidual never knows exactly when the list is complete, since some need 

for over-arching categories has been omitted and neglected. 

In most of the lists cited in the literature, a great deal of 

overlap is noticeable. In recent years, most authors (Campbell and 

Bridges, 1977; Sergiovanni and Carver, 1980; K. Wiles and Lovell, 1975; 

and J. Wiles and Bondi, 1980) list evaluation as a component of the 

supervisor's tasks. This is indicative of the trend for accountability 



64 

which has been pervasive in education, especially during the 1970's. 

Another element showing up is the task of arbitration (Sergiovanni 

and Carver, 1980). This, too, reflects the proliferation of teacher 

negotiations and striking across every state in the country. This 

latter task would fall within one of the school function categories as 

a subtask. 

Blake (1980) has identified the generic functions applicable to 

every administrator conceivable position, and has separated them from 

the institution functions of the schools. Policy and Planning, Coordi

nating and Developing, Supervising and Implementing form the three 

levels with Evaluation included. These have been leveled and separated, 

utilizing the "Cube of Inquiry" developed by Saunders and Decker (1973). 

This model was adapted in previous work by Saunders, Blake and Decker (1977) 

to include the institutional functions in a matrix with the administrative 

functions on one axis, cross-referenced with the institutional categories 

of education on the opposing axis. Again, Evaluation is included as a 

pervasive function of schools. The resulting framework takes on the 

form illustrated in Figure 7, below: 

^^INSITUTIONAL 
FUNCTl3&*s^FUNCTION 

OF 
ADMINISTRATION^*^ 

INSTRUCTION STAFF 

DEVELOPMENT 

STUDENT 

SERVICES 

SUPPORT 

SERVICES 
EVALUATION 

POLICY AND 

PLANNING 

COORDINATING AND 
DEVELOPING 
SUPERVISING AND 
IMPLEMENTING 

EVALUATION 

Figure 7. Generic administrative model. 
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By using this framework, seemingly all functions and tasks 

identified by educational administration theorists or practitioners can 

be placed in one of the appropriate categories while the model maintains 

a degree of parsimony. For illustration purposes, we will show the area 

of Instruction to explicate some of the appropriate component tasks 

found in that category. We would include all subject matter areas 

(i.e., language arts, arithmetic, bilingual programs, etc.) and all 

extracurricular activities (i.e., student government, athletics, clubs, 

etc.). When these are cross-referenced with the administrative func

tions, the levels of decision making become clear, as do the types of 

activities within each of those levels. 

This model can be used to design, identify, and define the 

tasks and responsibilities for any school program. 

Reflecting on the model presented, we generally find that admini

strators have broad participation at all levels and across all of the 

school functions. The teachers, however, traditionally participated at 

the lowest level (implementation) in relation to the overall organiza

tion, while in their own classrooms they could have made decisions at 

the other levels. Schaefer (1971) points out that as early as the 

1920's "teachers became mere functionaries—replaceable cogs--in school 

bureaucracies." 

Lutz and Iannaccone (1969) list classroom duties with a respon

sibility to the building principal as the role of the teacher. The 

"spheres of influence," according to Hanson (1979), are these: "Teachers 
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tended to make decisions affecting the instructional process inside the 

classroom. School administrators, on the other hand, tended to make 

(1) allocation decisions, (2) security decisions, (3) boundary deci

sions, and (4) evaluation decisions." He does say that all parties may 

participate on the occasion when a new program or issue surfaces. 

Lutz and Iannaccone (1969) also point out that educational sys

tems sometimes have an underlying operational format having effects on 

the formal framework. They note that "Hardly ever do organizational 

charts depict a second flow of power: that originating with the people 

who inhabit the school's adult organization (teachers)." They (teachers) 

possess "extra-legal power potential" to "influence administrative deci

sions and board policies" and probably has been used more often than the 

literature may suggest (Lutz and Iannaccone, 1969). 

In 1960, Hughes listed the functions of teacher: classroom 

instruction, guidance, staff functions, community duties, and profes

sional activities. He called for an integration of the teacher into the 

school system. He also claimed that the limited role of the teacher was 

mainly implementing, with an occasional organizing task. If teachers 

can participate in matters "related to goals, this would facilitate 

responsibility identification and acceptance of the school programs" 

(Hughes, 1960). 

Teachers can be a functionary in many, if not all, aspects of 

the school program at some level, and across the school functions. 

Schmuck et al. (1975) say, "Increased collaboration in goal-setting, 
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instructional planning, and cooperation in the actual instructional 

acts are taking place in a large number of school districts." He states 

further that a "crisis of organization" exists and that "educators are 

trapped by organizational arrangements and managerial techniques" which 

impede the exchange of ideas by "educators, colleagues, students, and 

adults" (Schmuck, 1975). They suggest a more "interdependent school 

organization" with increased teacher collaboration in decision-making 

activities. 

Today, teachers and their unions are negotiating and demanding 

an increased level of input into the school programs, along with parents 

and students. A key to the effectiveness of this increased participation 

(meeting the goals and objectives of the schools) could be to appropri

ately organize the functions of decision making and school tasks in such 

a way to allow for identification of those areas in which individuals 

and groups could participate. This would allow for input from a knowl

edge and skill base rather than from only an authority structure. 

Conclusion 

This chapter has provided information pertinent to this study. 

First, an overview of Indian Education dealt with the interfac

ing of Native Americans with the New World powers. Colonial and govern

ment policies set a long-term pattern of vacillating programs for the 

American Indian Tr.ibes, ranging from assimilation to isolation. Examples 

of Native American assertiveness in determining their own programs 

were given. Education, in general, for the American Indian had been 



traditionally a life-long experience relative to their culture, and the 

Government forms of education tended to completely superimpose a new 

culture, language, a pedagogy upon them in an effort to eradicate all 

that was considered Indian. 

The next section dealt with an overview of literature related to 

the interfacing of the Navajo with the New World powers in the Southwest 

and emphasizing the policies of the United States Government towards the 

Navajo. The Navajo have evolved from mutually exclusive bands associated 

by a common language and culture to a formally unified tribe with a 

government structure and defined territorial boundaries. Government 

education policies toward the Navajo paralleled that of those policies 

toward all Indian tribes. The Navajo had unique characteristics that 

demanded specific solutions as well as the unique assertiveness of the 

Navajo in setting new trends for participation and local control in 

educational programs for Native Americans. 

The final section dealt with an overview of the literature 

related to administrative functions and educational institutional func

tions. A model developed to cross-reference generic administrative 

functions with institutional functions for schools was discussed along 

with roles that teachers assume in schools relative to these tasks. 

Overall, this chapter has shown the consistent pattern of impo

sition of one people's cultures, values, language, ideas, and methods 

upon other cultures' values, ideas, languages and methods. Also, a 

model for education which is substantively neutral has been presented 
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which could accommodate any culture's need to plan for the education 

of its people at any age level. 

Finally, some critical aspects of education are presented by 

John Dewey (1975) which apply to the subjects of this study: 

The ideal aim of education is creation of power of self-
control. But the mere removal of external control is no 
guarantee for the production of self-control. Impulses and 
desires that are not ordered by intelligence are under the 
control of accidental circumstances. It may be a loss rather 
than a gain to escape from the control of another person only 
to find one's conduct dictated by immediate whim and caprice; 
that is at the mercy of impulses into whose formation intelli
gent judgement has not entered. A person [or people] whose 
conduct is controlled in this way has only the illusion of 
freedom. Actually he is directed by forces over which he has 
no command. 

It is, then, a sound instinct which identifies freedom 
with power to frame purposes and to execute or carry into effect 
purposes so framed. Such freedom is in turn identified with 
self-control; for the formation of purposes and organization 
means to execute them are the work of intelligence. 

Plato once defined a Slave as the person who executes the 
purposes of another, and, as has just been said, a person is 
also a slave who is enslaved to his own blind desires. 

Therefore, it is incumbent upon the Navajo to deliberately set 

their goals, objectives, and plans for implementing Navajo Education. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

This chapter describes the (1) sampling procedures; (2) metho

dology used; (3) instrumentation employed to gather the data; and (4) 

techniques used in analysis of the data. 

Sampling Procedure 

The population of this study consisted of Navajo teachers and 

Navajo administrators from selected schools from the Navajo nation. 

There are several identifiable school systems serving the Navajo: 

public, BIA, contract, mission and private. Certified staff from 

selected schools were requested to volunteer to participate in this 

study by completing the survey questionnaire. The school systems having 

participants in this study were Window Rock, Ganado, Chinle Boarding, 

and other BIA. The other BIA participant volunteered as an independent 

entity. The limitation of schools and their selection was justified on 

the premise that the purpose of this study was to describe the partici

pation of selected Navajo teachers and administrators and not to attempt 

to generalize the findings to the total population of all Navajo teachers 

and administrators. Conclusions were then drawn from those participants 

who volunteered. The number of schools and participants was limited due 

to geographical and time restraints of the participants and the researcher. 

70 
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Methodology 

Each school selected for this study was visited to apprise the 

chief administrator of the purpose and activities of the study and 

survey instrument pertinent to the respective school. The researcher 

requested permission to set an appointment to meet with all Navajo 

teachers and administrators who voluntarily decided to complete the 

"instrument completion activity." Each school was visited at the ap

pointed time and the survey activity was completed. 

The information desired for this study will be collected via 

the use of the questionnaire instrument. The researcher planned a time 

with each consenting school or district when he could meet with all of 

those Navajo teachers and Navajo administrators who voluntarily agreed 

to participate in this study. The duration of the meetings was approxi

mately one and one-half hours. 

The need for meeting with a group presented itself for these 

reasons: 

1. Mailing survey questionnaires traditionally has resulted in a 

small percentage of returns. 

2. The nature of the subject material required an indepth explana

tion of the subject material. 

3. The nature of the questionnaire indicated the need for immediate 

feedback to participants' questions for information and clarifi

cation. 

The instrument completion activity contained these elements: 

\ 
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1. Explanation of the purposes of the study. 

2. Explanation of generic administrative functions and institu

tional functions. 

3. Completion of the instrument with provision for questions of 

clarification or further explanation of pertinent concepts and 

examples. 

The Survey Instrument 

A survey questionnaire was selected as an appropriate method for 

gathering information for this study. 

Utilizing a grid-matrix of the Generic Administrative Levels for 

making decisions and the Institutional Functions for schools (see Figure 

7, Chapter 2), questions were composed reflecting seventeen intersections 

of the levels and functions. 

The introductory portion of the question for the three levels 

for making decisions were as follows: 

1. During the schoolyear of 1980-81 at your school, how many times 

did you participate in the Policy and Planning (establishing 

directions and purposes) of aspects of the school program 

related to:. 

2. During the schoolyear of 1980-81 at your school, how many times 

did you participate in the Coordinating and Developing (organiza

tion of human, fiscal, and material resources) of aspects of the 

school program related to:. 
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3. During the schoolyear of 1980-81 at your school, how many times 

did you participate in the Supervising and Implementing (per

forming specific tasks such as attending meetings, making phone 

calls, visiting classrooms, teaching, etc.) of aspects of your 

school program related to:. 

For each of these introductory questions, twelve items were 

listed reflecting the institutional functions categories: 

a. Instructional program: 

1. All subjects taught in your school? 

2. Curriculum in your subject area or grade level? 

3. The extracurricular activities in your school? 

b. Staff/Personnel Development: 

4. The process of hiring new personnel? 

5. Personnel promotions? 

6. The inservice program at your school? 

7. Assignment of personnel? 

c. Student Services: 

8. The counseling and advisement of students? 

9. The assessment of students? 

10. Staffings for student placement? 

d. Support Services: 

11. Food Services? 

12. Transportation Services? 

13. Health Services? 
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14. Community Relations? 

15. Budgetary Concerns? 

The final questions dealt with the evaluation intersections: 

During the school year of 1980-81 at your school, how many times did you 

participate in the Evaluation (determining adequacy of programs, person

nel , facilities, etc.) of aspects of your school program related to:. 

The items for response included the three Generic Administrative Func

tions categories, the four Institutional Functions categories and a 

final question for overall program evaluation: 

1. The Instructional program? 

2. Staff/Personnel Development? 

3. Student Services? 

4. Support Services? 

5. The school program as a whole (overall goals and objectives)? 

The responses available for the respondent were as follows: 

(1) None; (2) 1-2; (3) 3-4; (4) 5-6; or (6) 7 or more. When the number 

of times exceeded 7 or more, it could not be determined exactly how 

many times he/she participated. 

Prior to the formal implementation of the instrument completion 

activity, a preliminary test of the procedure was conducted at the Pine 

Hill Schools, Ramah, New Mexico. The researcher requested an appoint

ment to meet with Navajo teachers and administrators employed by the 

Pine Hill Schools; the request was granted. 



The procedure for the preliminary trial consisted of: 

1. A brief introduction of the researcher. 

2. Explaining the purpose of the study. 

3. Explaining the substantive content of the activity. 

4. Explaining the survey instrument. 

5. Critiquing the presentation and instrument. Nine Navajo teachers 

and administrators participated in this type of activity. 

Consensus of opinion showed that this type of study was both 

necessary and desirable. Since the Navajo have been studied ad infinitum 

by researchers from all over the continent, the participants expressed 

a sense of familiarity and "ease" with this researcher since he has a 

permanent residence on the Navajo Reservation for over seven years, is 

married to a Navajo, and taught Navajo children. 

All felt that the content was clearly understandable and would 

be able to mark the questions. The need to have the researcher present 

for clarifying questions or further explanation was felt to be necessary. 

They all felt that the questions applied to the roles of teachers and 

administrators in their schools. 

Some changes were recommended and after deliberation, were incor

porated into the final instrument form. Some of these suggestions and 

changes were: 

1. To reword the terms "administrative functions" and "institutional 

functions" to read "decision making levels" and "school functions" 

in order to avoid confusion of teachers about the appropriateness 



of their responses and, for the latter, to avoid confusion 

with other connotations ascribed to the term "institution." 

2. To replace "attend" with "graduate from" in the question "What 

university did you attend?" 

3. To make a clear reference to the perspective the participants 

should assume when completing the questionnaire. The partici

pants should be instructed to mark the instrument from the 

point of view of "This is the case at the present time" as 

opposed to "This is the way the situation should be or ought to 

be." 

The introductory information and instrument were also shared 

with non-Navajo teacher colleagues of the Window Rock School District 

who offered further suggestions for modifications. One additional 

question was incorporated in the "Instructional Program" category: 

"Curriculum in your subject area or grade level?" Two additional ques

tions were added into the "Staff/Personnel Development" category: 

1. "Personnel Promotions?" 

2. "Assignment of personnel?" 

Two additions were suggested and inserted into the "Demographic 

Information" page: 

1. An age category for twenty-three or under. 

2. "How many years have you taught in this school?" 

3. "How many years have you been an administrator in this school?" 



Based on the responses at the Pine Hill Schools, the researcher 

decided to administer this instrument in person and call the event an 

"instrument completion activity." Again, the participants felt that 

it was important to know the researcher, have an indepth explanation of 

the content, and have the researcher present for immediate question-and-

answer if necessary. Further evidence of this need was by virtue of 

the fact that only two out of nine returned the instrument when left to 

complete it individually and reminded to mail it to the researcher. 

Analysis of the Data 

Descriptive and nonparametric statistical techniques were 

selected to derive information from which to draw conclusions. The 

analysis included four main areas of interest: (1) the response pattern 

of the participants on the fifty-item survey instrument administered; 

(2) the overall group analysis of participation according to the admini

strative functions cross-referenced with the institutional functions; 

(3) analysis of the participants by background categories as related to 

the administrative model used in this study; and (4) an analysis of the 

differences in the background characteristics when educators are 

grouped into high- and low-participation categories. 

Descriptive statistics were used to study the first area of 

interest. The mean responses were compared for all items on the fifty-

question survey instrument. This was done to ascertain which specific 

areas had high or low participation. 



78 

The second analysis divided the questions according to the 

generic administrative model categories. A four-by-five matrix was 

constructed and descriptive statistics were used to determine the mean 

participation per category. Means and standard deviations were reported 

for each category. 

Descriptive statistics were also employed to study the third 

area of interest. Participants' background data was used to divide the 

educators into various groups. The divisions related to educator were 

school type, school system, school, sex, age, university, program type, 

education, years of teaching experience, and years in school system. 

The matrix model was also used for this area of analysis. 

The final analysis divided the educators into high and low 

participators. They were also divided by their background characteris

tics. The chi square nonparametric statistic (Siegel, 1956) was used to 

analyze the data. The null hypotheses tested were: 

Hq: The proportion of low and high participators of the Navajo 

educators is the same in all categories of background information. 

The alternative hypotheses were: 

H-|: The proportion of low and high participators of the Navajo 

educators differs from category to category of background 

information. 

Ten categories of background information were analyzed with the 

proceeding hypotheses. These categories were schooltype, school system, 

sex, age, university, program type, education, position, years of 
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teaching experience, and years in the school system. The categories 

were chosen because their information met the requirements of the chi 

square statistic. 



CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Introduction 

This study investigated the amount of participation of selected 

Navajo educators within their schools. This chapter provides an analy

sis of the data collected on the research instrument from the respondents. 

This section will present the following: a background description of the 

educators participating in this study; the data analyzed by each of the 

fifty items on the survey instrument; an overall description of their 

participation as one group categorized by administrative levels and 

institutional functions; a description of their participation using the 

administrative model and further broken down by background categories; 

and, an analysis of the data using the chi square statistic. 

Background Information 

The participants in this study were Navajo educators employed 

in public or BIA schools. The largest group consisted of public school 

teachers and administrators (90.6%). From the total of thirty-two 

respondents, females comprised 78.1% (25). Fifteen (46.9%) were in 

the 30-39 age group. Twenty-three (71.9%) reported that they attended 

Northern Arizona University, and eighteen (56.3%) participants matricu

lated in on-campus training programs. All participants have college 

80 



degrees and teacher and/or administrative certification with nineteen 

(59.4%) holding the bachelors degree as their highest and twenty-eight 

(87.5%) taught during the research period. One and five years of 

teaching experience were most common (5; 15.6%) although one year in 

a school district (11) had the largest percentage (34.4%). Table 1 

provides a complete description of the participants based upon the 

demographic categories included in this research. This information 

indicates that the sample represents a diversity of Navajo educators. 

Questions 

The mean score for each of the fifty questions on the survey 

instrument are presented in Figures 8, 9, 10 and 11. At the administra

tive level of policy and planning, the highest mean (2.44) was for 

question number nine in the student services category: "During the school-

year of 1980-81 at your school, how many times did you participate in 

the policy and planning (establishing directions and purposes) of 

aspects of the school program related to: the assessment of students?" 

At the level of coordinating and developing the highest mean (2.84) also 

was in the student services category (question 8): "During the schoolyear 

of 1980-81 at your school, how many times did you participate in the 

coordinating and developing (organization of human, fiscal, and 

material resources) of aspects of the school program related to: the 

counseling and advisement of students?" At the level of supervising and 

implementing, question one had the highest reported mean (7.25) in the 

category of curriculum and instruction: "During the schoolyear of 1980-81 



Table 1. Background information. 
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Variable Category and Percent 

School Type 

School District 

School 

Sex 

Age 

University 

Program Type 

Education 

Teacher Certification 

Administrative 
Certification 

Public 
29 

90.6% 

Window 
Rock 
19 

59.4% 

BIA 
3 

9.4% 

Ganado 
10 

31.3% 

Chinle 
Boarding 

2 
6.3% 

Total 
32 

Tuba 
City 

1 
3.1% 

Window Rock 
Elementary 

8 
25.0% 

Ganado 
Elementary and 

Intermediate 
10 

31.2% 

Female 
25 

78.1% 

Ft. Defiance 
Elementary 

6 
18.8% 

Chinle 
Boarding 

School 
2 

6.3% 

23 or 
Less 

1 
3.1% 

NAU 
23 

71.9% 

On-Campus 
18 

56.3% 

24-29 
8 

25.0% 

BA 
19 

59.4% 

Yes 
32 

Yes 
3 

9.4% 

30-39 
15 

46.9% 

U of A 
8 

25.0% 

Middle School 
5 

15.6% 

Other BIA 
1 

3.1% 

Male 
7 

21.9% 

40-49 
7 

21.9% 

Teacher 
Corps 

7 
21.9% 

50-59 
1 

3.1% 

Other 
1 

3.1% 

NTEDP 
7 

21.9% 

MA 
13 

40.6% 
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Table 1. -- Continued 

Variable Category and Percent 

Years 123 4 5 678 11 12 
Teaching 5 3 1 5 4 8 2 1 1 1 
Experience 15.6% 9.4% 3.1% 15.6% 12.5% 25.0% 6.3% 3.1% 3.1% 3.1% 

1 6  
1 

3.1% 

Years in 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 11 12 
Present 11 3 2 4 3 4 3 1 1 
System 34.4% 9.4% 6.3% 12.5% 9.4% 12.5% 9.4% 3.1% 3.1% 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

During the schoolyear of 1980-81 at your school, how many times did you 
participate in the Policy and Planning (establishing directions and 
purposes) of aspects of the school program related to: 

7 or 
None 1-2 3-4 5-6 More Mean 

1. The subjects taught in 
your school? 

2. Curriculum in your subject 
area or grade level? 

3. The extracurricular acti
vities in your school? 

4. The process of hiring 
personnel? 

5. Personnel promotions? 

6. The inservice program 
at your school? 

7. Assignment of personnel? 

1 . 2 8  

1.77 

1 .20  

,70 

75 

.94 

.70 

8. The counseling and advise
ment of students? 

9. The assessment of 
students? 

10. Staffings for student 
placement? 

11. Food service? 

2.19 

2.44 

1.80 

.81 

12. Transportation services? .92 

13. Health services? 1 .00  

14. Community relations? 1.77 

15. Budgetary matters? .81 

Figure 8. Policy and planning level. 



QUESTIONNAIRE 
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During the schoolyear of 1980-81 at your school, how many times did you 
participate in the Coordinating and Developing (organization of human, 
fiscal, and material resources) of aspects ofthe school program 
related to: 

7 or 
None 1-2 3-4 5-6 More Mean 

1. The subjects taught in 2.23 
your school? 

2. Curriculum in your subject 2.69 
area or grade level? 

3. The extracurricular acti- 1.44 
vities in your school? 

4. The process of hiring .80 
new personnel? 

5. Personnel promotions? .70 

6. The inservice program 1.27 
at your school? 

7. Assignment of personnel? 1.06 

8. The counseling and advise- 2.84 
ment of students? 

9. The assessment of 2.52 
students? 

10. Staffings for student 2.19 
placement? 

11. Food services? .64 

12. Transportation services? .69 

13. Health services? .98 

14. Community relations? 1.67 

15. Budgetary matters? ' .80 

Figure 9. Coordinating and developing level. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

During the schoolyear of 1980-81 at your school, how many times did you 
participate in the Supervising and Implementing (performing specific 
tasks such as attending meetings, making phone calls, visiting class
rooms, teaching, etc.) of aspects of .your school program related to: 

None 
7 or 

1-2 3-4 5-6 More Mean 

1. Subjects taught in your 
school ? 

2. Curriculum in your subject 
area or grade level? 

3. The extracurricular acti
vities in your school? 

4. The process of hiring 
new personnel? 

5. Personnel promotions? 

6. The inservice program at 
your school? 

7. Assignment of personnel? 

8. The counseling and advise
ment of students? 

9. The assessment of 
students? 

10. Staffings for student 
piacement? 

11. Food services? 

12. Transportation services? 

13. Health services? 

14. Community relations? 

15. Budgetary matters? 

7.25 

6.13 

2.56 

,91 

.84 

1.97 

1.45 

5.48 

5.05 

3.56 

.83 

1.36 

1 .19 

2.58 

1.52 

Figure 10. Supervising and implementing level. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

During the schoolyear of 1980-81 at your school, how many times did you 
participate in the Evaluation (determining adequacy of programs, per
sonnel, facilities, etc.) ofaspects of your school program related to: 

None 

1. The Instructional program? 

2. Staff/personnel 
development? 

3. Student Services? 

4. Support Services? 

5. The overall program as a 
whole (overall goals and 
objectives)? 

7 or 
1 -2 3-4 5-6 More Mean 

1.36 

1.28 

.91 

Fi gure 11. Evaluation level. 



Table 2- Question number and mean response. 

Administrative 
Functions Institutional Functions 

Mean Curriculum Personnel Student Support Overall 
Standard Dev. and /Staff Services Services Evaluation 

Instruction Development 

(1) 1.28 (4) .70 (8) 2.19 (11) .81 

1 c (2) 1.77 (5) .75 (9) 2.44 (12) .92 
- c e 

fO c (3) 1.20 (6) .94 (10) 1.80 (13) 1.0 

CL (7) .70 (14) 1.77 

(15) .81 

*•> — 

(1) 2.23 

(2) 2.69 

(3) 1.44 

(4) .80 

(5) .70 

(6) 1.27 

(7) 1.06 

(8) 2.84 

(9) 2.52 

(10) 2.19 

11) .64 

12) .69 

13) .98 

14) 1.67 

15) .80 

f *o c 
> e gj 
«- ID E ai a> 
O. r— 

(1) 7.25* 

(2) 6.13 

(3) 2.56 

(4) .91 

(5) .84 

(6) 1.97 

(7) 1.45 

(8) 5.48 

(9) 5.05 

(10) 3.56 

11) .83 

12) 1.36 

13) 1.19 

14) 2.58 

15) 1.52 

(1) 1.36 ( 2 )  1 . 2 8  (3) 1.31 (4) .77 (5) .91 

* When participants marked "7 or more" times, it could not be determined exactly 
how many times this item reflects day-to-day supervising and teaching activi
ties on all tables. 
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at your school, how many times did you participate in the Supervising 

and Implementing (performing specific tasks such as attending meetings, 

making phone calls, visiting classrooms, teaching, etc.) of aspects of 

your school related to: subjects taught in your school?" This question 

at this level reflects day-to-day teaching on all tables. Student ser

vices questions (8 and 9) followed the curriculum and instruction ques

tions with high means reported (5.48 and 5.05, respectively). 

These reflect high participation in the counseling and advise

ment and assessment of students. In the area of Evaluation, the 

highest mean (1.36) was in the instructional program function, but most 

were reported as low participation. 

Group Analysis 

The data were analyzed using statistical techniques deriving 

central tendencies from the data. 

Overall Participation 

The data were analyzed including the reports of all respondents 

and using a cross-breakdown of the responses by administrative level 

and institutional function categories. 

All respondents reported the number of times they participated 

in the levels of decision making in the functions of schools. The data 

collected show that the respondents had some degree of participation 

at all levels and in all function categories. For administrative 

function categories the most participation was reported in the level 



Table 3. Total participation by the administrative model. 

Administrative Institutional' Functions 
Functions 

Curriculum Personnel/ 
Mean and Staff Student Support Overall 
Standard Deviation Instruction Development Services Services Evaluation 

u *ts •»-
•»- c c 
»— ID C 

1.42 
2.14 

.77 
1.59 

2.14 
2.65 

1 . 0 6  
1 . 9 3  

2 .12  
2 . 2 6  

.96 
1.49 

2.52 
2.69 

.96 
1.73 

•>" T5 C 
> C QJ 
I- ID E 
OJ 0) 
O. r— 

5.31* 
1.27 

1.29 
1.67 

4.70 
2.19 

1.49 
1.93 

1.36 
1.81 

1 .28  
2.02 

1.31 
2 .18  

.77 
1.79 

.91 
1.92 

* A limitation of the questionnaire kept maximum to 7 or more times. This reflects 
day-to-day supervising and teaching. 
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of supervising and implementing. For the institutional function cate

gories the most participation was reported in the areas of curriculum 

and instruction and student services (see Table 3). 

Participation by Administrative Model 
and Demographic Categories 

School Type 

The information relating to school type is presented in Tables 

4a and 4b. The thirty-two participants came from either public schools 

(29) or BIA schools (3). The mean and standard deviation values are 

reported in Table 4. The analysis shows that the participants reported 

a similar pattern of activity in their schools overall. Most participa

tion was at the level of supervision and implementation in the cate

gories of curriculum and student services. The mean and standard 

deviation values for the public and BIA schools were 5.31 and 1.33 and 

5.39 and .67, respectively, in the curriculum category. In the student 

services category, the mean-standard deviation values were 4.66-2.22 

and 5.06-2.14 for the public and BIA schools, respectively. At the 

other administrative levels, the highest mean values for public school 

respondents were in the curriculum category. For the BIA, the highest 

mean values were in curriculum at the coordinating and evaluation 

levels and in student services at the policy level. Care must be 

taken when comparing the two types of schools since the sample from 

the BIA was very small. 



Table 4. Cross-breakdown of administrative model by school type, 

(a). Condensed 

Poli cy Coordinating Supervising 
School and and and Overal1 

Type Planning Developing Impl ementing Evaluation Total 

Publ ic 1.34 1.67 3.18 1.07 1.77 
2.14 2.18 2.53 1.85 2.31 

BIA 1.41 1.34 3.42 1.70 1.95 
2.38 2.25 2.82 2.64 2.60 

10 
ro 



Table 4. — Continued 

(b). Non-condensed 

Administrative Institutional Functions 
Functions 

Curriculum Personnel/ 
Mean and Staff Student Support Overall 
Standard Deviation Instruction Development Services Services Evaluation 

Public 1.49 

» IT 2-21 
U-a-r-

BIA .72 

1.25 

.76 2.17 .94 

1.63 2.65 1.70 

.83 1.83 2.23 

1.44 3.18 3.87 

« T3 CX C C O  f- IO •— 

Publ ic 

BIA 

2 .22  

2.29 

1.67 

2.02 

1 .00  

1.54 

.50 

.87 

2.61 

2.71 

1 .61  

2.79 

.84 

1.49 

2 .10  

3.64 

O)  Publ ic 5 .31  1 .62  4 .66  1 .42  

1 .33  1 .69  2 .22  1 .73  
e  >  c  ai  

0) *° O) 
a .  r— 
3  a .  BIA 5 .39  1 .00  5 .06  2 .23  

M .67  1 .73  2 .14  3 .87  

Public 1.38 

1.82 

1.29 

2.06 

1 . 2 6  

2.13 

.66 

1.64 

.741 

1.56 

BIA 1.17 

2.02 

1.17 

2.02 

1.83 

3.18 

1.83 

3.18 

2.50 

4.33 
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School System 

The information relating to the school systems is presented in 

Tables 5a and 5b for Window Rock, Ganado, Chinle Boarding School, and 

other BIA. The latter two had very few respondents, so care should be 

taken when interpreting these data. For the two systems (Window Rock 

and Ganado) having larger numbers reporting, Window Rock had the higher 

mean of the two (2.09 to 1.17, respectively). All schools reported the 

highest means at the level of supervising and implementing in the func

tions of curriculum and student services. 

Schools 

The information relating to the individual schools is presented 

in Table 6. Overall, when looking at the schools with five or more 

respondents, Ft. Defiance Elementary educators reported the highest 

mean value for participation in their school (2.21; S.D. = 2.95). 

Window Rock Elementary School reported, however, the highest participa

tion in the Policy and Planning and Coordinating and Developing levels 

with means and standard deviations of 2.52-2.41, 2.70-2.40, respectively. 

Ft. Defiance reported the most participation at the supervising and 

implementing level with a mean of 4.44 (S.D. = 2.62), and Tse Ho Tso 

Middle School reported an overall mean evaluation score of 2.28 (S.D. = 

2.20) to top the others. Even though only two reported from Chinle 

Board School their only participation was found in the area of super

vision and implementation of school programs (see Table 6c for a 

complete breakdown of all schools for this section). Table 6b 



Table 5. Administrative model by school system, 

(a). 

Pol icy Coordinating Supervising 
School and and and Overall 

District Planning Developing Implementing Evaluation Total 

Window Rock (19) 1.76 2.10 3.48 1.23 2.09 
2.43 2.48 2.60 2.14 2.54 

Ganado (10) .55 .85 2.61 .76 1.17 
1.04 1.08 2.31 1.07 1.65 

Chinle Boarding 0 0 2.21 0 .52 
(2) 2.41 1.46 

Other BIA (1) 4.22 4.03 5.84 5.10 4.82 
2.23 2.04 1.97 1.67 1.92 

10 
(71 



Table 5. ~ Continued 

(b). 

Administrative 
Functions 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Curriculum 
and 

Instruction 

Institutional Functions 

Personnel/ 
Staff 

Development 
Student 
Services 

Support 
Services 

Overal1 
Evaluation 

Window 1.97 
Rock 2.53 

_ Ganado .57 

fro-l -98 

S i chinle 0.00 
£ £ Boarding 0.00 

Other 2.17 
BIA 0.00 

.66 3.00 1.20 
1.76 2.92 1.94 

.56 .60 .45 
1.39 .81 1.03 

0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
2.50 5.50 6.70 
0.00 0.00 0.00 

Window 2.8B 1.15 3.31 1.06 
Rock 2.51 1.85 2.96 1.74 

Ganado .97 .74 1.28 .42 
1.05 .70 1.57 .73 

Chinle 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Boarding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Other 3.50 1.50 4.83 6.30 
BIA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Window 5.75 
Rock 1.37 

c c Ganado 4.47 

S<oi -72 

£ m | Chinle 5 .00 
g. Boarding o.OO 

10 ~ Other 6.17 
BIA 0.00 

1.41 4.90 1.86 
1.74 2.20 1.89 

1.16 4.22 .58 
1.67 2.31 .95 

0.00 3.83 0.00 
0.00 .47 0.00 
3.00 7.50 6.70 
0.00 0.00 0.00 

Window 1.71 1.44 1.68 .73 .55 
Rock 2.13 2.34 2.50 1.87 1.75 

Ganado .75 1.00 .45 .50 1.10 
.79 1.45 .73 1.56 1.23 

Chinle 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Boarding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Other 3.50 3.50 5.50 5.50 7.50 
BIA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 



Table 6. Administrative model by school, 

(a). 

Pol icy Coordinating Supervising 
and and and Overall 

School Planning Developing Impl ementing Evaluation Total 

Window Rock 2.52 2.70 3.31 .28 2.09 
Elementary 2.41 2.40 2.48 .73 2.38 

Ft. Defiance 1.36 1.56 4.44 1.62 2.21 
Elementary 2.79 2.64 2.62 2.79 2.95 

Tse Ho Tso 1.03 1.78 2.60 2.28 1.94 
Middle School 1.64 2.33 2.53 2.20 2.24 

Ganado Elementary .55 .85 2.61 .76 1.17 
and Intermediate 1.04 1.08 2.31 1.07 1.65 

Chinle Boarding 0 0 2.21 0 .52 Chinle Boarding 
2.41 1.46 

Other BIA 4.22 4.03 5.84 5.10 4.82 
2.23 2.04 1.97 1.67 1.92 



Table 6. -- Continued 

(b). 

Ganado 
Window Tse Ho Tso Elementary 

Rock Ft. Defiance Middle and Chinle Other 
Schools Elementary Elementary School Intermediate Boarding BIA 

Low 1 3 3 9 2 0 

3.1% 9.4% 9.4% 28.1% 6.3% 0 

High 7 3 2 1 0 1 

21.9% 9.4% 6.3% 3.1% 3.1% 



Table 6. — Continued 

( c ) .  - -  C o n t i n u e d  

99 

Administrative * Institutional Functions 
Functions 

Curriculum Personnel/ 
Mean and Staff Student Support Overall 
Standard Deviation Instruction Development Services Services Evaluation 

1. 3.06 .92 4.50 1.59 2.52 
2.59 .89 2.64 1.63 2.41 

cn 2. 1.50 1.25 1.50 1.18 1.36 
c 2.97 3.06 3.00 2.90 2.79 

c 
ro 3. .80 .30 2.40 .60 1.03 

£ 1.26 .49 2.57 1.04 1.64 

"D 
C 4. .57 .56 .60 .45 .55 
<o 

.98 1.39 .81 1.03 1.04 
>> 
u 

•r~ 5. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

O 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

6. 2.17 2.50 5.50 6.70 4.22 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.23 

1. 3.83 1.41 4.29 1.25 2.70 
O) 
c ' 2.48 1.30 2.57 1.55 2.40 
Q. 
o 2. 1.86 1.31 1.92 1.15 1.56 

r"— 
V 2.69 3.04 2.96 2.53 2.64 

OJ 
o 3. 2.57 .53 3.40 .64 1.78 
-a 
c 

2.23 .43 3.46 1.01 2.33 
(0 4. .97 .74 1.28 .42 .85 
cn 
c 1.05 .70 1.57 .73 1.08 
4-» 
(0 5. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
C 

•r— 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
&. 
O 6. 3.50 1.50 4.83 6.30 4.03 
o 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.04 



Table 6. — Continued 

( c ) .  - -  C o n t i n u e d  

Administrative * Institutional' Functions 
Functions 

Curriculum Personnel/ 
Mean and Staff Student Support Overall 
Standard Deviation Instruction Development Services Services Evaluation 

CL B 
T? 
C 
to 

> 
k. 0) 
o. 3 to 

1. 5.46 1.28 5.15 1,34 3.31 

1.30 1.17 1.89 1.48 2.48 

2. 6.94 2.44 4.89 3.48 4.44 
.66 2.56 2.65 1.95 2.62 

3. 4.77 .38 4.50 .74 2.60 
1 .21 .27 2.54 1.22 2.53 

4. 4.47 1.16 4.22 .58 2.61 
.72 1.67 2.31 .95 2.31 

5. 5.00 0.00 3.83 0.00 2.21 
0.00 0.00 .47 0.00 2.41 

6. 6.17 3.00 7.50 6.70 5.84 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.97 

1. .19 .19 .63 .19 .19 

.53 .53 1.28 .53 .53 

2. 2.58 1.75 1.25 1.25 1.25 
2.65 2.91 3.06 3.06 3.06 

3. 3.10 3.10 3.90 1.00 .30 

1.67 2.61 2.19 1.54 .67 

4. .75 1.00 .45 .50 1.10 
.79 1.45 .73 1.56 1.23 

5. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

6. 3.50 3.50 5.50 5.50 7.50 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

• 
1. Window Rock Elementary 
2. Ft Defiance Elementary 
3. Tse Ho Tso Middle School 
4. Ganado Elementary and Intermediate 
5. Chinle Boarding 
6. Other BIA 
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represents the comparison of low and high participation for the educa

tors reporting from each school. (The mean of seventy-six times a 

person participated was used as the point of division between low and 

high participation. Window Rock Elementary had seven reporting high 

and one low, representing the most high-scoring individuals. With 

nine low and one high, Ganado had the most reporting low. 

Sex 

The information relating to the participation by females and 

males is presented in Tables 7a and 7b. Overall the men reported a 

mean participation of 2.96 as compared to 1.46 for the women. Men had 

a higher mean in all administrative levels of decision-making. Both 

men and women reported the highest amount of involvement in supervising 

and implementing programs (3.90 and 3.00, respectively). 

Age 

The information relating to age is presented in Tables 8a and 

8b. The age group of respondents between thirty and thirty-nine 

reported the highest overall participation with a mean of 2.35. The 

same group reported the highest amount of participation in the levels 

of policy and planning, coordinating and developing, and evaluation 

with means of 2.19, 2.36, and 1.71, respectively, where more than seven 

were reporting in an age category. Again, all groups reported the 

highest amount of activity in the supervising and implementing level. 

Within the level of policy and planning, the highest amount of 

participation was by the thirty to thirty-nine category in the area of 



Table 7. Administrative model by sex. 

(a). 

Poli cy Coordinating Supervising 
and and and Overall 

Sex Planning Developing Implementing Evaluation Total 

Female (25) 1.00 1.38 3.00 .64 1.46 
1.78 2.04 2.48 1.27 2.10 

Male (7) 2.57 2.54 3.90 2.84 2.96 
2.84 2.48 2.70 2.80 2.73 



Table 7. — Continued 

( b ) .  

Administrative Instructional Functions 
Functions : 

Curriculum Personnel/ 
Mean and Staff Student Support Overall 
Standard Deviation Instruction Development Services Services Evaluation 

1.17 .31 1.93 .60 

1.94 .57 2.46 1.19 

2.29 2.41 2.88 2.70 

2.73 2.76 3.55 3.11 

1.95 .66 2.45 .48 

2.29 .92 2.68 .95 

2.74 2.02 2.76 2.66 

2.17 2.54 2.93 2.74 

5.39 .78 4.68 1.17 

1.14 .78 1.93 1.49 

5.02 3.14 4.76 2.66 

1.75 2.61 3.14 2.87 

.92 .56 .98 .26 tn
 
o
 

1.43 .92 1.89 .79 .90 

2.93 3.86 2.50 2.57 2.36 

2.23 2.81 2.87 3.02 3.56 



Table 8. Administrative model by age. 

(a). 

Policy Coordinating Supervising 
and and and Overall 

Age Planning Developing Imp!ementing Evaluation Total 

23 or less (1) 0 1.00 1.00 2.50 1.21 
1.30 1.34 3.14 2.01 

24 to 29 (8) .83 1.03 3.41 .44 1.37 24 to 29 (8) 
1.99 1.93 2.62 .91 2.22 

30 to 39 (15) 2.19 2.36 3.32 1.71 2.35 
2.42 2.38 2.57 2.35 2.48 

40 to 49 (7) .52 1.11 3.14 .61 1.30 40 to 49 (7) 
1.12 1.79 2.50 1.18 1.99 

50 to 59 (1) 0 0 2.29 0 .54 50 to 59 (1) 
2.67 1.53 



Table 8. -- Continued 

(b). 

Administrative* Institutional Functions 
Functions — 

Curriculum Personnel/ 
Mean and Staff Student Support Overall 
Standard Deviation Instruction Development Services Services Evaluation 

o> c 
c 
c A3 
O-

-o 

& 

o>c 
c 
•r» Q_ 
O 

fO »— 
C 0> 

o 0"0 
o c (O 

1. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

2. 1.06 .19 1.44 .64 
2.61 .53 2.51 1.80 

3. 2.29 1.51 3.29 1.66 

2.21 2.08 2.80 2.33 

4. .36 .05 1.10 .56 
.38 .12 1.96 1.00 

5. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1. 2.83 0.00 1.17 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

2. 1.04 .70 1.81 .56 
2.06 1.12 2.84 1.37 

3. 3.13 1.49 3.40 1.41 
2.17 1.89 2.69 2.18 

4. 1.38 .38 1.98 .70 

2.20 .38 2.61 1.00 

5. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 



Table 8. — Continued 

(b). -- Continued 

Administrative* Institutional Functions 
Functions 

Curriculum Personnel/ 
Mean and Staff Student Support Overall 
Standard Deviation Instruction Development Services Services Evaluation 

cn  M-"0 e 
> c oJ Liq E 
8. «! 
a a. t/> E 

1. 2.83 0.00 1.17 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

2. 6.10 1.23 4.48 1.83 
1.13 1.10 2.54 1.92 

3. 5.19 1.63 4.88 1.58 
1.15 2.22 2.10 2.19 

4. 5.07 1.02 5.14 1.34 
1.53 .76 2.09 1.66 

5. 5.00 0.00 4.17 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1. 3.50 7.50 1.50 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

2. 1.00 .19 .63 0.00 .38 
1.25 .53 1.28 0.00 .69 

3. 1.60 1.57 2.27 1.40 1.73 
2.26 2.03 2.76 2.33 2.55 

4. 1.14 1.21 .21 .50 0.00 
1.28 1.66 .57 1.32 0.00 

5. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1. 23 or less 
2. 24 to 29 
3. 30 to 39 
4. 40 to 49 
5. 50 to 59 



107 

student services with a mean of 3.29. In the coordinating and develop-
9 

ing level, the same group again was highest with a mean of 3.40 in the 

area of student services. At the level of supervising and implementing, 

curriculum and instruction had the highest score reported with a mean 

of 6.10 by the 24-29 category. For the evaluation level, the thirty 

to thirty-nirie group had a mean of 2.27 reported in student services 

and was the highest of those categories with seven or more respondents. 

University 

The information relating to the university attended is presented 

in Tables 9a and 9b. The graduates of Northern Arizona University (NAU) 

programs reported highest mean (2.08) in the overall total. They also 

reported higher means in the three levels of decision making and evalu

ation when considering eight or more respondents from a university. 

For the policy and planning and coordinating and developing levels, 

their highest mean (2.65 and 2.85, respectively) was reported in stu

dent services category. The highest mean for evaluation (1.63) was in 

the area of instruction by the NAU group. University of Arizona gradu

ates reported highest means (.33 and 2.85, respectively) for policy and 

planning and coordinating and developing in the area of student services 

also. 

Program Type 

Three programs were reported by the participants. These were 

on-campus, Teacher Corps, and the Navajo Teacher Education Development 



Table 9. Administrative model by university, 

(a). 

Poli cy Coordinating Supervising 
and and and Overall 

Universities Planning Developing Imp! ementing Evaluation Total 

Northern 1.76 1.96 3.38 1.39 2.08 
Arizona (23) 2.36 2.33 2.56 2.15 2.45 

University of .14 .54 2.69 .51 .94 
Arizona (8) .30 1.02 2.48 1.04 1.72 

Other (1) 1.55 2.92 3.10 0 1.78 
2.22 2.98 2.83 2.42 



Table 9. -- Continued 

( b ) .  

Administrative'' Institutional Functions 
Functions 

Curriculum Personnel/ 
Mean and Staff Student Support Overall 
Standard Deviation Instruction Development Services Services Evaluation 

1. 1.91 1.03 2.65 1.43 
2.35 1.81 2.83 2.17 

>>— c 

u T3 T-
•1- c c 2. .19 .05 .33 0.00 
r- <0 C 
O ro .26 .13 .50 0.00 
Cl r— 

a. 3. 0.00 .38 4.83 1.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

C7> 1. 2.54 1.17 2.85 1.30 
c 
•r- C 

1. 
2.33 1.68 2.84 1.94 

•P 'f 
re ^ a. 
c c o 2. .50 .42 1.19 .04 
•f- rO i— 
•o ai .60 .65 1.73 .11 
i- > 
O Oi 
o O 3. 5.50 .38 - 5.50 .30 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1. 5.41 1.61 4.68 1.82 
a) a> 
c c 1.35 1.83 2.43 2.05 

•I--0 c 2. 5.00 .53 4.65 .56 " 
> C 0) 
s. to B 1.13 .78 1.58 1.37 
0) 0) 
a. r— 
=3 a. 3. 5.50 0.00 5.50 1.40 
co B 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1. 1,63 1.59 1.52 1.07 1.13 

o 2.02 2.29 2.31 2.04 2.20 

•r 
2. .75 .56 .88 0.00 .38 

ro 
S .80 .78 1.94 0.00 .69 

10 
> 3. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
UJ 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

* 1. NAU 
2. U of A 
3. Other 



Table 10. Administrative model by program type, 

(a). 

Policy Coordinating Supervising 
Program and and and Overall 

Type Planning Developing Implementing Evaluation Total 

On-campus (18) 1.70 2.10 3.39 1.43 2.12 
2.51 2.57 2.65 2.35 2.61 

Teacher Corps (7) 1.67 1.71 3.19 .91 1.81 
1.76 1.56 2.36 1.17 1.90 

Navajo Teacher .11 .37 2.71 .54 .91 
Education .27 .57 2.47 1.09 1.69 
Development 
Program (NTEDP) (7) 
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Table 10. -- Continued 

( b ) .  

Administrative Institutional Functions 
Functions 

Curriculum Personnel/ 
Mean and Staff Student Support Overall 
Standard Deviation Instruction Development Services Services Evaluation 

1. 1.75 
2.53 

.87 
1.84 

2.75 
2.97 

1.44 
2.38 

P
o

li
cy

 
an

d 
P

la
nn

in
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2. 1.83 
1.72 

1.21 
1.59 

2.48 
2.37 

1.16 
1.21 

P
o

li
cy

 
an

d 
P

la
nn

in
i 

3. .14 
.24 

.05 

.14 
.24 
.45 

0.00 
0.00 

o» 
c cn 
•r- C 

1. 2.62 
2.49 

1.17 
1.89 

3.43 
3.06 

1.18 
2.12 

•*-
<0 *0 Q. 
C C O  
^ ItJr-
"O <U 

2. 2.38 
2.18 

1.14 
.64 

2.02 
1.79 

1.29 
1.19 

w > 
O 0) 
o o 
CJ 

3. .57 
.61 

.21 

.30 
.64 
.85 

.04-

.11 

crv 
C?> c 
c 'n 

1. 5.58 
1.34 

1.35 
1.82 

4.79 
2.25 

1.86 
2.26 

W"D c 
•F C 41 
> fl E 
W 01 
0) i— 
Q. CL 
3 E 
(/> ' 

2. 

3. 

4.93 
1.12 

5.00 

1.23 

1.84 
1.84 

.61 

.81 

4.57 
2.27 

4.60 
1.69 

1.40 
1.16 

.64 
1.45 

O) 
C 

1. 1.83 
2.22 

1.47 
2.48 

1.78 
2.53 

1.00 
2.21 

1.08 
2.40 

•p 
4-> 
ro 
3 . 
r-

2. .64 
.80 

1.43 
1.57 

.64 

.80 
.93 
1.34 

.93 
1.34 

10 
> 
LLl 3. .86 

.80 
.64 
.80 

.79 
2.08 

0.00 
0.00 

.43 

.73 

• 
1. On-campus 
2. Teacher Corps 
3. NTEDP 
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Program. The information relating to this section is presented in 

Tables 10a and 10b. The overall total mean of 2.12 was reported by 

on-campus program graduates. These graduates (on-campus) also 

reported more participation in all of the levels of administrative 

functions and evaluation. All reported the highest participation at 

the Supervising and Implementing level. Closer examination reveals 

higher participation in the area of student services for all at the 

upper two administrative levels. Curriculum and instruction is highest 

for all at the supervising and implementing and evaluation levels. 

Education 

The highest degree for the respondents was either a BA or an MA. 

The information relating to this section is presented in Tables 11a and 

lib. The mean (2.56) of participation reported by those with masters 

degrees was more than twice as large as that of those holding only 

the bachelors degree (1.26). At all levels of the administrative model, 

those with the MA reported higher participation, as reflected by their 

mean values. 

Years Teaching 

The information relating to the total number of years teaching 

is presented in Tables 12a and 12b. In categories with more than five 

responding, those reporting six years of teaching experience had the 

highest overall mean (2.47) for participation in their schools. This 

same group (six years teaching; more than five reporting) also had the 



Table 11. Administrative model by education, 

(a). 

Poli cy Coordinating Supervising 
and and and Overall 

Education Planning Developing Implementing Evaluation Total 

BA (19) .54 .99 2.84 .77 1.26 

1.17 1.63 2.47 1.46 1.94 

MA (13) 2.52 2.57 3.72 1.65 2.56 

2.67 2.54 2.59 2.40 2.64 

CO 



Table 11. — Continued 

( b ) .  

1 1 4  

Administrative* 
Functions 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Institutional Functions 

Curricul um 
and 

Instruction 

Personnel/ 
Staff 

Development 
Student 
Services 

Support 
Services 

Overall 
Evaluation 

cn 1. .62 .22 .98 .35  ̂ c 
O "O 1.24 .56 1.70 .77 •r- C C 

.56 .77 
r (C C 
O <0 2. 2.58 1.57 3.83 2.10 
& 

a. 2.65 2.21 2.93 2.60 

i cn 
to c 1. 1.16 .56 1.90 .37 
•*- o>"0 a. 1.69 .87 2.36 .69 •p c c o .87 .69 
W T" Q r* O 4-> 0) 2. 3.53 1.54 3.42 1.80 
o ^ 

2.30 2.00 2.98 2.38 

c c •r— •»— 
</> +> 

•r— c 
> -a aj 
j- c e 
<u a ai 
CL r— =3 CL 

1. 5.17 .74 4.45 1.02 
c c •r— •»— 
</> +> 

•r— c 
> -a aj 
j- c e 
<u a ai 
CL r— =3 CL 

1.29 .64 2.13 1.48 

c c •r— •»— 
</> +> 

•r— c 
> -a aj 
j- c e 
<u a ai 
CL r— =3 CL 

2. 5.53 
1.26 

2.11 
2.32 

5.06 
2.30 

2.19 
2.33 I/O E 

2.19 
2.33 

1. 1.29 1.16 .82 .26 .32 
»r» 1.51 1.92 1.74 .86 .63 

fO 
3 2. 1.46 1.46 2.04 1.50 1.77 
to 
> 
I I I  

2.23 2.23 2.61 2.48 2.75 

1. 
2. 

BA (19) 
MA (13) 

V 



Table 12. Administrative model by years of teaching experience, 

(a). 

Number Pol icy Coordinating Supervising 
of and and and Overall 

Years Planning Developing Impl ementing Evaluation Total 

1 (5) .08 .86 2.50 .86 1.06 
.25 1.32 2.32 1.66 1.78 

2 (3) .25 .27 2.29 .77 .89 
.42 .39 2.41 1.47 1.62 

3 (D 0 0 3.38 0 .79 
2.05 

4 (5) 2.05 1.91 3.30 1.54 2.16 
2.41 2.40 2.63 2.19 2.45 

5 (4) 1.80 2.09 3.32 .68 1.89 
2.76 2.62 2.73 1.45 2.54 

6 (8) 2.14 2.36 3.97 1.61 2.47 
2.58 2.58 2.76 2.66 2.76 

7 (2) 1.83 2.08 4.25 .90 2.19 
2.15 1.62 2.05 .78 2.04 

8 (1) 1.52 1.64 1.83 .30 1.26 
.89 .81 1.35 .67 1.07 

11 (1) 1.93 4.01 3.64 2.40 2.96 (1) 
2.19 2.95 2.37 1.59 2.23 

12 (1) .09 .67 2.88 1.60 1.33 
.19 .56 2.39 1.25 1.62 

16 (1) .13 0 1.26 0 .33 (1) 
.25 1.36 .81 



Table 12. — Continued 

( b ) .  

Administrative* Institutional Functions 
runc t ionb  

Curriculum Personnel/ 
Mean and Staff Student Support Overall 
Standard Deviation Instruction Development Services Services Evaluation 

1 .  . 10  0 .00  . 20  0 .00  
. 22  0 .00  . 45  0 .00  

2 .  . 17  . 13  . 72  0 .00  
. 29  . 22  . 63  0 .00  

3 .  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  

CD 0 . 00  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  
e  

>rr 
c  4 .  1 .80  1 .48  2 .80  2 .14  
C  
(Q 1 .50  1 .99  3 .48  2 .85  

SI  5 .  1 .88  . 47  3 .33  1 .53  
•o  
e  3 .75  . 71  3 .45  2 .43  
rO 
>>  6 .  2 .56  1 .52  3 .06  1 .43  
u 2 .78  2 .54  2 .69  2 .44  

o  Q_ 7 .  2 .25  1 .00  3 .08  1 .00  
1 .77  1 .41  4 .36  1 .41  

8 .  1 .83  . 38  2 .50  1 .40  
0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  

11 .  . 50  0 .00  4 .83  2 .40  

12 .  
0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  

12 .  0 .00  . 38  0 .00  0 .00  
0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  

16 .  . 50  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  
0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  

1 .  . 87  . 53  1 .93  . 12  
1 .28  . 82  1 .90  . 27  

2 .  . 33  . 25  . 50  0 .00  
. 58  . 28  . 50  0 .00  

3 .  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  
0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  

4 .  2 .47  . 78  •  2 . 67  1 .72  

g ,  2 .26  . 92  3 .34  2 .75  

+J  5 .  2 .88  . 94  3 .50  1 .05  
re  c  3 .04  1 .39  3 .58  1 .91  

u  6 .  3 .13  1 .95  3 .06  1 .31  
o  
o  2 .62  2 .46  3 .05  2 .12  
o  
*o  7 .  1 .83  1 .00  3 .92  1 .55  
c  
to  

7 .  
. 47  1 .41  1 .30  2 .19  

o> 
c  8 .  2 .33  . 88  2 .33  1 .00  

o  
0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  

on  11 .  6 .17  . 75  6 .83  2 .30  
> 

& 0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  > 

& 
12 .  1 .50  . 38  . 50  . 30  

0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  

16 .  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  
0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  0 .00  
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Table 12. — Continued 

( b ) .  - -  Continued 

A<in1n1strat1ve* Institutional Functions 
runn  tuna  

Curriculum 
and 

Instruction 

Personnel/ 
Staff 

Development 
Mean 
Standard Deviation 

Curriculum 
and 

Instruction 

Personnel/ 
Staff 

Development 
Student 
Services 

Support 
Services 

Overal1 
Evaluation 

1 .  5 .27  
1 .73  

. 69  

. 60  
2 .63  
1 .64  

1 .50  
2 .06  

2 .  4 . 94  
. 10  

. 50  

. 57  
3 .72  
2 .34  

0 .00  
0 .00  

crt 
c  

3 .  6 .83  
0 .00  

. 86  
0 .00  

5 .50  
0 .00  

. 30  
0 .00  

C  4 .  4 .80  
. 98  

1 .78  
2 .43  

4 .57  
2 .85  

2 .06  
2 .87  

a .  j=  5 .  5 .71  
1 .23  

. 84  
1 .45  

5 .33  
1 .92  

1 .38  
1 .93  

•a  
c  (O 
01  

6 .  5 .50  
1 . 18  

2 .13  
2 .31  

6 .60  
1 .29  

1  . 65  
2 .15  

c  
yi  
> 

7 .  6 .83  
. 94  

2 .19  
1 .15  

4 .83  
. 94  

3 .15  
1 .20  

s_  a j  
a .  3  
i/i 

8 .  3 .50  
0 .00  

. 88  
0 .00  

2 .33  
0 .00  

. 60  
0 .00  

n .  6 .17  
0 .00  

. 75  
0 .00  

4 .83  
0 .00  

2 .80  
0 .00  

12 .  4 .83  
0 .00  

. 38  
0 .00  

5 .00  
0 .00  

1 .30  
0 .00  

16 .  3 .00  
0 .00  

. 38  
0 .00  

1 .67  
0 .00  

0 .00  
0 .00  

1 .  1 .60  
1 .25  

1 .80  
3 .25  

. 60  

. 82  
0 .00  
0 .00  

. 30  

. 67  

2 .  1 . 00  
. 87  

. 50  

. 87  
1 .83  
3 .18  

0 .00  
0 .00  

. 50  

. 87  

3 .  0 .00  
0 .00  

0 .00  
0 .00  

0 .00  
0 .00  

0 .00  
0 .00  

0 .00  
0 .00  

4 .  1. 00  
1 .54  

1 .70  
1 .75  

1 .40  
2 .38  

1 .80  
2 .56  

1 .80  
3 .25  

cn 
5 .  . 38  

. 75  
. 38  
. 75  

2 .25  
2 .25  

0 .00  
0 .00  

. 38  

. 75  
c 
+J  
ra 3 

6 .  2 .44  
2 .82  

1 .56  
2 .71  

1 .63  
3 .06  

1 .13  
2 .63  

1 .13  
2 .59  

re 
> UJ 

7. 1 .50  
0 .00  

1 .50  
0 .00  

. 75  
1 .06  

. 75  
1 . 06  

0 .00  
0 .00  

8 .  0 .00  
0 .00  

0 .00  
0 .00  

0 .00  
0 .00  

0 .00  
0 .00  

1 .50  
0 .00  

11 .  3 .50  
0 .00  

3 .50  
0 .00  

1 .50  
0 .00  

3 .50  
0 .00  

0 .00  
0 .00  

12 .  0 .00  
0 .00  

1 .50  
0 .00  

1 .50  
0 .00  

1 .50  
0 .00  

3 .50  
0 .00  

16 .  .  0 . 00  
0 .00  

0 .00  
0 .00  

0 .00  
0 .00  

0 .00  .  
0 . 00  

0 .00  
0 .00  

* 
Years 



118 

highest mean calculated for the three administrative functions: policy 

and planning (2.14); coordinating and developing (2.36); and supervising 

and implementing (4.25). For Evaluation, those with six years of 

teaching experience (five or more reporting) had the highest mean par

ticipation (1.61). The lowest overall participation (more than three 

reporting) was reported by those with two years of teaching experience 

(mean = .89). 

Years in School 

The information relating to the number of years in a school 

system are reported in Tables 13a and 13b. The calculated mean for 

those reporting six years association with their school system was 

highest (2.98). The mean for four years was next with 2.52 calculated. 

Those with five years reported the highest participation in policy and 

planning with a mean of 3.03. The four years group was highest in 

coordinating and developing (mean = 3.32). The mean of 4.42 was highest 

for supervising and implementing as reported by those with six years. 

Six years also had the most average participation (mean = 2.20) in the 

evaluation function. Lowest participation overall was by those report

ing one year (mean = 1.17). 

Chi Square Analyses 

The data were analyzed for central tendencies, and a mean of 

seventy-six was calculated for the overall total participation of the 

thirty-two Navajo educators. Values of seventy-six or less were assigned 



Table 13. Administrative model by years in school system, 

(a). 

Years Poli cy Coordinating Supervising 
in and and and Overall 

School Planning Developing Implementing Evaluation Total 

1 (10) .39 .74 2.55 1.03 1.17 
.96 1.09 2.35 1.66 1.79 

2 (3) 1.22 1.12 2.63 .60 1.35 
1.94 1.59 2.15 .76 1.77 

3 (2) .06 0 2.98 .15 .76 (2) 
.18 2.94 .47 1.86 

4 (4) 2.85 3.32 3.73 2.05 2.93 (4) 
2.46 2.74 2.81 2.56 2.66 

5 (3) 3.03 3.14 4.23 .23 2.52 (3) 
2.74 2.42 2.69 .90 2.68 

6 (4) 2.69 2.81 4.42 2.20 2.98 (4) 
3.09 2.85 2.62 3.25 3.04 

7 (3) .76 1.80 3.92 1.33 1.92 (3) 
1.47 2.40 2.65 1.49 2.30 

11 (1) .13 0 1.26 0 .33 (1) 
.25 1.36 .81 

12 (1) .09 .67 2.88 1.60 1.33 (1) 
.19 .56 2.39 1.25 1.62 
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Table 13. — Continued 

(b). 

Administrative Institutional Functions 
Functions 

Curriculum Personnel/ 
Mean and Staff Student Support Overall 
Standard Deviation Instruction Development Servicas Services Evaluation 

1. .43 .49 .37 .31 
.88 1.42 .50 .98 

2. 1.17 .67 2.39 .67 
2.02 1.16 3.31 1.16 

O) 3. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
c 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
c 4. 2.17 1.09 5.83 2.30 
£ 1 .55 1.00 1.16 2.94 

c 5. 4.06 .79 5.06 2.23 
to 3.50 .75 2.34 2.61 
>1 
u 6. 3.21 2.44 2.83 2.30 

£ 3.59 3.54 3.26 3.35 

7. .50 .13 1.61 .80 
.50 .22 2.79 1.39 

11. .50 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

12. 0.00 .38 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1. .92 .54 1.22 .29 
1.13 .78 1.49 .73 

2. .72 .79 1.94 1.03 
1 .25 1.06 2.55 1.79 

3. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

4. 4.21 .84 6.33 1.88 
1.57 .56 1.37 2.97 

5. 4.44 1.67 4.50 1.97 
3.06 1.18 2.65 1.95 

6. 3.71 2.94 2.75 1.83 
2.46 3.38 3.43 3.00 

7. 2.56 .50 3.28 .87 
3.22 .43 3.43 1.25 

11. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

12. 1.50 .38 .50 .30 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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Table 13. — Continued 

( b ) .  —  Continued 

Administrative Institutional Functions 
Functions 

Curriculum Personnel/ 
Mean and Staff Student Support Overall 
Standard Deviation Instruction Development Services Services Evaluation 

1. 4.92 .93 3.25 1.11 
1.29 1.67 2.14 1.67 

2. 5.33 1.38 3.06 .77 
.73 1.52 1.39 1.33 

3. 5.83 .44 5.50 .15 
1.41 .62 0.00 .21 

4. 5.38 .94 6.38 2.25 
.60 1.39 1.32 3.02 

5. 6.17 1 .79 6.83 2.13 
1.33 1.13 1.16 2.06 

6. 5.67 3.38 6.21 2.43 
1.67 2.82 1.57 2.85 

7. 6.39 .96 5.94 2.37 
1.02 .36 1.39 1.89 

11. 3.00 .38 1.67 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

12. 4.83 .83 5.00 1.30 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

1. 1 , .25 1. .70 1. .55 .35 .30 
1, ,06 2. .32 2. .19 i! .11 .63 

2. 1. .00 .50 ,50 .50 .50 
.87 .87 .87 .87 .87 

3. 0. .00 0. .00 0. ,00 0, .00 .75 
0. .00 0, .00 0. ,00 0. .00 1.06 

4. 2. .25 1. .25 2, .75 i, .75 2.25 
2, .72 1. .66 3. .18 2, .60 3.57 

5. 0. .00 0. .00 1. .17 0, .00 0.00 
0, .00 0. .00 2, .02 0, .00 0.00 

6. 3, .13 1. .88 1. .88 1, .88 2.25 
3, .25 3. .75 3, .75 3, .75 3.57 

7. 2. .17 2, .83 .50 1, .17 0.00 
1, .16 1. .16 .87 2 .02 0.00 

11. 0. .00 0, .00 0. .00 0. .00 0.00 
0. .00 0. ,00 0. .00 0. .00 0.00 

12. 0, .00 1, .50 1, .50 1, .50 3.50 
0 .00 0. .00 0.00 0, .00 0.00 



the value of "low" for total school participation, and values of seventy-

seven or more were assigned the value of high for total school partici

pation. The data were then analyzed using the chi square statistic to 

determine if a significant difference in the numbers of low or high 

participation existed. The background information categories were used 

for analysis. In some cases, the sub-categories were condensed to meet 

the requirements of the chi square statistic. The background categories 

reported are ten: (1) school type; (2) school system; (c) sex; (4) age; 

(b) university; (6) program type; (7) education; (8) position; (9) years 

of teaching experience; and (10) year in school system. Note: care must 

be taken throughout the analyses when interpreting results when the 

sample sizes are extremely small such as in the case of the number of 

participants reporting association with BIA school systems (only three). 

School Type 

The two types of school systems represented in this study were 

public and BIA. The information relating to this section is presented 

in Table 14. The calculated chi square value was .146 with one degree 

of freedom which was not significant. From these data reported, the 

number of educators responding from the public schools categorized as 

"low" were sixteen (50.0%) and the number which were "high" equaled 

thirteen (40.6%). Low and high participation reported by BIA educators 

were 2 (6.3%) and one (3.1%), respectively. Care should be taken when 

interpreting these results since the BIA sample was relatively small. 
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Table 14. Chi square for school type. 

Publ ic BIA Total 

Low 16 2 18 

50.0% 6.3% 56.3% 

High 13 1 14 

40.6% 3.1% 43.8% 

Chi square = .146 1 DF Significance = .7024 
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School System 

The information relating to school systems is presented in 

Tables 15a and 15b. Four systems are represented in this investigation: 

(1) Window Rock; (2) Ganado; (3) Chinle Boarding; and (4) Other BIA. 

In the Window Rock system, seven (21.9%) were low and twelve (37.5%) 

were high. Nine (28.1%) were low and one (3.1%) was high in the Ganado 

system. Chinle Boarding had both (6.3%) low and none high. Other BIA 

had no low and one (3.1%) high. The data in the form used to compute 

the chi square are presented in Table 15b. The calculated chi square 

with two degrees of freedom was 7.67. The level of significance was .02. 

Sex 

A presentation of the values for participation when men and 

women are compared is listed in Table 16. The breakdown for women was: 

fifteen (46.9%) were low; ten (31.1%) were high. The breakdown for men 

was: three (9.4%) were low; four (12.5%) were high. The calculated chi 

square was .65 with one degree of freedom. This was not a significant 

chi square value. 

Age 

The information relating to age is presented in Table 17a. 

For the 23-or-less category, 3.1% (1) was low and none was high. 18.8% 

(6) and 6.3% (2) were low and high, respectively, for the 24-29 category. 

In the 30-39 breakdown, six (18.8%) and nine (28.1%) were low and high, 

respectively. Four (12.5%) were low in the 40-49 group, and three 

(9.4%) were high. The one (3.1%) person in the 50-59 age bracket was 
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Table 15. Chi square for school system, 

(a). Nori-condensed 

Window 
Rock Ganado 

Chinle 
Boarding Other BIA 

Low 7 9 2 0 

21.9% 28.1% 6.3% 

High 12 1 0 1 

37.5% 3.1% 0 3.1% 

(b). Condensed 

Window 
Rock Ganado Others Total 

Low 7 9 2 18 

ro
 

lO
 

28.1% 6.3% 56.3% 

High 12 1 1 14 

37.5% 3.1% 3.1% 43.8% 

Chi square = 7.67 2 DF Significance = .0216 



Table 16. Chi square for sex. 

Female Maie 

Low 15 3 

46.9% 9.4% 

High 10 4 

31.3% 12.5% 

Chi square = .653 1 DF Significance = .4190 
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low. The data in the form used to calculate the chi square are pre

sented in Table 17b. The calculated chi square equaled 3.431 with two 

degrees of freedom. The significance level was .18. 

University 

The information relating to the university attended is presented 

in Table 18a. Northern Arizona University had 10 (31.3%) low and thir

teen (40.6%) high. The University of Arizona reflected all eight 

(25.0%) as low. One other university reported only one (3.1%) as high. 

The form used to calculate the chi square is presented in Table 18b. 

The calculated chi square was 5.76 with one degree of freedom. The 

level of significance was p < .02. 

Program Type 

The information relating to the three program types, on-campus, 

Teacher Corps, and Navajo Teacher Education Development Program (NTEDP), 

represented in this study is presented in Table 19. Eight (25.0%) were 

low and ten (31.3%) were high in the on-campus category. From Teachers 

Corps, three (9.4%) participants were low and four (12.5%) were high. 

Seven (21.9%) and none was low or high, respectively, for the NTEDP. 

The calculated chi square equaled 6.97 with two degrees of freedom. 

The significance level equaled .138. 

Education 

The participants reported the BA or MA as the highest degree 

earned. The information relating to education is presented in Table 
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Table 17. Chi square for age. 

(a). Non-condensed 

23 or Less 24-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 

1 6 6 4 1 

3.1 % 18.8% 18.8% 12.5% 3.1% 

0 2 9 3 0 

6.3% 28.1% 9.4% 

(b). Condensed 

29 or Less 30-39 40-59 

Low 7 6 5 

21.9% 18.8% 15.6% 

High 2 9 3 

6.3% 28.1% 9.4% 

Low 

High 

Chi square = 3.431 2 DF Significance = .1798 
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Table 18. Chi square for university, 

(a). Non-condensed 

Northern University 
Arizona of 

University Arizona Other 

Low 10 8 0 

31.3% 25.0% 

High 13 0 1 

40.6 3.1% 

(b). Condensed 

Northern University of 
Arizona Arizona 

University and Other 

Low 10 8 

C
O

 C
O

 

25.0% 

High 13 1 

40.6% 3.1% 

Chi square = 5.73 1 DF p < .02 
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Table 19. Chi square for program type, 

(a). Non-condensed 

On-Campus Teacher Corps 

Navajo Teacher 
Education 

Development 
Program 

Low 8 3 7 

25.0% 9.4% 21.9% 

High 10 

31.3% 

4 

12.5% 

0 

(b). Condensed 

On-Campus On-Site 

Low 8 

25.0% 

10 

31.2% 

High 10 

31.2% 

4 

12.5% 

Chi square = 2.275 1 DF Significance = .138 
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20. With a BA as the highest degree earned, fourteen (43.8%) and five 

(15.6%) were low and high, respectively. Four (12.5%) were low and 

nine (28.1%) were high when the person held the MA degree. The calcu

lated chi square was 5.776 with one degree of freedom. The level of 

significance was .016. 

Position 

The information relating to teachers and administrators is 

presented in Table 21. For low and high participation, teachers had 

seventeen (53.1%) and eleven (34.4%), respectively. Administrators had 

one (3.1%) low and three (9.4%) high. The chi square was calculated 

to be .653 (corrected) with one degree of freedom and a significance 

level of .419. 

Years Teaching Experience 

The information relating to the numbers of years of teaching 

experience is presented in Table 22a. The number of years were spread 

over a range of one to sixteen. When these were condensed (see Table 

22b), the categories were as follows: 1-2 years; 3-6 years; and 7-16 

years. The low and high were: eight (25.0%) and none; seven (21.9%) 

and eleven (34.4%); and three (9.4%) and three (9.4%), respectively. 

The calculated chi square was 8.522 with two degrees of freedom. The 

level of significance was .014. 

Years in School System 

The information relating to the number of years served in their 

present school system is presented in Table 23a. This information was 



Table 20. Chi square for education. 

BA MA 

Low 14 4 

43.8% 12.5% 

High 5 9 

15.6% 28.1% 

Chi square = 5.776 1 DF Significance = .0162 

Table 21. Chi square for position. 

Teacher Administrator 

Low 17 1 

53-. 1% 3.1% 

High 11 3 

34.4% 9.4% 

Chi square = 1.814 1 DF Significance = .1780 



Table 22. Chi square for years of teaching experience, 

(a). Non-condensed 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 12 16 

Low 5 

15.6% 

3 

9.4% C
O

 
• 

—
J 2 

6.3% 

2 

6.3% 

2 

6.3% 

0 1 

3.1% 

0 1 1 

3.1% 3.1% 

High 0 0 0 3 

9.4% 

2 

6.3% 

6 

18.8% 

2 

6.3% 

0 1 

3.1% 

0 0 

(b). Condensed 

1-5 years 6-16 years 

Low 13 5 

40.6% 15.6% 

High 5 9 

15.6% 28.1% 

/ 

Chi square = 4.259 1 DF Significance = <.05 
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condensed to form two categories: 1-4 years and 5-12 years (Table 23b). 

The form used to calculate the chi square statistic is presented in 

Table 23b. For one to four years fourteen (43.8%) were low and six 

(18.8%) were high. In the five-to-twelve-years column, the low and 

high were four (12.5%) and eight (25.5%), respectively. The calculated 

chi square value equaled 4.097 with one degree of freedom. The signifi

cance level was .043. 



Table 23. Chi square for years in school system, 

(a). Non-condensed 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 11 12 

Low 10 

31.1% 

2 

6.3% 

2 

6.3% 

0 0 1 

3.1% 

1 

3.1% 

1 

3.1% 

1 

3.1% 

High 1 

3.1% 

1 

3.1% 

0 4 

12.5% 

3 

9.4% 

3 

9.4% 

2 

6.3% 

0 0 

(b). Condensed 

1-4 5-12 

Low 14 4 

43.8% 12.5% 

High 6 8 

18.8% 25.0% 

Chi square = 4.097 1 DF Significance = .0430 



CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter presents a summary of the findings of this 

investigation, conclusions, implications and recommendations for 

future research. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the partici

pation of Navajo educators in school systems serving Navajo children. 

Specifically, the research intended to ascertain the degree of 

participation and the type of participation according to the generic 

administrative model employed. The model provided for a breakdown 

of participation by administrative levels (Policy and Planning, 

Coordinating and Developing, and Supervising and Implementing), 

by Institutional Functions (Curriculum and Instruction, Personnel/ 

Staff Development, Student Services, and Support Services), and by 

an Evaluation category. The study also investigated the background 

characteristics of the participants. A survey questionnaire was 

developed for this study. The instrument included forty-five 

items from the grid/matrix of the generic administrative model at each 

administrative level cross-referenced with each institutional function. 

Five items related to their participation in Evaluation as a component 

of schools. The survey questionnaire was administered to thirty-two 

Navajo educators (teachers and administrators) who volunteered to 

136 
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participate in this study. The participants came from various 

schools on the Navajo Reservation. 

Summary of the Findings 

The summary of the findings is presented with reference to the 

area of interest analyzed. 

Description of the Participants 

The thirty-two participants represented a variety in some 

background areas such as ages (23 or less co 60), schools (6), 

sex (M,F), number of years of teaching experience (1-16), and 

number of years in a school system (1-12). Other areas had low 

representation: school types (Public and BIA); twenty-nine were from 

public schools and three participants were from BIA schools. In

sofar as teachers and administrators were concerned, there were 

twenty-eight and four respectively. 

Policy and Planning Items 

The first question and items for response were related to 

school functions performed at the administrative level of policy and 

planning (establishing directions and purposes). From the responses 

reported by the Navajo educators, the greatest amount of participation 

was in the area of student services in the "assessment of students," 

counselling and advisement of students, "staffings for student 

placements," respectively. The next area of high participation was 

in curriculum and instruction in the "curriculum in your subject 
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area or grade level." Support Services and Personnel/Staff Develop

ment functions, respectively, reflected the lowest participa

tion for Policy and Planning functions. Planning in Community Relations 

areas did however, have comparatively high amounts of participation. 

Coordinating and Developing Items 

The next question and group of items for response related 

to school functions performed at the Coordinating and Developing 

Level (organization of human, fiscal, and material resources). As 

in the previous level, the greatest amount of participation was in the 

Student Services category in the "counselling and advisement of students." 

Participation in organizing curriculum was reported as having the next 

highest amount of participation. Community Relations was an isolated 

high participation area in the Support Services area, and coordinating 

inservice programs was next in the amount of performance. 

Supervising and Implementing Items 

The third group of items related to school functions at the 

level of Supervising and Implementing (performing specific tasks 

such as attending meetings, making phone calls, visiting classrooms, 

teaching, etc.). The highest participation reported was in the daily 

"subjectstaught in your school" item. Participating in curriculum 

activities was next in the amount of participation. The Student 

Services category reflected the third most actively and specifically 

sought after experience in the counselling and advisement of 
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students, and in the assessment of students. Community relations 

once again, followed with a high level of participation in the support 

services category. For Personnel/Staff Development, participation 

in inservice activities showed the highest activity for that cate

gory—though lowest of the four, when the school functions were 

considered. 

Evaluation Items 

The final group of items pertained to Evaluation (determining 

adequacy of programs, personnel, facilities, etc.) in the four 

school-function categories and an overall school program evaluation. 

Most participation was reported in the instructional program followed 

by student services, then staff/personnel development, overall evalu

ation and, finally, support services. 

Total Participation in Administrative Model 

The total participation reported was divided into the 

seventeen blocks of the administrative model to determine the amount 

of activity at each administrative level and in each school function 

category. The findings for this section revealed some participation at 

all levels in all categories by Navajo educators. The descending order 

of participation (proceeding from most to least) by administrative 

level was found to be: supervision and implementation, coordinating 

and developing, policy and planning, and evaluation. For the school 

function categories, the descending order of participation involvement 

(highest to lowest) was as follows: student services, instruction, 
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personnel, support services, and overall evaluation. The two blocks 

with the most participation reported were instruction and student 

services, respectively at the supervising and implementing level. 

The block with the least participation was in the evaluation of support 

services. 

Participation in Administrative 
Model by Background Categories 

The administrative model was again used to divide participa

tion and a further breakdown was made by using the selected background 

categories: (1) school type; (2) school system; (3) school; (4) sex; 

(5) age; (6) university; (7) program type; (8) education level; 

(9) number of years of teaching experience; and, (10) number of years 

in the present school system. Overall, both types of schools represented 

(Public and BIA) had some participation, which was reported at all 

administrative levels and in all school functions. When one looks at 

individual school systems, the Window Rock Public Schools reported 

a higher overall mean for participation. Even though only two 

of the former schools were reporting from Chinle Boarding School 

(BIA), participation was reported only at the supervising and implement

ing level and, furthermore, only the instructional and student services 

categories. When the individual schools were analyzed, Window Rock 

Elementary (Publ ic) reported the highest average participation over

all. All schools consistently reported the most participation in 

instruction and student services except for the one Tuba City 
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educator who reported the most participation in student services 

and support services. Male educators reported a higher mean parti

cipation than that of females. Navajo educators in the thirty to thirty-

nine year old age category had the largest mean of participation reported. 

The mean of participation declined consecutively as the age categories 

moved away from the thirty to thirty-nine year age category (in 

either direction). 

Participants who attended Northern Arizona University programs 

had the highest mean of participation reported. The highest mean 

of participation for the type of training program was reported by 

the on-campus program educators. Those with Master's degrees parti

cipated more during the school year than those with a BA only. 

Educators with six years of teaching experiences, reported more 

activity than other values. The Navajo educator with six years 

at a school reported the most participation. First-year educators 

participated least when more than three reported on a value level. 

The subjects were divided by high or low participation values 

as determined by their overall average of the amount of activity 

reported. The chi square statistic was used to determine if there 

were significant differences in the amount of participation when the 

educators were divided by these background categories: (1) school 

type; (2) school systems; (3) sex; (4) age; (5) university; (6) pro

gram type; (7) education level; (8) position; (9) number of years 

teaching experience; and, (10) number of years in the present school 

system. The hypotheses were tested in these preceding background 
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areas of interest. Four of these ten categories had significant 

results when comparisons were made. A significantly greater number 

reported high participation if they attended Northern Arizona Univer

sity than those from other universities, who had more reports of low 

participation. A higher degree seemed to indicate increased partici

pation since the difference in high and low participators was signifi

cant between those with MA's and those with BA's only. When number of 

years of teaching experience was considered (condensed), those with 

fewer years (1-5) had significantly more educators reporting low par

ticipation. It seems that the more years (6-16) of teaching experience, 

in this case, the more participation was experienced in the schools. 

Similarly, the final category showing a significant comparison involved 

the number of years in the present system as contrasted with educators 

possessing more years (5-12)--reported more high participators than 

low, while those with four or fewer reported more low participators 

than high. 

In six categories no significant difference was found. These 

were school type, school systems, gender/age, program type, and position. 

Conclusions 

This study was exploratory in nature and it is not known to 

what extent the conclusions could be extended to the general population 

of Navajo educators. The degree to which the sample size, regional 

location of the participants, and non-randomized selection of the 

participants in this vanguard study may have influenced the results 
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of this study is not known. Caution should be used in interpreting 

the findings of this investigation. 

The study has approached the concept of self-determination from 

the perspective of the participation of Navajo educators in elementary 

and secondary schools serving Navajo children. Self-determination has 

been defined as the opportunity to choose one's own acts or states 

without external compulsion. Implied in this definition is the ability 

to not only act independently, but to have the opportunity to set goals 

and objectives. Subsequently, self-determination means that a person or 

people have the opportunity to take their goals and plan, organize, and 

implement the process they have established to achieve these goals. The 

administrative model employed in this study provided a means for identi

fying the levels of decision-making for educators in all of the possible 

categories they could function within a school school. 

The process of change in the educational system serving the 

Navajo led it through various stages and transitions. The traditional 

Dine educational system was interrupted by the superimposition of a 

foreign system brought by the United States government. Over the cen

tury from 1868 to 1968, a variety of programs proliferated, causing a 

multiplicity of educational entities (public, BIA, contract, private, 

and mission schools). Navajo participation also evolved from generally 

an adversarial role to a tolerating role and eventually, an advocating 

role. The type and amount of participation also went through nondiscrete 

stages which included student participation, adults working in classified-
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type positions (cooks, janitors, etc.), parent committees and tribal 

education committees, and now, the training and employment of certified 

teachers, counselors, and administrators. The Navajo educators are at 

a point where they have achieved and are establishing themselves with 

increasing numbers into the first and essential level of educational 

decision-making—supervising and implementing—by virtue of their 

employment in teaching and administrative positions. This is a critical 

step towards self-determination. This study has shown that there are 

professional Navajo educators in schools, serving Navajo children. 

Again, according to the definition of self-determination as previously 

stated,and given implementation has occurred, these educators should be 

participating not only at the first level—supervising and implementing— 

but also at those levels where planning and organizing of goals are 

taking place. The findings of this study indicate that they are, in 

fact, participating at all levels and in all school function categories. 

There is no benchmark for comparison to know whether this participation 

is a high or low fulfillment of self-determination, so no conclusions 

can be made at this point. Conclusions can be made, however, on the 

findings related to the categories of school functions and to the com

parisons of participation between groups when divided by selected back

ground categories. 

The following conclusions were clearly indicated by the study: 

1. When considering administrative functions, the Navajo educators 

participated most frequently in the supervising and implementing 
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of school functions. This is to be expected in any organiza

tion with day-to-day operations. 

2. The Navajo educators have the most participation in the areas 

of curriculum and instruction and student services, when the 

focus is on school functions. Since schools emphasize curri

culum and instruction, it is no surprise that the greatest 

participation was found in this function. The participation in 

student services, however, compared very closely to that found 

in the first function. This may be a reflection of the in

creased requirements of special education and student testing 

which are required to a great degree. There is a great demand 

placed upon educators for staff meetings to prepare individual 

education plans and assess students. The competency testing is 

also an additional draw on educators' time. It is difficult 

to evaluate the desirability of the participation and proportion 

to time educators expend in these duties. 

3. When divided by background characteristics, the amount of over

all participation varied between values within the categories. 

The ranges between the means of overall participation calculated 

from the reported frequencies of participation showed the 

greatest differences in five of the background areas: 

a. A range of 1.81 between years in the present school system. 

A mean of 2.98 for six years and a mean of 1.17 for one year. 

b. A range of 1.69 between two individual schools—Ft. Defiance 
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Elementary and Chinle Boarding Schools—with means of 2.21 

and 0.52, respectively. 

c. A range of 1.58 comparing six years of teaching to two 

years (means equal 2.47 and 0.89, respectively). 

d. A range of 1.50 comparing means of 2.96 for males and 1.46 

for females. 

e. A range of 1.30 comparing those with master's (mean - 2.56) 

and those with bachelor's degrees (mean = 1.26). 

The lowest range of differences in overall means for participa

tion reported were found in comparisons between the public and 

B.I.A. schools (range = 0.18 and the comparison of the two 

public school districts (range = 0.92). 

4. When educators studied were divided between low and high parti

cipators, there were significant differences in some categories 

according to background information. These educators reported 

significantly more often as high participators: those with 

Master's degrees; those having six to sixteen years of teaching 

experience; educators serving in their present school system from 

five to twelve years. 

These findings indicate that as Navajo educators add to their years of 

experience and to their academic training they tend to have a greater 

amount of participation. This could be a result of increased experience 

from which to make decisions, familiarity within a school system, 

increased ability to make decisions gained from personal and professional 
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development, increased self-confidence, or increased confidence by 

others in their greater experience and training. Any or all of the 

preceding reasons could be having an effect upon the amount of parti

cipation as well as others not mentioned. 

Researcher's Conclusions 

This researcher believes that efforts by Navajo educators to 

realize self-determination in programs serving Navajo children should 

continue. These efforts take the form of both individual and group 

responsibilities. The trend historically in American education has been 

for administrators and school boards to dominate the planning and coor

dinating of school policy and programs. In Navajo education, membership 

on parent committees and school boards was emphasized as critical for 

participation in the exertion of influence on the direction of Navajo 

school programs. Today, the steady influx of trained Navajo education 

professionals and specialists provides the opportunity for direction 

of the schools with those possessing cultural awareness, sensitivity, 

and also training in the area of education. Since they desire to imple

ment self-control, it is incumbent upon the school systems to assess 

their processes for planning, coordinating and implementing programs in 

an effort to capitalize on the expertise and sensitivity of these Navajo 

professionals. It is critical for community members and educators to 

realize that when a person joins the staff of a school system, he or she 

does not cease to be a member of that community. 

The time has arrived for Navajo educators to reflect upon the 

formal organization structures and assess the traditional structure for 
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decision-making. It is possible that these two systems operate con

currently; but only through study and awareness of these systems can an 

assessment be conducted and a synthesis, if desirable, be made. Navajo 

will continue to develop a philosophy of education. The goal appears 

to be for one statement reflecting the viewpoint of all Navajos. It is 

possible that with the variety of communities, educational experiences 

present in the Navajo Nation today, that one statement is not practical 

or must be general in nature. 

The quest for self-determination has been by the Navajo Tribe, 

by Navajo communities, and by Navajo individuals. In gaining self-

determination, each of these types should assess their relationship 

with the other questions relating to Tribal control, coirmunity control; 

and individual control and participation will need to be addressed. 

Traditionally, in the U.S., schools have been locally controlled. Care 

should be taken to promote local control on the Navajo and prevent a 

central-government domination. 

The area which may prove to be most important may be in econo

mics. The majority of educational funds have come from the Federal 

Government. Even, as in the case of state public school systems, a 

great proportion of the budget is derived from Federal monies. At the 

time of the Reagan Administration, the Federal budget is being slashed 

and the amount of money available for education has been reduced. This 

will also affect schools serving Navajos. The BIA budget has been 

reduced. This will affect schools serving Navajos. At a time when 
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Navajos are gaining real control of their schools, the resources with 

which to fuel these institutions are shrinking. The Navajo Nation 

will need to seriously assess their value placed upon educating their 

children and make the necessary adjustments in the budget priorities 

and allocations of money available to the Navajo Tribal Government 

(from Federal, State, natural resources, etc.). Possibly, true self-

determination will be realized when the Navajo provide the majority of 

support for the education of their children. The Federal Government 

pledged, in 1868, to provide teachers and schools for Navajos; the 

reality, however, is that those Federal dollars are evaporating for all. 

The importance and role of the non-Navajo presents an issue for 

discussion. In the general U.S. society, not all people desire or 

aspire to be professional educators. Navajos and non-Navajos alike 

should take a realistic view of Navajo education and possibly expect 

that it will be many years before it could be possible, if at all desir

able, for all educators on the Navajo Reservation to be Navajo, if the 

pattern of educational pursuits in higher education fields continues. 

Navajos in colleges and universities are pursuing training in a wide 

spectrum of disciplines—education, health professions, government and 

business administration; natural resources planners and engineers, fine 

arts, etc. With this trend, non-Navajos will be necessary to the func

tion of Navajo schools. They will also be an important factor in the 

training of Navajos to assume positions of teaching and leadership in 

their schools. Non-Navajos should not take advantage of their importance 
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in these educational systems, but can, and must, continue or begin to 

gain an awareness and sensitivity to the needs of the Navajo children, 

adults, and communities as a whole. 

Implications and Recommendations 
for Future Research 

This research and its results can have implications to local 

educational practitioners and educational specialists. For those in

volved in the day-to-day effort of operating schools on the Navajo 

Reservation, the findings should provide information which could be 

useful in their assessment of self-determination in education. The 

findings show that the Navajo are making progress toward self-determina

tion. It also provides a model for use in their school administration. 

It gives an indication of which people tended to have the most partici

pation and which areas they participated in the most. This information 

could, for instance, encourage a continuing and increased commitment 

by the Navajo Tribe in supporting the educational development and 

higher education needs of its people. 

For other schools and tribes serving Native American children, 

it can be a reference for comparison of the types and degree of partici

pation of their people in schools serving their youth. 

Future researchers might consider one of the following sugges

tions: 

1. Replications of this study or one similar could be undertaken 

with other schools on the Navajo Reservation, other Native 
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American Reservation schools, or any school system for that 

matter, since this model used was generic in form. 

2. Studies are needed to determine why there were differences in 

participation when related to background characteristics. 

3. Studies are needed by other disciplines to assess the subject 

of self-determination in education. 

4. The data gathered in this study could be further analyzed to 

determine other relationships and make other comparison. 

5. Studies are needed to determine the amount of change in self-

determination over a specific period of time. 

6. Studies are needed to determine Navajos' perception and degree 

of satisfaction in the past, present, and future levels of 

self-determi nati on. 

This writer believes that an important aspect relating to future 

research should be the encouragement for and the initiative taken by 

Navajo educators to share in the research of their own people and insti

tutions by planning, organizing, implementing and evaluating investiga

tions deemed important. 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 S 7 2 1  

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY EDUCATION 

February 26, 1981 

Dear Navajo Educator: 

We are appealing to you for your assistance. We are not 

asking for funds—all we ask for is a few moments of your time. 

As a member of a select cadre of educators, it is to your 
advantage to have input in the assessment of your participation in 

the school systems serving a most important resource--Navajo children. 

At this point in time, a structure for viewing and analyzing 
the decision making levels and school functions has been utilized 

to develop a survey questionnaire. I am requesting your voluntary 
participation in order to complete this instrument. The information 
derived from your responses will be analyzed and reported as a com

ponent of a doctoral dissertation which has been approved by the 
Department of Elementary Education, College of Education, The 

University of Arizona, Tucson, under the direction of Dr. Willis 
Horak. 

Specific conclusions will be forwarded to your school or 

district based upon your responses on the instrument. 

The activity will take the form of a group meeting scheduled 
by your school administrator. At the appointed time, I will describe 

the purposes and define the concepts of this project more fully, and 

the questionnaire will be completed. The instrument requests responses 
based on fact, not of opinion. 

All information in this survey will be anonymous and confi
dential . 

Please respond to your administrator if you elect to participate. 

Your willingness to make a contribution is appreciated. Thank 
you for the courtesy of your assistance. 

Wi 11 is Horak, PH.D. 

Dissertation Director 

Respectfully yours, 

Ronald A. Brutz, 

Doctoral Candidate 
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Dear Navajo Educator: 

I am requesting your voluntary participation in the completion 

of this questionnaire entitled, "Decision Making and School Functions." The 

purposes and objectives of this study are to assess the levels, degree, and 

type of participation of Certified Navajo Educators in their schools. If 

you decide to participate, please answer as many of the questions as you are 

able to answer with confidence. About 60 minutes of your time will be re

quired for completion of this questionnaire and will indicate your consent 

as a willing participant in this study. All data received will be treated 

with anonymity and confidentiality. You are free to withdraw from the study 

at any tine without incurring ill will. 

Respectfully 

Ronald A. Brutz 

Researcher 
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DECISION MAKING LEVELS AND SCHOOL FUNCTIONS 

POLICY AND PLANNING 

(e.g., formulation of policies and regulations, developing long 
and short range plans for your program: in general, activities 

which establish directions and purposes in any of the institu
tional functions.) 

COORDINATING AND DEVELOPING 

(e.g., organizing human, fiscal and material resources, expand

ing goals and objectives into programs: in general those acti
vities which are organizational and structural in nature, and 

provide a framework for the accomplishment of program purposes 

in any of the institutional functions.) 

SUPERVISING AND IMPLEMENTING 

(e.g., performing specific tasks such as attending meetings, 

making phone calls, visiting classrooms, etc: in general, 

those activities which pursue and monitor programs and per

sonnel in terms of goals and objectives in any of the institu
tional functions.) 

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM 

(e.g., subject matter areas: in general, those activities 

which pertain to curricular and extracurricular programs.) 

PERSONNEL/STAFF DEVELOPMENT 

(e.g., personnel functions such as interviewing, recruiting, 
recommending, hiring, inservice, etc.: in general, activities 

which are required to assist personnel in their responsibili
ties.) 

STUDENT SERVICES 

(e . g . ,  counseling, advising, assessing, participating in staff-
ings, etc.: in general, those activities which are provided 

for students in order to increase their chances for success 

in the instructional program.) 

SUPPORT SERVICES 

(e.g., operations functions such as fiscal, food, transporta

tion, health, public relations, protocol, etc.: in general, 

those activities which are provided in the organization to 

assist students, faculty and staff in accomplishing their 

funct ions.) 



EVALUATION 

(e.g., determining adequacy of programs, personnel, facili

ties, etc.: in general, those activities which are provided 
to determine the degree of success or failure reached in 

accomplishing overall goals and objectives.) 



I N S T I T U T I O N A L  F U N C  T I O N S  

INSTRUCTIONAL 

PR OH RAM 

PERSONNEL/STAFF 

DEVELOPMENT 

STUDENT 

SERVICES 

SUPPORT 

SERVICES 

EVALUATION 

POL ICY 

AND 

PJANNT.NG 

Establishing 

directions and 

purpose for those 

activities which 

pertain to 

curricular and 

extracurricular. 

Establishing 

directions and 

purpose for activ

ities which 

assist personnel 

in their 

responsibilities. 

Estab] i siii.ng 

directions and 

purpose for activ

ities which 

increase student 

ciiances for 

success. 

Establishing 

directions and 

purpose for those 

activities which 

assist students, 

faculty, and 

staff. 

Determining the 

adequacy of the 

process for 

policy and 

planning. 

COORD FNAT [NO 

AND 

DEVELOP tNfi 

Organizing human, 

fiscal, and mate

rial resources 
which pertain to 
curricular and 
extracurr icular 
activities. 

Organizing human, 

f i seal, arid ma te-

rlal resources 

for activities 

which assist per

sonnel in their 

responsibilities. 

Organizing human, 

fiscal, and mate

rial resources 

for activities 

which increase 

student chances 

for success. 

Organizing human, 

fiscal, and mate

rial resources 

for activities 

which assist 

students, faculty 

and staff. 

Determining the 

adequacy of the 

process for 

Coord inating 

and development. 

SIIPERVIS tNfi 

AND 

IMPLEMENTING 

Performing specif

ic activities 

which pursue and 

monitor those ac
tivities which 
pertain to school 

curriculum. 

Performing specif

ic activities 

which assist 

personnel in 

their 

responsibilities. 

Performing specif

ic activities 

which increase 

student chances 

for success. 

Performing 

specific activi

ties which assist 

students, faculty 

and staff. 

Determining the 

adequacy of the 

process for 

supervision and 

implementation. 

EVALUATION 

Determining the 
adequacy of those 

activities which 

pertain to school 

curricula. 

Determining the 

adequacy of those 

activities which 

assist personnel 

in their 

responsibilities. 

Determining the 

adequacy of those 

activities which 

increase student-

chances for 

success. 

Determining the 

adequacy of those 

activities which 

assist students, 

faculty and 

staff. 

Determining the 

adequacy of the 

achievement of 

the overall goals 

and objectives. 



QUESTIONNAIRE 

During the schoolyear of 1980-81 at your school, how many times 

did you participate in the Policy and Planning [establishing 

directions and purposes) of aspects of the school program re

lated to: 

7 or 

None 1-2 3-4 5-6 More 

1. the subjects taught in your 

school? 1. 

2. curriculum in your subject 

area or grade level? 2. 

3. the extracurricular activi
ties in your school? 3. 

4. the process of hiring new 

personnel? 4. 

5. personnel promotions? 5. 

6. the inservice program at 
your school? 6. 

7. assignment of personnel? 7. 

8. the counseling and advise

ment of students? 8. 

9. the assessment of students? 9. 

10. staffings for student 

placement? 10. 

11. food services? 11. 

12. transportation services? 12. 

13. health services? 13. 

14. community relations? 14. 

15. budgetary matters? 15. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

During the schoolyear of 1980-81 at your school, how many times did you parti
cipate in the Coordinating and Developing (organization of human, fiscal, and 

material resources) of aspects of the school program related to: 

7 or 

None 1-2 3-4 5-6 More 

1. the subjects taught in your school 1. 

2. curriculum in your subject area 
or grade level? 2. 

3. the extracurricular activities 
in your school? 3. 

4. the process of hiring new 

personnel? 4. 

5. personnel promotions? 5. 

6. the inservice program at your 
school? 6. 

7. assignment of personnel? 7. 

8. the counseling and advisement of 

students? 8. 

9. the assessment of students? 9. 

10. staffings for student placement? 10. 

11. food services? 11. 

12. transportation services? 12. 

13. health services? 13. 

14. community relations? 14. 

15. budgetary matters? 15. 



QUESTIONNAIRE 

During the schoolyear of 1980-81 at your school, how many times did you par

ticipate in the Supervising and Implementing (performing specific tasks 

such as attending meetingsT making phone calls, visiting classrooms, teaching, 
etc.) of aspects of your school program related to: 

7 or 

None 1-2 3-4 5-6 More 

1. subjects taught in your school? 1. 

2. curriculum in your subject area 
or grade lev'el? 2. 

3. the extracurricular activities 

in your school? 3. 

4. the process of hiring new per
sonnel? 4. 

5. personnel promotions? 5. 

6. the inservice program at your 
school? 6. 

7. assignment of personnel? 7. 

8. the counseling and advisement 
of students? 8. 

9. the assessment of students? 9. 

10. staffings for student place
ment? 10. 

11. food services? 11. 

12. transportation services? 12. 

13. health services? 13. 

14. community relations? 14. 

15. budgetary matters? 15. 



QUESTIONNAIRE 

During the schoolyear of 1980-81 at your school, how many times did you 

participate in the Evaluation (determining adequacy of programs, personnel, 
facilities, etc.) of aspects of your school program related to: 

7 or 
None 1-2 3-4 5-6 More 

the Instructional program? 

2_ Staff/personnel development? 

Student Services? 

Support Services? 

4. the school program as a whole 
(overall goals and objectives)? 

1. 

2 .  

3. 

4 . 
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PERSONAL INFORMATION 

(Please do NOT put your name.) 

1. SEX: MALE FEMALE 

2. AGE GROUP: 23 or less 

24-29 
30-39 

40-49 
50-59 

60 or over 

3. What University did you graduate from? 

Name 
City , State 

4. What program did you participate in, if any? 

Regular, on-campus 

Teacher Corps 

Navajo Teacher Edu
cation Development 
Program 

Career Opportunity 

Program 

Other, specify 

What degree(s) do you hold? l._ Year?_ 

2. Year? 

3. Year? 

What certification(s) do you hold? 

1. 

2 .  

3. 

Who is your current employer? 

District or Agency 

School 

8. What is your current job position and title? 

Position 

Title 

How many years have you taught as a certified instructor?. 

10. How many years have you taught and/or administered in this 
school? Taught Administered 
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