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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM AND THE PROCEDURES EMPLOYED

This research is primarily concerned with community-

school relations in American Indian education, particularly

Navajo education. An attempt is also made to compare

community-school relations in non-Indian communities with

community-school relations in Indian communities. The

major focus of the research is devoted to community-

school relations in four Navajo communities and one upper

middle-class non-Indian community, but these five situations

typify in many ways broader patterns of community-schooi

relations. In addition, studies by others in various com-

munities will also be considered.

The major data on which this study is based comes

from interviews with 223 parents whose children attend

the various schools involved in the study. The interview

questions focused on two major areas: I) parental know-

ledge and understanding of the school; and (2) parental

feelings and attitudes toward the schooi and its programs.

A more extensive discussion of the researchprocedures will

be presented in the chapter covering the results of the

research.

In order to see the data obtained in proper per-

spective, it is necessary to look at the history of American
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education, and at the ideas and attitudes on whico educa-

tion in America9 for both Indian and non-Indian, is sup-

posed to be predicated. This study will begin with some

general statements with regard to the almost universally

espoused principles of community-school relations in

America, followed by a discussion of the heritage and

experience out of which these principles developed, and

ending with an evaluation of how well they are practiced

today in four Indian communities and one nonIndian com-

munjty.

The general principles which define the roles of the

school and the community in American education are deeply

rooted in American beliefs in freedom, democracy, basic

human rights, and government by the people, for the people,

and of the people. After an extensive appraisal of the

relationships between education and our basic political

principles, the National Commission to Defend Democracy

Through Education announced in 1951 the following policy,

which was endorsed by the National Education Association,

the American Textbook Publishers Institute, the American

Library Association, and the John Dewey Society:

The ri 'hest treasure of our American heritage

is the democratic aspiration. Deep within

this heritage lies our commitment to public

:-Aucation, a commitment which has grown con-

stantly stronger with the years. We believe

that our public schools are our chief and most

effective means of making this democratic as-

piration meaningful in the lives of succeeding

generations.
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The public school can meet its respon
sibilities effectively only if it considers
the diversity of interest and experience
which characterizes the communities of our
lend. To bar from the school any sincere
and honest view is to deny the essence of the
democratic aspiration: to give priority to
a single exclusive system of beliefs would
likewise deny the essence of this aspiration.

The success with which the public school
does its job depends u,)n the interest, sup
port, and participation of all the citizens
of every American community.'

Nearly ail outstanding educators have endorsed the

principles which insist on the rights of the local citizenry

to formulate the policies according to which the school

operates. Gordon McCloskey, in his excellent book, Edu

cation and Public Understandinq, comments on this prin

ciple:

Since schooling plays such a crucial
part in individual and aroup wellbeing,
our people have long insisted on their
right to participate in formulating edu
cational policy. Educators, knowing the
values of active public interest and the
dangers of dictatorship, have long en
dorsed the principle of public control
and encouraged public participation.2

In their book on school public relations, James Jones

and Irving Stout comment on the role of the school as an

institution of the people:

The school system must function with
in the framework or pattern of values,

1Reprinted in Education Digest, November, 1951,
11:32-33.

2Gordon McCloskey, Education and Public Understandin
(New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1959

10

p 3.
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traditions, attitudes, and concepts of the

people and the school is expected to
employ personnel who will carry out these
ideas.3

In his book The Role of School in American Society,

V. T. Thayer concludes that the general principle is that

"the school is a supplementary institution, an agency es-

tablished and maintained by a community in order to afford

its young, through collective effort, what its members

value for them but are unable to provide individually. u4

In Social Perspectives on Education, Dorothy Westby-

Gibson states that "in a democratic society the control of

education, as of government, basically resides in the

people."5 She further adds that "schools are never separate

institutions; they depend for their very existence on the

communities of whichthey are a part."6

Local control over schools is institutionalized in

school boards or boards of education. Mrs. Fred A. Radke

stated in 1964, while president of the National School Boards

Association, that the basis for progress in American edu-

cation is local contro1.7 Local control generally means the

3James J. Jones and Irving W. Stout, School Public

Relations (New York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1960), p. 120.

4V. T. Thayer, The Role of the School in American

Society (New York: Dodd, Mead, and Co., 1960), p. 245.

5Dorothy Westby-Gibson, Social Pers ectives on Edu-

cation (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1905 ), p. 261.

6Ibid., p. 277.

'711Local Control: Secret of School's Success," Nations

Business, February, 1964, p. 68.

11
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rights of the local citizen to elect and recall their

representatives on a board of education. The school

board selects the school staff, prepares and approves the

school budget, establishes the policies governing the

operation of the School, approves the curriculum, and in

general acts as the governing body of the schoo1.8

Another general principle in schoolcommunity relations

in American -3ociety is At .f theright, oppoitunity and

necessf y of community an.i 3pecially parenta participation

in the school program. Tile opportunity to elect school

board members is the first and most fundamental way in which

people participate in the school program, but participation

must go much further if it is to be most effective.

Sumption and Engstrom lay down what they see as the

fundamental operational principles for good and effective

communityschool relations and parental participation:

I. The cooperative efforts of professional
and lay people are necessary to make the
school what it ought to be.

2. What the school is to do and be must be
decided by the citizens.

3. The actual operation of the school is the
responsibility of the professional school
workers.

4. Public participation is essential at all

levels.

5. Lay participation requires professional
guidance and counsel for maximum effectiveness.

8Merle R. Sumption and Yvonne Engstrom, ScnoolCom
munity Relations: A New Approach (New York: McGrawHill

Book Company, 1966), pp. 37-47.

1 2
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6. The legally constituted body for enacting
school policy is the school board.

7. Participation should be geared to the total

school community.

8. Participation should be I-- -Pd on careful

study.

9. Participation should be or Ini- d.

10. Participation should be con- -,:rens ,e.

II. Participation should be ada. c to le

community.

12. Participation must be learnd

13. Participation should culminat-

A focal point of community-school re:atior is most

often parent-teacher relations. The interests of both

teacher and parent converge in the child. In reporting

interviews with nine hundred parents about what they

wanted to know about their child's school, Stout and

Langdon write the following:

These parents again and again pointed to
the teacher as the most important single factor

in their child's school life. The statements
related to the teacher and the teacher's re-
lationship to the children outnumber all other
groupings, and the statement was made many times

that 'the teacher is the key to it all.' Pur-

suant to this was the reiterated concern about
knowing not only the kind of person their child's

teacher is but knowing his attitude toward
teaching as a profession.10

9Ibid., pp. 157-161.

10
Irving W. Stout and Grace Langdon, "What Parents

Want to Know About Their Child's Schco'," The Nation's

Schools, August, 1957, vol. 60, No. 2, p. 77.
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Although under normal conditios a teacher's interest

in any one of his or her students will never equal the

interest in and concern for the same child as that ( the

parent of the child teachers have a fundamental resoon-

sibility for correct care and instruction of child:

entrusted to them. Gordon McCloskey puts it this wa;

We need to assure people that teachers
and administrators are interested in children.
People have strong emotional attachments to
their children, and furthering their children's
interest is their main reason for supporting
schools. Public appreciation of even the most
effective educational services is influenced
by the extent to which people understand that 1:

our interest in children corresponds to theirs."

To summarize the general principles Americans expect

to te followed n teacher-parent relations, the National

Education Association Code of Ethics states:

The members of the teaching profession
share with parents the task of shaping each
student's progress and acts towards socially
accepted ends. The effectiveness of many
methods of teaching is dependent upon co-
operative relationships with the home.

In fulfilling the obligations of this
principle the teacher will

--Respect the basic responsibility of
parents for their children.

--Seek to establish friendly and co-
operative relationship with the home.

--Help to increase the student's confi-
dence in his own home and avoid dis-
paraging remarks which might undermine
that confidence.

"Gordon McCloskey, op. cit., p. 178.

14
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--Provide parents with information that
will serve the best interests o- their
children, and be discreet with infor-
mation received from parents.12

Another principle pf community-school -elations

generally accepted 25 valid and important is that the

school ha a responsibility to keep the public informed

about what is going on at the school. McCloskey say

"people have a right to a thorough understanding of the

educational system they are asked to support."13

The basic general principles which are supposed to

underly community-school relations in American education

and which are deep-rooted in our democratic tradition of

government by the people and equal education for all can

be concisely summarized as follows:

(1) Schools are institutions of the people, to serve

the people, to respect their values and beliefs, and to

be underthe control and direction of the people whose chil-

dren attend tnem.

(2) Extensive participation of parents in the school

program is a right, an obligation, and a necessity. Schools -

must encourage and stimulate such participation.

(3) Teachers and parents have a mutual responsibility

to work together to serve the best interests of the child,

recognizing the basic responsibility of parents for their

111..1.11...

12"New NEA Code of Ethics," National Education Asso-

ciation Journal, September, 1952, p. 372.

13Gordon McCloskey, op. cit., p. 23.
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children and respecting the teachings and relationships

formed in the home.

(4) Schools have a responsibility to provjde parerts

with assessible, accurate, and adequate information abo

the school program and operation.

Having d_rt!culated four basic principles of community-

school relations in America with which nearly everyone

agrees, the task ahead in this thesis is to look at the

American heritage and experience out of which these prin-

ciples were developed and gained recognition and acceptance

Next the history of education among Indians of the United

States will be examined to see how and why it has followed

or gone astray from these basic principles. Finally, the

current situations in four Navajo communities and one non-

Indian community will be examined on the basis of data

collected to see what extent the basic American principls

of coanunity-school relations ire being followed in each

of the five communities.



CHAPTER II

A BRIEF HISTORY OF COMMUNITY-SCHOOL RELATIONS

IN AMERICAN EDUCATION

A noted educator, Leslie W. Kindred, concisely de-

scribes the character of the public schoots in America:

The American public school exists for,

belongs to, and is controlled by the people.

It derives its pUblic character from the

historical background from which it emerged

and the legO structure within which it

functions.I4

This chapter will briefly trace the unique history of

formal education in America.

History demonstrates the efficacy and wisdom of

citizen participation in school affairs. In early Greek

forums, individual citizens combined their thinking about'

educational goals and procedures to formulate concepts

which continue to this day to influence democratic govern-

ment and schooling.15

In the United States public education owes its origin

and much of its development to the .efforts of local

citizens. In early New England a number of communities in

their town meetings established schools in advance of legis-

lation by the General Court requiring all towns to do

14Leslie W. Kindred, School Public Relations (Engle-

wood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1957 ), p. 4.

15Gordon McCloskey, op. cit., p. 364.

17



16'so. With the advent of general legislLion in 1642 and

1647, the responsibility for enforcement was lodged di-

rectly in the hands of the "chosen men appointed to manage

the prudential affairs" of the town, rather than in state

officials.
17

As towns came to grant to outlying districts the

privilege of establishing and maintaining their own schools,

local self-determination in the conduct of education became

firmly grounded in practice and theory.18 As settlers

moved westward, they carried withthem this concept of the

local school district. The settlers met in thousands of

town meetings to devise means of educating their children.

Local histories are full of accounts of citizens contri-

buting labor and materials to erect buildings, of committees

writing letters "back home" to find teachers, and of co-

operative efforts to raise funds to pay the teachers.19

McCloskey discusses the development of the local

boards of education;

Our local school boards evolved as an
embodiment of the democratic idea that the

right and responsibility to exercise control
over public school policies resides with
citizens or their elected representatives....
They were created because, as communities grew
larger, and more complex, citizens recognized
that they could no longer formulate and ad-

16v -. Thayer, cT. cit., p. 48.

17Ibic.

18Ibic.

19Gordon McCloskey, op. cit., p. 365.
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minister all local policies in town meetings.

Consequently they delegated to local boards

the responsibility of studying facts and

shaping policies which would be periodically
submitted to the electorate for approval.20

In the early part of the nineteenth cc:ntury, informed

laymen also recognized the need for state school systems,

and again they, rather than professional educators, exer-

cised most of the leadership to which we owe our state

educational legislation. It is important to note that

Horace Mann, Henry Barnard, and Thaddeus Stevens were

laymen.21

Local direction and control was not accepted in every

case without some resistance on the part of professional

educators. Boston educators strenuously opposed Horace

Mann's efforts to create a state school system on the

grounds that it represented an attack on the adequacy of

their work. Thaddeus Stevens encountered similar oppo-

sition in his work in Pennsylvania.22 The faulty sense

of educational proprietorship has to one degree or another

always existed.

Although local control and direction of schools has

always been a basic part of American democracy, the legal

structure within which public schools operate makes edu-

cation a function of the state. The right of individual

21Ibid., p. 366.

p. 367.
1 9

PIMI.Maba
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states to develop and supervise their own school systems

comes out of the Tenth Amendment to the United States

Constitution. This amendment provides that those powers

not delegated to the federal government are -cate powers.

Because no reference is made in the Constitution to edu-

cation, the power to establish schools belongs to the

states.

In The Role of the School in American Societ Thayer

comments on the unique relationship of local and state

supervision and of schools:

How do we explain the fact that school
systems which are both created by the state
and subject to its control and regulation
are, nevertheless, thought of as essentially
local in authority and responsibility?

The answer is found, in part, jn the
American tradition of local self-government,
a tradition which derives from the peculiar-
ities of settlement in the colonial period
ard which was reaffirmed by each generation
thereafter as individuals and groups, in the
course of the conquest of the continent, con-
stantly penetrated into new areas and estab-
lished new communities in advance of a central
government. In part, also, the explanation
lies in the manner in which the state related
itself to aducation in the early stages of
development. Were we to consider the relation
of local schools to the state as analagous
to that of child and parent, we should have
to say that the child is father of the parent.23

Analyzing the legal structure within which schools

function, Leslie Kindred concludes:

It is evident from the legal structure of
the state school system and the laws which govern

23v. T. Thayer, pp. 47-48.

20



its operation that 1.13.ep_pacrools
resides in the people. On a state-wide basis

they have the right to support or oppose sub-

gested legislation affecting the education of

children, to work for the repeal and modifi-

cation of existing laws, and to decide at the

polls who shall represent them in the legis-

lature. This right is parallelled at the

local level, where they elect fellow citizens

to membership on the board of education to

carry out their will. To insure expression

of the popular will, the law prescribes that

any parent or citizen shall have the privilege

of being heard at a regular meeting of the

board or to file a written communication

setting forth his ideas on matters of educational

policy and practice.... The American people

conceived the board of education to be a public

body, op rating with their consent, and they

took measures to 4sure that its character

would not change.29'

In the preceeding pages, a brief discussion has been

presented which illustrates the meaning ard validity of the

statement on which this chapter began:

The American public school exists for,

belongs to, and is controlled by the people.

It derives its public character from the

historical background from which it emerged

and the leapl structure within which it

functions.

24Leslie W. Kindred, ob. cit., pp. 7-8.

25Ibid., p. 4.

LA
!



CHAPTER III

A BRIEF HISTORY OF INDIAN EDUCATION

IN THE UNITED STATES

Education among American Indians is as old as the

race and tuibes themselves are. Education is not an in

vention of the white man, nor is it the sole possession

of socalled "modern" societies. Every society has a means

of socializing its youth and transmitting its culture.

Most American Indian tribes had highly effective educational

programs and institutions before the coming of Columbus.

Indigenous education among American Indians existed

in varying degrees of formality. For the most part, Indian

children learned the liveways of their tribe from their

kinsmen. In many cases, specific kinsmen were assigned

to instruct the child in a particular area of cultural

knowledge or needed skills. In other cases, children learned

through informal observation and participation. Degrees of

educational attainment were formalized and institutionalized

in rites of initiation, puberty ceremonies, and other events

somewhat similar in purpose to graduation exercises in

western societies.

Initiation training of young people by some of the

Pueblo tribes of the Southwest provides a good example of

formal education among American Indians. In one case in

22
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1925, a whole tribe defied the United States government by

announcing its readiness to go to jail and stay there be

cause the government had suspended the initiation training

of its boys. John Collier provides a brief account of the

incident:

Our government knew nothing, but as
sumed that boys are bad, and of course Indians

are bad Indians. The tribe knew that its hold

upon the future, the persistence of it9 tra
dition, of its religion, of its emotional

orientation, of its ancient soul which involved

the worldsoul, were dependent on the adolescent

disciplines. The Tribe prevailed. We who were

close to the Indians watched the disappearance

of boys from public view. Even their fathers

saw them no more. After sometimes a year,

sometimes eighteen months, the boys returned--

from the underground kivas, from the pathless

areas of the Sangre de Cristo range, from the

hidden crag where perhaps burns the mythical

everlasting fire. Radiant of face, full
rounded and powerful of body, modest, detached:

they were men now, keepers of the secrets,

houses of the Spirit, reincarnations of the

countless generations of their race; with

"reconditional refles," with emotions organ

ized toward their community, with a connection

formed until death between their individual

beings and that mythopoic universe--that cosmic

illusion--that real world--as the case may be

. . make of adolescence the crisis of second

birth, and the marriage of the individual with

the race, and the marriage of the race with the

universe.2°

The patterns of education mentioned here are in full

accord with the tradition of education in America; that is,

education for, of, and by the parents and those most

directly concerned with the child's welfare. In fact, most

of the precious principles of education in Americe have

26John Collier, Sr., "Fullness of Life Through Leisure,"

printed in MindBody Relationship, Jay B. Nash, ed. (New York:

A. S. Barnes and Co., 1931), p. 78.
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their beginnings in ideas and practices dominant among

American Indians. Our ethnocentric historians have failed

to see that what is most distinctively American about

America is that which has been adopted from the Indians:

American history, written by the scribes
of the conquerors, has been written as the
story of a great European conquest. What was
conquered according to the European historians
and their students, was an almost empty land,
dotted here and there with wild savages. These
children of the wilderness, unable to live
alongside civilization, proceeded to disappear
as their land was settled. The "vanishing
Indian" became the theme song and folklore of
painting and sculpture, of fiction and of the
special sort of fiction that sometimes passes
as American history. How far this ofttold
story deviates from the truth we are only be
ginning to discover.27

The historians of the conqueror have not always been

totally blind to what happened to the settlers of America.

TheIndian's love of freedom and liberty, which defeated

attempts to establish Indian slavery, quickly spread to

the white invaders. This quality of Indian life was noted

in 1776 in a popular account of America, widely circulated

in England:

The darling passion of the American is
liberty and that in its fullest extent; nor is
it the original natives only to whom this
passion is confined; our colonists sent thAther
seem to have imbibed the same principles.2'

There is not space enough here to elaborate the many,

many influences Indian life and culture had on the European

colonists. Let it just be said that the Indian pattern of

27Felix S. Cohen, The Legal Conscience (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1960), p. 312.

28Ibid., p. 314. 24
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salfgovernment undermined the patterns which the colonists

brought to this country--patterns of feudalism, landlordism,

intolerance, and divine right of kings.29

The principle of American democracy is that self

government is better than expert government. Indian leaders

again and again refuse to make decisions for their people

until the decision is thoroughly thrashed out in the councils

of the people and agreement is reacheC This de'erence to

the public will has been a major sourcc 7:-,f sustaining

strength for American democracy, both '-)d;an anc ,onIndian.

It is strange and most unfortJnate thet le course of

Indian education in this country did r- follow tnis tra

dition.

Indians had selfdirected and locally controlled

educational practices and institutions for themselves, and

their white neighbors followed this tradition in estab

lishing locally controlled and directed schools. Somehow

in the process of the white man establishing schools for

Indians, the principle of local control was forgotten or

ignored. The reasons for not following a tradition solidly

imbedded in both cultures in a crosscultural situation are

open to speculation and informed guesswork. The history

of Indian education in America provides some clues.

Schools for Indians were established for several reasons.

Missionaries saw schools as a way of "Christianizing" Indians.

29Ibid., p. 325.
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Wouldbe friends of the Indians saw schooling as a way to

"civilize" the Indian. Landhungry whites saw Indian

schools as a way to "tame" Indians and take their lands,

or to remove them to other places.

It should be noted that the Government
intended to use education not merely to "ci
vilize" the Indians and to ootain land cessions
thereby, but intended also to induce their
removal altogether by offering educational
advanta.ges at the place to which they might
remove..70

The dwindling subsistence base of the Indian, the loss

or irrelevancy of traditional social institutions and

cultural beliefs, and the feeling of a need to compete with

the white man led many Indians to entertain the idea of

having their children go to schools after the order of the

white man. The initial experience in this crosscultural

education proved unsatisfactory. When the leaders of

Virginia, after signing a treaty with six Indian nations,

offered to educate six Indian youths, the Indians, al

though responding with thanks, rejected the offer, citing

previous experiences with the schools of the white man.

They said their young men previously sent to white schools

had returned--

...bad runners, ignorant of every means of
living in the woods; unable to bear the
cold or hunger; they 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,
or counselors; they were totally good for
nothing.

30Abraham E. Knepler, "Eighteenth Century Cherokee
Educational Efforts," Chronicles of Oklahoma, March, 1942,

Vol. XX: 1;61.
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We are, however, . . obliged by your
kind offer, . . . and to slow our sense of it,
if the gentlemen of Virginia will send us a
dozen of their sons, we vii I . . instruct
them in all we knows and make men of them.31

Indians we first put in ezhools in 1566 in Havana,

Cuba. This school was run by Jesut missionaries for

Indians of Flor'da. From 1568 to 860, schools enrolling

Indians were almost entirely run and operated by mission

aries. The orgnized efforts of the churches resulted in

the appropriath-1 of federa. aid '1 1819, which cortihued

until an act ir 1917 made federai aid to religious schools

illega1.32

The main idea of the miseion schools was to "civilizer

and "Christianize" the Indian. Accordingly, Reverend

Eleazor Wheelock conceived of the idea of boarding schools.

He felt that if the children were removed from parental

influence the process of "civilization" would be speeded

up.33 From these early beginnings until now, Indian parents

have been viewed as an obstacle in the education of their

children; and the school, far from being an institution

under parental direction, has been thought of as a means °

of liberating the child from parental influence and control.

In response to peace treaty agreements wherein the
4.1..-

31U. S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, Branch of Education,
Orientin New Em lo ees (Chilocco, Oklahoma: Chilocco School
Press, 195 ) 9 pp= 9-10.

32Robert A. Roessel, Jr., Handbook for Indian Education
(Los Angeles: Amerindian Publishing -dorTii37-i7,77-77.--

33Ibid., p. 4.



21

d.mve:-nment agreed 7..o support schools for Indians, the

first Federal schd.:L fo,- Indians was establisej n 1360.34

'lany more followed but the suppiy has never cauglt up with

the need. Following the example of the missional'es, the

boarding school was preferred in order "to free le child-

-en from the language and habits of their untutored and

often-times savage parents."35

When the United States assumed some responsibility

in providing educational institutions for the Indian peoples

of this nation, it was the beginning of a tragic, wasteful,

and discouragind experience. Strongly attached to the

vastly different culture of their parents, Indian children

attended schools that were dedicated to the ultimate

eradication of all traits of Indian culture. It was

thought that if a child could be taken young enough and

far enough away from the influence of family and tribe,

he would forget his family and tribal ties and become

assimilated in the mainstream of American society. How-

ever, these high expectations were never realized.

Forbidden to speak their native tongue in school,

out of touch with family and tribal life, denied the normal

experience and education needed to prepare them for life as

Indians, the children would return from school home dis-
10......9

34 Ibid., p. 5, citing Hildegard Thompson, "Institu
tional Aspects of Indian Education," The Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science: American
Ind.ians ancl American Life (Philadelphia: Adlerican Academy
of Political and Social Science, 1957), p. 97.

35Ibid., citing the Annual Report of the Indian Com-
missioner to the Secretary of the Interior, 1885, p. 23.
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Eatisfied misfi-s, unable to readapt themselves to reser-

\,tion life _hei7 own people and equally unable to

nd a place white community. The Indian students

-d learned to read and write but they were unfamiliar

w th the customs and language of their own people and

found their sc`-ooling to be of little use in making a

Lying.

One write- characterized the situation thusly:

Indian education closely trailed the

development of the public school system with

slight relationship to Indian needs. The

difficulty lay in the slavish imitation of

the wh _e school. The empty, expensive,

time-consuming education program for the

Indian did not bring to him economic bet-

terment, nor did it destroy his native way

of life, as it so woefully intended, be-

cause his school followed a sterile path

and made only a tip-of-the-wing contact

with his tribal experience,and his actual

reservation surroundings.30

In recent years, more and more Indians have been

attending public schools. Although many of these public

schools have provisions for local control, clever adminis-

trators and white majorities or minorities using ques-

tionable tactics, have usually prevented Indian parents

from having any voice in school programs and policies.

It was claimed that Indian parents were not interested in

schools; or, if interested, not qualified.

With schools often far removed from Indian communi-

ties and with educational programs
designed to roilove th,e

ch,ld froal any influence of parent or tribe, it is hardly

%Evelyn C. Adams, American Indian Education (New

York: King Crown Press, 194T), p. 125.
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necessar. say that little positive community-school

relation.s. ._,rred in the history of Indian education.

There ar, ew important exceptions, however. Among

these, tF f-directed schools of the so-called Five

Civilized oes are the most important. Brewton Berry

in his su- of the literature on Indian education

comments --iese unusual cases:

It is a mistake to think that formal

e7. ntion is entirely a device which the white

ma- "las sought to impose upon the Indian. As

early as 1791 the Senecas were begging George

Washington for teachers so that their men

might be taught to farm and build houses,

th: women to spin and weave, and their

chi cren to read and write. The Cherokees

quickly perceived that knowledge and edu-

cation were useful, and they set about to

build their own school system, controlled by

themselves and supported with Tribal funds.

. . By 1852 the Cherokees had a flourishing

sch---ol system of 21 schools, two academies,

anc an enrollment of 1,100. The Choctaws were

soon followed by Creeks, Chickasaws, and

Seminoles. It is interesting to speculate

FIw different the situation might be today

F the Indians retained control of their

s:nool system, rather than having it fall

-ificke hands of a paternalistic govern-

ment.-2(

These schools were supported by funds from the United

States government for land cessions in Georgia and re-

moval to Oklahoma. These schcols had positive relations

with th -ndien people whom they served, because the

........

37Br_ _on Berry, The Education of American Indians:

A Survey -if the Literature, U. S. Congress, Senate, Special

Subcommit-,.. on Indian Education of%the Committee on Labor

and Pub...:1 Jlfare (Washington D. C.: P S. Government

Printin: C-1-,ce, 1969), pp. 12-13.
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schools were their schools. This successful school

system had a positive effect on the whole tribe, and

assisted the people in improving their living condi

tions.38 Probably the most successful experience any

Indian tribe has had with schooling came to an end when

in 1906 the tribal governments of these tribes were dis

solved, and federal control of the schools was established.

Today among the Cherokee, communityschool relations are

as poor, student achievement as low, and drop out rates as

high as those in most other Indian communities.39

Because this paper is in particular dealing with

communityschool relations in several Navajo communities,

it would be worthwhile to review the specific history of

education among the Navajo. Davide Woerner has made a

study of the history of education among the Navajo, which

covers the period of 1868 to 1940. A brief review of his

findings will be presented here.

Woerner characterizes the period from 1868 to 1882

as the years of neglect. In the Treaty of 1868, the

United States agreed that "for every 30 children between

said ages (6 to 16) who can be induced or compelled to

attend school, a house shall be provided and a teacher
1..1.71/1111111.

38Abraham E. Knepler, "Education in the Cherokee

Nation," Chronicles of Oklahoma, December, 1943, Vol. XXI:

4: p. 378-401.

39U. S., Congress, Senate, tlearings14.1inc_
Subcommittee of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,

90th Congress, 1st and 2nd Sessions, Part 2, 196 9

PP. 537-541.
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. . shall be furnished."21°

With good will and with faith in the promises of a

mighty nation, the Navajo returned to their home country.

Their first lesson was that official promises may be

fragile things, and that, in large part, convenience

determines the extent of their fulfillment. In the years

after 1868, the Un!ted States grievously failed to honor

treaty obligations.

The earliest attempts at providing schools for Navajos

were made by Presbyterian missionaries, supported by

federal funds. Reverend James Roberts and Miss Charity

Sastcn opened the first school for the Navajo in 1869. It

was a day school and attendance was irregular, averaging

fourteen pupils.141 After a curriculum consisting of the

three R's proved unpopular and unsuccessful, attempts were

made at mechanical, agricultural and various other forms

of vocational education. These attempts proved to be almost

equally ineffective.112

While formal education was achieving very little, the

material progress of the Navajos after 1871 was remarkable

indeed. Woerner says that the "Navajo transformed them-

40Davida Woerner, "Education Among the Navajo; an
Historical Study" (Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Dept.
of Education, Columbia University, 1941), P. 19, citing
57th Congress, 1st Session, Senate Document No. 452,
Indian Affairs, ed. Charles J. Kappler (Washington Govern
ment Printing Office, 1903), II, p. 783.

41 Ibid., pp. 21-22.

42Ibid., pp. 23-25.
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selves, mainly through attention to their flocks and

herds, from a band of paupers to a comparatively prosperous

Indian nation."43

Navajo leaders ard parents returned from Ft. Sumner

with a keen interest in education for their children.

This keen interest soon turned to apathy and even hos-

tility, as the situation in many ways went from bad to

worse. Woerner discusses the reasons Navajos became

disallusioned with the schools established for their

benefit:

So far as the Navajo were concerned, the
formal education which the white man brought
in this period could scarcely excite enthus-
iasm. It was difficult for the Navajo to
see merit in white methods of farming which
were without result on arid land, in power
weaving which was devoid of individual
creation and inspiration, and it vias im-

possible for them to understand the stream
of directions in a foreign tongue which was
given by a succession of culturally unsym-
pathetic agents and teachers. To these
shortcomings must be added the deplorable
lack of physical facilities for an educational
program."

While the Navajo were neglected on the reservation,

their children found things worse fri off-reservation

boarding schools. Several scouts were sent out to obtain

Navajos for Indian schools in the East, particularly

Carlisle. At Carlisle the Navajos were treated as "ignor-

ant pagans." Among the Navajo children sent to Carlisle

43Ibid0, p. 26.

44Ibid., p. 27.
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were three sons of Manuelito.45

In 1883 Dennis Riordan became the new agent to the

Navajo, and he proved to be better than those before him

who could not have been much worse. He sought more funds

and better faciliti.es for Navajo education and took a

more sympathetic attitude toward the Navajo. Setbacks in

Riordan's progressive moves came when a number of Navajo

students died while at Carlisle, including two sons of

Manuelito and one of headman Torlino. For several years

after this, Navajos refused to cooperate with the boarding

school policy. Police had to be installed in classrooms

to see that the Navajos did not leave.246

While conscientious endeavor broadly characterized

Navajo education during the years 1883-1889, there was a

failure to achieve gains and goals of fundamental impor-

tance. Although many Navajo questioned the utility of the

instruction provided, they distrusted the schools more

as instituti..ns which brought sickness and even death to

their children.

In 1892 Dana Shipley arrived in Navajoland, full of

determination to make the Navajo good Americans by forcing

their children to attend school. When he tried t.) collect

some children at Round Rock, Agent Shipley was met by

Black Horse and a party of thirty men. According to

451bid., pp. 30-31, 36.

46Ibid., pp. 36-37. 34
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reports, they addressed Agent Shipley as follows;

We do not want your education. We

do not want anything to do with white men.
We want none of the white man's ways. We

ask nothing of the Government but to be let

aloncx and you shall not take those child
ren.41''c

Shipley was threatened with death if he did not comply.

with demand for "closing down the school." Black Horse

and his followers assaulted Shipley, and it was only

through the intervention of Chee Dodae and through the

escape of a policeman to Tsealee where Lieutenant Brown

and his ten men were stationed, that order was restored.

Shipley emerged beaten, but alive. The children were

not taken, and the Navajos, for the most part, remained

49
hostile toward schooling for their children.

Navajo attitudes toward education began to change

after a wise move by Lieutenant Plummer, Shipley's re

placement. Lieutenant Plummer organized and planned a

visit by fifteen Navajo leaders to the Columbian Exposition

at Chicago (1893). The Indian Rights Association generously

supplied the funds for the trip. Not only did the fifteen

Navajo recognize that there were material advantage to be

gaine'd through the white man's school,s, but they made

formal reports to their fellow Navajo. They urged other

Navajos to put their children in school, "no difference

how you love them." Accordingly, the Fcrt Deflance Boarding

48Ib1d., p. 45, citing Twentrfourth Annual Reocr-t of

the Board of Indian Commissionerst7797 (Washington: Govern

ment Printing Officj7-1-777, p. 134;

49Ibid., pp. 44-46. 25
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School became crowded to overflowing with Navajo children.50

As the years went by, this renewed hope and trust in

the value of education slowly faded as the harshness of

the boarding school program became more real and the fond

hopes for a better life through education became more un-

real. In 1907 Superintendent Shelton and Commissioner Leupp

tried to compel Navajos to comply with the government's

rules and educational program. The policy resulted in a

shameful event and increased hostility toward education

on the part of most Navajos.

A Navajo leader, By-a-lil-le and his band strenuously

opposed the policies of Shelton. In response to By-a-111-le's

dissent with official policy, Shelton sent troops to the

camp of By-a-lil-1P's group at daybreak on October 29, 1907,

and By-a-lil-le and his men were put under arrest. The

noise aroused other Navajo in surrounding hogans, and,

during the commotion, the military claimed that a gun was

fired. The soldiers then opened fire on the Navajos,

killing two Navajos and wounding others.51

Eight Navajos were taken as prisoners and sent to Fort

Huachuca, Ari,:ona, under military guard. They were con-

fined to hard labor. No trial was held, either civil or

military. The Indian Rights Association reviewed the case,

and began habeas corpus proceedings which ultimately led

50Ibid., pp. 216-47.

51Ib1d., p. 54.
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to the release of the "prisoners" and a strong rebuke of

the policy that put them there by the Supreme Court of

Arizona.
52

Woerner characterizes the period -om 1912-1933 as

The Years of Criticism. Everyone was dissatisfied with

the program for Navajo education, but little was done about

it beyond talking. There were discussions on the relative

merits of boarding vs. day schools, on the folly of pre-

paring Navajos in an inefficiant manner to be lowly

laborers and of calling the process "vocational education,"

on the policy of enforced attendance, on the superficiality

with which education had touched the Navajo, and on the

personnei of the schools.53

In 1923 the Navajo Council protested the forcible

se)zure of very young children, who were taken to over-

ceowded boarding schools in a foreign environment. Chee

Dodge pointed out that, considering the high per centage

of runaway children, it was difficult to see how a child

could get much education when he or she spent half the

time on the road, and when the method of getting children

to go to school made them hate and fear it in the first

place.54 Although many admitted the point, little change

in policy occurred.

52Ibid., pp. 54-55.

531Ibid., pp. 81-82.

54Ibid., p. 108.
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In 1932 Oliver la Farge proposed an experimental school

for the Navajo. According to La Farge's plan, initial

contacts would be made with the people of the community to

be served by the school. The people would decide what

their educational desires and needs were, and a program

would be established to meet them. La Farge further sug-

gested that provisions be made for community education,

f r the teaching of tribal history and culture, and for the

involvement of parents in the school program.55 It is

unfortunate that it took 34 years to actually begin such

a school.

Woerner describes the period from 1933 to 1941 as The

Years of Experimentation. The years of criticism and dis-

satisfaction were a prelude to change. The Collier ad-

ministration began community day schools, attempted in-

struction in Navajo language and culture, made attendance

voluntary, and introduced a curriculum that was thought

of as more practical for the Navajo.56 Given an oppor-

tunity to choose, the Navajos might well have asked for

thqse changes. But when they were forced upon the Navajo,

along with forcing Navajos to buy school clothing for

their children while at the same time outrageously destroying

in the nameof conservation the center, wealth and pride of

Navajo life, their sheep, it is little wonder John Collier

55Ibid., pp. 118-119.

56Ibid., pp. 133 -t73.
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and anything he suggested was not very popular with the

Navajo.

No matter how altruistic John Collier's motives were

and how well he understood the needs of the Navajo, with

out the consent and direction of the people there was

little chance of success. Even in the most ardent

believers In Indian selfdetermination, there is a dangerous

tendency in brilliant men to fee sure that they know

what the Indians want and need, 8nd to follow through with

their own ideas with only haphazard consultation with the

Indians. Such was likely the case of John Collier with

regard to the Navajo. Fortunately, he did better with

other tribes.

The bitterness and misunderstanding of the Collier

years gave way to the World War II period. Many young

Navajo men served in Armed Forces with distinction, es

pecially those who transmitted vital messages through the

Navajo language. The war time production 8_.nd activities

also provided many Navajos with work off the reservation.

For thousands of Navajos, the war period provided their

first experience with life off the reservation. The

isolation of the Navajos from the "outside" world was

greatly reduced during this period; and, as one might

expect, a change in the attitudes of the Navajos toward

education occurred.

Attempting ,to function in a nonTndian environment

made many Navajos aware of the advantages of a "good

*19
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education." When many Navajos returned after the war, the

word was spread: There are some real advantages to be

gained by going to school. The desire of the Npvajos for

"education" and the inept educational program and the in-

adequate facilities.became an emergency situation and a

disrace to the nation, to which the Navajos had con-

tributed so much during the war.

During the 1946-1950 period, numerous studies were

done and reports written on the Navajo situation. This

led to a "long range program for the rehabilitation of

the Navajo and Hopi tribes of Indians." 211.12_17-:

book of Planning in Action reviews the major provisions of

this bill as it applied to Navajo education:

The Long Range Act, with respect to
education for the Navajo and Hopi Indians,
authorized an appropriation of 325,000,000
for: (I) the repair and enlargement of
eight existing boarding schools, (2) con-
struction of five new large boarding schools,
and (3) the remodelling, enlargement, re-
placement and/or conversion of 41 day schools
to boarding school basis. The objectives of
the educational program were: (I) to provide

school facilities on the Navajo and Hope
Reservations sufficient to provide educational
opportunities ultimately to all school age
Navajo and Hopi on a boarding or day basis
as circumstances might require, (2) to pro-

vide for elementary and vocational educa-

tion of children between the ages of 12-18

years who had not previously attended school,

or who were three or more years retarded,

(3) to transfer responsibility for the edu-
cation of Navajo and Hopi children to the
public school system as rapidly as possible
and (4) to provide high school opportur4tlies
on and off-the Reservation as reguired.1

57Robert W. Young, The Navajo Yearbook of Planning in

Action (Window Rock, Arizona: Navajo Agency, 1955), p. 2.
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Notwithstanding itF 'nedequacy, this act was a major

attempt to en:arge and improve educational opportunities.

It had the support of most Navajos because it came at a

t:me when they were hungry for the potential good of

education. The emphasis from the Navajo as well as the

Bureau of Indian Affairs was on quantity rather than

quality. ,....ronq values were placed on education, and "the

more, the better" attitude dominated the thinking of many

Navajos with regard to education. Somehow education W28

thought of a some kind of e commodity, which was auto

matically obtained in amounts proportionate to the number

of years one went to school.

From a quantative viewpoint, Navajo education made

significant advances under the rehabilitation ect. The

number of Navajo children in school increased from 6,543

;r1 1945 to 24,560 in 1955. The estimated per centage of

Navajo children out of school was 68 per cent in 1945 as

compared to 8 per cent in 1955.58 Some of the intangible

costs or disadvantages of education, as well an indication

of communityschool re ..ions, underly the following cold

statistics in Table I.

The statistics in Table I indicate that only about

one child in four was not removed from his home and family

and put in a dormitory in order to get an "education."

Over half of all Navajo children in school we.'e so far

58Ibid. p. 1'72.
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TABLE I

NUMBER OF NAVAJO CHILDREN IN
VARIOUS KINDS OFr_CHOOLS

IN 1955-D

Kind of School Number of
Children

Per Centage
(approx.)

Off-Reservation
Boarding Schools

Centralized on Reser-

6,848 27.3

vation Boarding Schools 6,786 26.9

Local Boarding Schools 1,483 5.7

Local Day Schools 293 1.2

Bordertown Dormitories* 1,315 5.3

Hogan Schoois 138 0.6

Trailer Schools 88] 3.7

Other (mainly Public
and Mission) 6,816 27.3

*These are dormitories built near public schools just

off the reservation. The Navajo children stay in these

dormitories operated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs and

attend the local non-Indian public schools.

59Ibid., pp. 167-1.71.
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removed from their parents that they could not visit their

homes any time during the nine-month school year, while

another twenty per cent were probably only able to go home

once or twice during the school year.

Jnly about thirty per cent of Navajo children in school

in 1955 were attending schools located in their home com-

munities. For the remaining seventy per cent, parental

involvement in the educational program of the schools was

virtually impossible. Even where the school was located

in the community it served, there were usually visible and

invisible fences erected around the schools, so much so

that the school might as well have been located a hundred

miles away. The parents' role In the educational program

was well-defined: the parent was to bring the child to

school at the beginning of the school year and take him

home at the end, with the ex-eption of possibly a home

visit or two during major holidays. The sehool was to do

the rest with no interference from the parents.

For the most part, Navajo parents accepted this role

without complaint. They indeed had an unselfish love for

their children. It takes greater love for one's children

to give them up for what the parent feels will ultimately

be in the child's best interest, than it does to somewhat

selfishly hold onto them. Whether er not those parents who

did send their children to school were really doing the

best thing for their children is a value judgement, but

it remains a remarkable act of unselfish love.
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It was probably not until the l960's that a large

Hiumber of Navajo parents began to seriously question again

the advisability and the quality of the education their

children were receiving. People began to wonder if it were

an unalterable law of the universe that tribal culture

and formal education, schools and communities, and parents

and teachers should be opposed to each other, or at least

distinctly isolated from one another. Enlightened edu

cators on the reservation also began to wonder if Navajo

education could not be significantly improved if these

opposinl or isolated parts of the Navajo child's experience

were brought together in some kind of a meaningful way.

It was this feeling that led Navajos to request and edu

cation officials to accept the establishment of a demon

stration or experimental school which would make a major

effort to bring together trP.al culture and formal edu

cation, the school and the corrimunity, and the teachers

and the parents into some kind of a unified whocle.

The remainder of this thesis is rincerned with an

evaluation of how Nell this mrArriage has taken place in

the Rough Rock community, as compared to three other

Navajo communities and one nonNavajo community.



CHAPTER IV

THE RESULTS OF THE INTERVIEWS

Interviews with 223 parents were done in five com-

munities with regard to seven different schools. The

five communities included four Navajo communities on the

reservation and one upper middle class, suburban community

at Terpe, Arizona. The reservation communities in which

interviewing was done were Rough Rock, Nazlini, Many Farms,

and Kayenta. At Nazlini the interviewing was done with

regard to the local Bureau of Indian Affairs boarding

school. The Monument Valley Public Schools were the focus

of the interview questions at Kayenta. In the Many Farms

area, some of the parents interviewed had children at-

tending the local public school and others had their cnild-

ren in the local Bureau of Indian Affairs boarding school.

Thus the sample included two public schools and two Bureau

of Indian Affairs schools serving the Navajo.

The interviews done in Tempe, Arizona, were with

parents whose children attended either the Broadmoor

Elementary Schoo/ or the McKenny Junior High School, or

both. All interviews at Rough Rock were done with regard

to the newly-created (1966) Rough Rock Demonstration School.

A com plete breakdown of the number of parents interviewed

in each area in shown in Table II.

3
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TABLE II

NUMBERS .AND PLACES OF PARENTS INTERVIEWED

Place of Interview Number of Parents

Rough Rock

Kayenta (Public)

Many Farms (Public)

Many Farms (Bureau of
Indian Affairs)

Nazlini (Bureau of Indian
Affairs)

Teri,pe (Broadmoor a,nd McKenny)

Total:

58

50

13

22

30

45

223
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All interviews were done during the late spring and

early summer of 1968, with a few exceptions. The first

twenty-eight interviews at Rough Rock and the first eleven

at Many Farms were done during the winter of 1966-67,

after the demonstration school had been in oi:;.-eration about

two years. The remaining thirty interviews at Rough Rock

were done in the summer of 1967. The later interviews at

Rough Rock show a little more awareness about the new

school than do the early ones, but the difference ;s not

great, so the results will be presented together.

A random sample was made of all the parents sending

their children to each of the schools involved. In the

cases of Rough Rock, Tempe, and Nazlini, the sampling was

done from a list of parents provided by the school.. At

Many Farms the sampling Y./as less precise. The inter-

viewer went to every other home along various roads in

the community. All geograPhical sections of the community

were included but not every road. The high school counselor

at Kayenta, Terry Hurst divided the school district into

five areas and randomly selected ten families from those

residing in each of the ten areas.

All interviewing was done by local residents or

people who were well-known in the areas in which they did

interviewing. All interviews with Navajo parents were

conducted by Navajos in the Navajo language, with a few

exceptions where the parents preferred to answer the

questions in English. The first twenty-eight interviews

4 7
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at Rough Rock were done by Frank Harvey, while Clark Etsitly

did the remaining thirty. moth Frank and Clark were well-

known to the people of Rough Rock, even though they both

came from neighboring communiLies. Frank is over fifty

years old and Clark is under thirty. Frank was not an

eicployee of the demonstration school at the time he did

the interviews, while Clark was employed by the demon7

stration school during the interview period.

The interviews at Nazlini were done by Jimmy Claw, a

local resident who was home for the summer from college.

Interviewing at many Farms was done by 'Robert Dalton.

Robert and his wife were residents of Many Farms and em-

ployees of the local Bureau of Indian Affairs boarding

school. They were o ummer leave during the interviewing

period. The interviews at Kayenta were conducted by the

community-school coordinator of the Monument Valley Public

Schools. Two students of Arizona. State and long-time Tempe

residents did the interviewing at Tempe.

The interview procedure was very uniform. The

questions were asked and theparents were given plenty of

time to rr_,spond. No suggested answers were provided, and

no prodding or probing was done. In one sense, the inter-

views were like an open-c!nded questionnaire that was

verbally administered. The question or stimulus was

Lniform as possible (considering the linguistic problems

iqvolved) for all parents, and the interviewer simply

recorded the parents' response to the question. No tape
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recorders were used. If the parent did not wish to respond

to a particular question, the interviewer simply proceeded

to the next.question.

Most of the questions drew a wide variety of answers.

Therefore, it is particularly significant when a large

numb: of parents answered questions in similar ways.

Thirteen of the questions were exactly the same for all

parents. A number of other questions were just ask-

one to five of the six groups of parents. The results of

the thirteen questions asked to all six groups of parents

will be presented first. This will be followed by the

results of the questions asked to only a partial number_

of the 223 parents. The first thirteen questions thus

provide the best chance for a comparative analysis, but

some of the other questions and responses are also helpful

and enlightening.

The results of the interviewing will be presented on

tables for each question. Under the question, the most

frequent answers from each group will b listed. "Most

frequent" means any answer which at !east ten per cent of

the respondents from that particular group gave. The pro

cedure will be more clear after dealing with some actual

results, as shown in Table III.

In looking at the responses listed in Table IIr

must be remembered that these are all responses

by th paren4.s. When 57 per cent of tha parents asked

Question One at Nazlini answered, "My children receive good

4 9



TABLE III

RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW QUESTION ONE: WHAT
DO YOU LIKE ABOUT THE SCHOOL

YOUR CHILD ATTENDS?.1==.
Most Frequent Responses Per Cent So

Responding

Nazlini:

My children receive good care.
The school is clos- to home.
No response
It provides a good education for

my children.

57
47
20

13

Man/ Farms (sil):

It provides a good education for my
children. 64

My children receive good care. 32

The children are well disciplined. 23

My children like the school. 18

Many Farms (Publici:

It provides a good education for my
children. 39

My children like the school. 22

The school has good teachers. 17

It is just a fair school. li

Kayenta_lpublicl:

It provides a good education for my
children. 38

The school is run well. 20

No response 16

Roulh Rock:

The school providesinstruction in both
Navajo and Anglo cultures.

53
60
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TABLE III (continued)

.11..*1.0.,
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Most Frequent Responses
Per Cent So
Responding,/r

RoJqh Rock (continued:

The school has an arts and crafts pro
gram for adults.

35

The school has many programs and

activities for the community. 31

Local people are given preference for

employment.
31

Parents .iork in the dormitories.
22

The school is locally controlled through

the school board.
12

The school has good teachers.
10

The school has good teachers.
The school is close to home.
No response
The school attempts to meet the indi

vidual needs of the students.

3 1

18
18
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care," it means that 57 per cent of the parents inde-

pendently identified this aspect of the school as some-

thing they liked. The parents were permitted to identify

as manyor as few items as they wished. Any particular

response which was not made by at least ten per cent of

the parents of a particular group is not shown above.

It can be noted from the above that the "no response"

category was above ten per cent for three of the groups

(Nazline 20%, Kayenta 16199 and Tempe 16%). The failure

to respond to this question probably indicates that the

parent either is not well-pleased with anything in par-

ticul2r about the school or feels he or she knows very

little about the school. In the other three groups of

parents, less than ten per cent of the parents in each

group failed to respond to the question. This means that

in these three groups (Many Farms BIA and Public, and

Rough Rock) over ninety per cent of the parents identified

at least one thing they liked about the school. Assuming

that the procedures utilized in arriving at the figures

shown in Table III above are now clear, this paper will

proceed to analyze some of the possible significance in

the responses listed in Table III.

From F community-school relations perspective, the

responses above seem particularly significant. In ail

cases except Rough Rock, the parents identified the proper

care and instruction of children as the things they liked

about the school. There was no mention (above ten per cent)

52
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of any community-school programs or parenti71 involve-

ment, while at Rough Rock nsarly all of the responses

concerned how the school related to the interests, desires,

and values of the parents. This indicates that the parents

at Rough Rock are aware of the "community school" orien-

tation of their school and are very pleased with it.

The number of items identified per respondent can be

used as a possible ,..),Jge for how positive the pa,nt feels

about the school and how much the parent knows about the

school. Therefore, a compilation of the number of items

identified by the parents is illustrated in Table IV.

If the total number of positive responses to this

question is an indication of the parents' attitude toward

and knowledge of the school, it is clear that the Rough

Rock group is significantly higher than the others.

The secondquestion is somewhat of a companion question

to the first. The responses to it can be found in Table

V .

The responses to this question tend to indicate that

Navajo parents, like Anglo parents, are more willing to

identify things they like about their schools than things

they dislike. The r, st frequent response, in all groups

but one, was no response. The only group of parents which

showed a significant dissatisfaction with their school

was the group sending their children to the Many Farms

Public School. It is also interesting that both publi;.

schools serving Navajos were criticized more than the local

5-3
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TABLE V

RESPONSES TO INTERVIE4 QUESTIC)N TWO: WHAT
DON'T YOU LIKE ABOUT THE SCHOOL

YOUR CHILD ATTENDS?

Most Frequent Responses Per Cent So
Responding

Nazlini:

No response.
The students and their clothing are

not given proper care.

Elany_Faariz,_SLIAI:

No response.
door nare of children.

Leta2_-_,PL

53

27

86
14

They mistreat our children. 45

No response. 28
The distance to the school and the

bussing problem in the winter. 22

They do not teach Navajo language and
culture. 22

I have to pay for lunches, textbooks,
etc. 11

1.<1.yerrISPublic:

No -1sponse. 4B
Our children are not well
The distance to school and

bussing in the winter.
The sch1-401 dances and what

Eau1h...-2.2ch:

disciplirA.
the problem of

20

16

occurs there. 14

No response.
The school has gone too far into the sacred

parts of Navajo culture.

66

1 0
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TABLE V (continued)

Most Frequent Responses Per Cent So
Responding

lempe:

No response.
The staff Is of poor quality generally.

58
16
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BIA boarding schools and Rough Rock, which is also a

local boarding school. The single, most frequent criticism

was that of the bussing of children long distances in bad

weather.

To get an overall positivenegative attitude gauge

towards the schools on the part of parents, it is neces

sary to look at the ratio of positive responses to nega

tive responses in questions One and Two. Table VII com

pares the ratio of positive and negative responses in each

group.

The figures above indicate that IRouiA Rock parents

feel more posi.tively about their school than any of the

-others. The BIA boarding school at Many Farms is in a

strong second position, while the public school at Many

Farms -Ls in a solid last place. The recent.occurrances

in the Chinle Public School System, of which Many Farms

is a part, verjfies the figures presented here,*

In order to get a gauge of parental knowledge of the'

school program, it is possible to combine all responses

and make a per parent tally. This would be valid because

greater awareness of the school program should on the

average produce more likes and dislikes concerning the

school. A parent has to know something about the school

before he or she can like or dislike anything. Therefore,

*In just a year after these interviews were done, a
school board member was recalled and replaced, and the
Superintendent and two principals were compelled to
resign.
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Table VIII should be a fairly good indicator of parental

knowledge of the school program.

Table VIII indicates that Rough Rock parents know

more abcut their schOdi than the others, but there are so

many other variables involved in these responses that

this table alone is hardly conclusive. It will have to be

considered together with all the other available data

before any strong conclusions can be drawn.

The third question common to all interviews con

cerned the parents' knowledge of the existence of a local

board of education. The results of this question are

presented in Table IX.

A corollary question to Question Three asked parents

to name the members of the board of education. The

results are tabulated in Table X.

The questions above are simple but important. The

board of education cannot be an important and represen

tative institution of the public will if no one knows about

it ot- who sits on it. The institution of the local board

of education is the principal way in which the school

community participates in and directs the major affairs

and operation of the public schools in Arizona and through

out most of the country. Yet only I per cent of the

parents at Many Farms, 14 per cent at Kayenta, and 19 per

cent at Tempe knew a majority of the members of the board

of education, and 39 per cent at Many Farms and 40 per cent

at Kayenta did not even know a board of education existed.

60
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These figures indicate that in these three public school

districts only a small number of parents at best are

involved in or even aware of the decisionmaking pro

cess by the supOosedly representative local boards of edu

cation. Thus, although the institutional apparatus exists,

the local board of education and the public school is not,

in these districts, the institution of the people it was

designed to be.

The schools of the Bureau of Indian Affairs are not

dIrected or controlled by the local people in the way that

public schools are supposed to be controlled and directed.

Many Bureau schools do not even have school boards, as

exemplified by the situation at the Many Farms BIA school.

Neverthelss, many BIA schools have local boards of edu

cation and some of these are very active, even though they

have no official power. Nazlini is an example of a rela

tively active board of education. The principal there is

a Navajo, and this facilitates community and school board

participation in school affairs. Ninety per cent of the,

parents at Nazlini knew about the existence of a school

board and forty per cent of the parents knew a majority of

the members of the school board.

At Rough Rock 88 per cent of the parents knew of the

existence of the school board and twelve per cent were not

sure about it. Whereas only II, 14, 19, and 40 per cent

of the parents in the other school districts knew a majority

of the members of the school board, at Rough Rock 79 per

64
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cent of the parents knew a majority of the members of the

school board. Therefore, at least at Rough Rock and

possibly at Nazlini, enough parents are aware of the school

board and its members to form the basis of community con-

trol and direction of the school program. Whether in fact

these schools are really institutions of the people requires

more data9 derived from additional questions and exper-

iences.

Another matter of importance regarding parental know-

ledge of the school board is the extent to which parents are

aware of the role and functions of the school board. Ac-

cordingly, the parents were asked Question Four. The

responses are enumerated in Table XI.

The results cf. Question Four are very revePling. In

all cases except Tempe and Rough Ruck, the parents had

little or no idea of the functions of school boards. At

Rough Rock the parents show signs of an awareness of the

functions of school boards, but their knowledge of the

proper functions of a school board is inadequate. Only

at Tempe do the parents show a substantial awcIreness of the

proper functioning of a school board.

These results should not be surprising,considering

that local boards of education are very new institutions

among the Navajo and a very old institution among Anglo

Americans. It is very much to the credit of the ROugb :lock

Demonstration S.,cool that it, in just two years, haS ac-

complished substantially more in educating parents regarding

65
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TABLE XI

RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW QUESTION FOUR;
WHAT DOES THE SCHOOL BOARD DO?

Most Frequent Responses Per Cent So
Responding

Nazlini:

I don't know.
They meet to discuss school matters.

Many Farms (BIA):

(Not asked because there is no school board.)

33

I don't know. 44
They meet to discuss school matters. 17

Relates the school to the community. 11

Kuenta:

I don't know. 34

RoUgh Rock:

They meet to discuss school matters. 36

I don't know. 35
Hire and fire school staff. 33
Relates the school to the community. 22

Controls the operation of the school; 17

1222.e:

Handles school finances and revenue. 58
Hires and fires school staff. 45

Sets school policies. 31

Has some responsibilities for the school'
curriculum. 27

Controls the operation of the school. 18

66Sets teacher standards. 16

%
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the functions of a school board than other schools where

the local school board has existed much longer. Never-

theless, Rough Rock's accomplishment is inadequate and

much more work needs to be done in this regard. Eor

everyone, it should be clear that to establish a school

board is one thing; toeducate the community on the role

and functions of the school board is quite another. Much

attention needs to be given to both whcre there is no

properly functioning school board, and to the latter where

there is a properly furctioning school board.

Question Five deals with the parents' general ap-

proval or disapproval of the school beard. With the ex-

ceptions of Rough Rock and Tempe, the reactions to this

question are mixed and ambiguous. This is in line with

- the last question where these same parents indicated a

tack of knowledge with regards to the functions of a schocil

board. It would be inconsistent for parents to approve

of school boards when they did not know what the school

boards were doing. Only Rough Rock and Tempe show a strong

approving attitude toward the school board.

The next question deals with how the parents felt

about local control itself. ThiS question and the re-

sponses to it are shown in Table XIII. In connectin with

Question Six, the parents were asked to give their reasons

for their answers or responses. These reasons are tabulated

in Table XIV.

The responses shown in Tables XIII and XIV indicate
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TABLE XIV

REASONS FOR RESPONSES TO
INTERVIEW QUESTION SIX

Most Frequent Responses Per Cent So
Responding

Why?

Nazlinit_---__
So We will know more about what IS

going on at the school. 27
Because we want to and it is our right. 20

It is our children who attend the school. 10

We are concerned about our children's
education. 10

Ma raflIMLKILLLi

We can improve the school. 27
Because we want to and it is our right. 22

Manv Farms (Public),:

We can improve the school. 28

Because we want to and it is our right. 22

So we will know more about what is going
on at the school. I7.

We are capable of running the school. 17

So we could teach our chiidren our own
language and culture. II

Kaventa:

We can improve the school
It is our children who attend the school.

22
18

Rough Rock:

We can improve the school. 28

It is our children who attend the school. 21

The students respond better, to the school. 12

Because we want to and it is our right. 10
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TABLE XIV (continued)

MoSt Frequent Responses Per Cent So
Responding

Tempe:

We have a school board for this.

Why not?

18

Nazlini:

We are not qualified for this. 10

yaLly Farms (BIA:

The school is going well as it is.

Many Farms (Public):

The school is going well as it is.

Kayenta:

(No answers above ten per cent because only
4% answered no.)

(No answers above ten per cent because only
5% answered no.)

Terz_re:

We are not qualified for that.

14

25



without any doubt that Navajos do want locally controlled

schools. Seventyeight per cent of all Navajo parents

questioned responded "yes" to the question above. The

responses also indicate a great amount of confidence in

their ability to control and direct their own schools. If

the history of Navajo education is to teach us anything,

it should remind us that, even though Navajos indicate a

strong desire to control their own schools, Navajo parents

might reject locally controlled schools if they were

imposed upon them without their consentor approval.

The responses of the Tempe group indicate a mis

understanding of the question. The question meant local

control as it ideally exists in most public schools. Many

of the parents thought the question meant local control to

a much greater degree than through a representative board

of education. They were probably confusing policymaking

and administration.

Question Seven is concerned with parentteacher re

lations. The question attempts to determine how many

parents are acquainted with the teachers of their children,

where the/ met, and whether the parents would like to meet

the teachers if they have not.

The results of this question, shown in Table XV, indi

cate that the strongest parentteacher
relations are at

Tempe. This is rather natural because at Tempe the parents

and teachers share a similar cultural, social, racial and

7 2
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linguistic background. Among Navajos there is usually a

large cultural, social, racial, and lincuistic gulf be

tween parents and teachers. This gulf, rather than lending

justification for the lower number of parentteacher

acquaintances, points to a greater need for more parent

teacher cooperation and communication. In any case, the

fact that 93 per cent of the parents at Tempe know their

child's teacher is impressive and very commendable. It is

not likely that that figure could be matched by many sub

urban schools. The reason for this high figure, as will

soon be pointed out, is the many scheduled parentteacher

conferences at the schools in Tempe.

Among the Navajo parents, only those at Kayenta and

Rough Rock showed a substantial number of acquaintances

between parents and teachers. At Rough Rock 24 per cent

of the parents met their child's teacher during a visit to

the home by the teacher. The public school at Kayenta

has also instigated a home visiting program cn part of

teachers, and 20 per cent of the Kayenta parents said

they met their child's teacher during a home visit. In

the communities where there were no home visits by teachers,

few parents knew their child's teacher. This indicates

that it is necessary for the school to lead out in im

proving parentteacher relations in Navajo schools and

communities.

Question Eight is concerned with visits to the class

room by parents. First, the question tries to determine

74
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if parents feel they are welcome in the classroom; and

secondly, if they are welcome, how many have actually made

such a visit.

The results above are again very revealing. The parent

teacher conferences at Tempe are the reason that so many

parents are acquainted with their child's teacher. The

parents at both Kayenta and Rough Rock feel more welcome

to visit the school classrooms, and, accordingly, more of

them have made such visits. This also relates back to the

previous question which showed that teachers from these

two schools had made more visits to the homes of the parents.

Home visits by the teacher thus seem to make the parent feel

more welcome at the school and encourage parents to visit

the school. Again, this points to home visits as the be

gioning of better parentteacher relations in Navajo edu

cation, and both Rough Rock and the Monument Valley Public

Schools at Kayenta are to be commended in this regard.

Question Nine concerns what the parents know about

the school curriculum.

The responses listed in Taule XVII illustrate the

typical Navajo view of schooling. It is a process by which

students learn to speak, read, and write English\vd to

count and manipulate numbers. The Navajo name for school,

"oltal," means the place where reading and counting takes

place. Only at Rough Rock do parents see the school as

substantially breaking this tradition by the teaching of

Navajo language and culture.



TABLE XVII

RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW QUESTION NINE:
WHAT DO YOUR CHILDREN

LEARN AT SCHOOL?

Most Frequent Responses Per Cent So
Responding

Nazlini:

I don't know
Reading and writing
English
Arithmetic
Art

Many Farms (SIA):

I don't know.
Reading and writing

50
4o
13
10
10

59
32

,Many Farms (Public),:

I don't know 50
Reading and writing 44
Social skills 1!

I don't know 44
Reading and writina 32

English 26

Sports and physical education 12

Vocational skills 10

Rough Rock:

Navajo culture and language 50

Reading and writing 33

I don't know .31

Core academic subjects 26

English 21
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TABLE XVII (continued)

Most Frequent Responses Per Cent So
Responding

Tempe:

Core academic subjects 85

Social skills 40

Good citizenship
20
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The parents at Tempe show the broadest and most in-

tensive knowledge of the school curriculum. This is true

because all of them have had many years of schooling,

whereas most of the Navajo parents have not hart the oppor-

tunity of schooling. The responses of less than ten per

cent (not listed above),designating various individual

subject areas indicatelthat tile Navajo parents at Rough

Rock and 'Kayenta-ire the best informed with regard to

the school curriculum.

In all the Navajo groups, the "I don't know" responses

are much too numerous. These pp,rents really know that

their children are learning to read, write and spepk

English and probably to count. What they are really

saying is that the school, white man's education, and

their children are so far removed from them that they just

feel ignorant or unsure of what it is all about. This

means that the content and purposes of schooling have never

been communicated to these parents in a way that they can

fully understand and accept it. It is significant that

Rough Rock has the fewest number of "I don't know" re-

sponses, but even at Rough Rock there is much room for

improvement.

The message to educatOrs from Navajo parents in re-

; i

sponse to Question Ten ls very clear. The responses are

provided in Table XVIII.

Navajo parents view education with one central hope

in mind: better jobs and a hi.gher standard of living for

73
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TABLE XVIII

RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW QUESTION TEN:
WHAT SHOULD YOUR CHILDREN LEARN

IN SCHOOL THAT THEY ARE
NOT NOW LEARNING?

Most Frequent Fesponses
Per Cent So
Responding

Nazlini:

Vocational skills
Navajo language and culture
I don't know

Manv Farms (BIA):

I don't know
Vocational skills
Social skills

yany_FAL22_112221121:-

40
27
13

64
27
14

I don't know
50

Vocational skills
28

Navajo language and culture
17

Kayenta:

Vocational skills
74

I don't know
26

More art
10

Roucth Rock:

I don't know
73

Vocational skills
27

Tempe:

I don't know
Sex education

47
1 I

80
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their children. In the first forty interviews done, the

parents were asked why they send their children to school.

Of these first forty parents interviewed, thirty-five or

eighty-eight per cent, said they sent their children to

school in order for them to get tood jobs when they get

older. This is a very pragmatic view of schooling, but

one which is valid and one which ought to be followed more

closely. One of the first major changes in the curriculum

at Rough Rock that came completely on the initiative of

the local school board was the addition of various programs

and classes in vocational areas. It is also clear that

Navajo parents want vocational training to begin, not in

junior or senior high school, but in elementary school

because the schools involved in the study are elementary

schools. Many of theparents pointed with frustration and

disappointment to high school graduates without skills with

which to gain employment.

Question Eleven concerns instruction in Navajo culture

at the school. No other question in the entire interview

found as much agreementamong the parents as this question

did. The responses shown in Table XIX make it clear that

the idea of teaching Navajo culture at.the school is a

popular one. The parents were also able to give very good

reasons for wanting thisin the curriculum. The main reasons

listed by the parents were (I) to understand and appre-

ciate their heritage, (2) to know and be proud of who they

are, (3) to get al.ong better among their own people, and

21



T
A
B
L
E
 
X
I
X

R
E
S
P
O
N
S
E
S
 
T
O
 
I
N
T
E
R
V
I
E
W
 
Q
U
E
S
T
I
O
N
 
E
L
E
V
E
N
:
 
D
O
 
Y
O
U
T
H
I
N
K

Y
O
U
R
 
C
H
I
L
D
R
E
N
 
S
H
O
U
L
D
 
L
E
A
R
N
 
A
B
O
U
T

T
H
E
 
N
A
V
A
J
O
 
W
A
Y
 
O
F
 
L
I
F
E

A
T
 
S
C
H
O
O
L
?

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s

N
a
z

M
a
n
y

M
a
n
y

R
o
u
g
h

l
i
n
i

F
a
r
m
s

F
a
r
m
s

K
a
y
e
n
t
a

R
o
c
k

T
e
m
p
e
*

B
I
A

P
u
b
l
i
c

Y
e
s

N
o

N
o
t
 
s
u
r
e

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

0 0
0

9
0
/
0

0
8

0
2

1
0
0
%

8
5
%

0
I
I

0

*
T
e
m
p
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 
w
e
r
e
 
a
s
k
e
d
 
a
 
s
l
i
g
h
t
l
y

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
:

D
o
 
y
o
u
 
t
h
i
n
k

s
c
h
o
o
l
s
 
f
o
r
 
I
n
d
i
a
n
s
,
 
S
p
a
n
i
s
h
 
A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n
s
,

a
n
d
 
N
e
g
r
o
s
 
s
h
o
u
l
d
 
t
e
a
c
h
 
t
h
e
s
e

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n

a
b
o
u
t
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
o
w
n
 
c
u
l
t
u
r
e
,
 
l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
,
 
a
n
d
 
h
i
s
t
o
r
y
?



76

(4) it is essential for them to know both cultures,

Question Twelve is a companion question to Question

Eleven. It concerns Navajo language instruction instead

of Navajo culture. Again the response, as shown in Table XX,

is strongly positive for the addition of Navajorelated items

into the school program. It should be remembered, however,

that many Navajo parents rejected this when it was imposed

upon them in limited degrees. It is likely many and maybe

most Navajos would again rejet this if it were nut done

under their direction and control. Thus it is my vpinion

that instruction in Navajo language and culture can only

be successful when it is developed and done within the

framework of local control.

The last question asked all six groups of parents

concerns the local school administration. The responses,

listed in table XXI, indicate that Bryon Tsinnijinnie (a

Navajo) at Nazlini and Bob Roessel at Rough Rock were the

best known in the communities served by the various schools.

In all the other cases except Tempe, less than half the

persons knew the principal of the school. Such ignorance

of the school principal indicates a lack of exchange,

interchange, and cooperation between the schools and the

communities served by them.

A corollary question asked those parents who knew the

principal was to rate the performance of the principal. The

responses shown in table XXII indicate that only the prin

cipal at Rough Rock iS ratea clearly positive by a large

sa
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majority of the local parents. All the others are around

the twenty-five per cent mark. This indicates that the

principal or head of the school at Rough Rock at the time

of the interviews (Bob Roessel) made a strong effort to

relate the school program to the local people and to get

their approval and direction.

Along with the thirteen questions and responses arready

discussed, there were a number of other questions asked to

only part of the parents. ,These questions were added for

various reasons. Many were either added too late to be

asked of some groups or were only appropriate for some of

the groups. Some questions were added by local school

officials for their own interest and not designed for com-

parative purposes.

Several questions concerned the attitude of parents

toward dormitories and their operation. The parents at

Nazlini and Kayenta were asked whether they preferred a

dormitory school or a public day school. The responses

to this question are hardly conclusive. They typify the

confusion about Navajo attitudes toward dormitories. At

Kayenta, where theparents were sending their children

to public school, only 20 per cent of the parents preferred

dormitories. At Nazlini, which is a boarding school, 97

per cent of the parents preferred dormitories. In under-

standing these conflicting responses, it must be remembered

that the parents interviewed at Kayenta live within a milal

of a good or pav.ed road, while those at' Nazlini do not rive
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TABLE XXIII

RESPONSES TO ADDED QUESTION A; WOULD
YOU RATHER HAVE YOUR CHILDREN
ATTEND A DAY SCHOOL OR LIVE

IN A DORMITORY?

Responses Nazlini Kayenta

Day school

Dormitory

No preference

97

3

52%

20

28

gg
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near good roads. In addition, the parents at Kayenta

generally have a little more education and money than those

at Nazlini.

It probably could be said that Navajo parents prefer

day schools when the roads permit the successful operation
of busses, have enough money to feed their children through

the winter and to pay for textbooks, lunches and other fees,

and are given the chance to make the choice themselves.

It is likely that poorer Navajo families would prefer public
schools if they were given some kind of assistance in

handling the extra burden on their budget. Thus Navajo

parents prefer either day or boarding schools depending on

the situation in which they find themselves.

Parents at Nazlini, Many Farms (Boarding), and Rough

Rock were asked if they liked the idea of parents working

in the dormitories on a rotation basis. The responses,

shown in Table XXIV, are consistent and conclusive, except

for the Many Farms group. The reasons parents at Many

Farms mentioned for rejecting this idea was that (1) the

students would not obey them, (2) they were not qualified,

(3) it would create conflicts with the school staff, and

(4) the BIA doesn't need our help. This sounds like the

BIA has convinced these parents that they are, in fact, an

obstacle in the education of their children, not a con
tributor. -This was the song anf) jargon of the BIA for many

years, and it see ms some Navajo parents were conVinced.

RS)
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TABLE XXIV

RESPONSES I'd ADDED QUESTION B: DO YOU THINK

IT IS GOOD FOR PARENTS TO WORK
IN THE DORMITORY ON A

ROTATION BASIS?

Responses Naz
lini*

Many
Farms
'BIA*

Rough
Rock

Yes

No.

I don't know

94%

3

3

36%

55

9

90%

5

5

*Note: The question asked at Nazlini and Many Farms

was: Do you think it would be good for parents to work in

the dormitory on a rotation basis?

g
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A third question concerning the dormitory operation

asked the parents about how they felt about their children

coming home every weekend. It will be remembered that in

the past nearly all Navajo children never came home during

the school year without running away from school. In recent

years, schools within fifty miles of the homes of the

children have let them go home more often. This question

concerns weekend visits by children attending schools in

their home community.

The answers, shown in Table XXV, indicate clearly that

Navajos want the opportunity to have their children at home

every weekend. It is hoped that schools not following this

policy will soon do so. After all, the children belong to

their parents, not to the school.

The parents at Kayenta were asked to identify the

differences between public schools and 61A schools. The

responses to tills question are listed in their entirety in

Table XXVI.

These responses show a preference for the public school,

but it must be remembered that the parents interviewed have

their children in the public school and thus are likely to

have a tendency to prefer it. About onefourth of the

parents could not identify any important differences, but

the majority were able to perceive many important and ac

curate differences.

The parents at Rough Rock were asked to identify dif

ferences between the demonstration school and other schools.
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TABLE XXV

RESPONSES TO ADDED QUESTION C: IS IT GOOD
FOR YOUR CHILDREN TO COME

HOME OM THE WEEKENDS?

Responses Naz-
1 I ni

Many
Farms
B1A

Rough
Rock

Yes 94% 82% 95%

No 0 18 5

Best every two weeks 3 0 0

Sometimes 3 0 0
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TABLE XXVI

RESPONSES TO ADDED QUESTION D: hOW IS ThE
PUBLIC SCHOOL AT KAYENTA DIF
FERENT FROM BIA SCHOOLS?

Responses Per Cent So
Responding

Public schools bus the children daily.

The public school has better methods of
instruction. 16

There is little difference. 14

The public school students learn at home-
as well as at school. 12

I don't know. 12

BIA has better discipline. 8

Public school is- more cosmopolitan. 4

Public school students have to pay for their
books, lunches, etc. 4

Children learn more at public school. 2

They have different policies. 2

Public school goes to higher grades. 2

BIA has better instruction. 2

Promotion in BIA schools is continuous. 2

BIA schools have existed longer. 2

9 3
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All the responses to this question are provided in Table

XVII. These answers strongly indicate that the parents at

Rough Rock are pretty well aware of how the school is dif

ferent from other schools. The responses to both this

question and the preceding one show that Navajo parents

are aware of the different kinds of schools serving them,

and are well prepared to make intelligent choices con

cerning educational approaches and school programs if given

the opportunity.

The final question* of the kind presente-d in this

second group concerns the preference of the parents at

Rough Rock for a continuation of the demonstration school

or a return to BIA control. The results are shown in

Table XXVIII.

The parents were also asked to give their reasons

for their preferences, shown in Table XXIX. These re

sponses speak for themselves. The Rough sock parents want

the demonstration school to continue for the many reasons

listed in Table XXIX.

A summary and the overall conclusions to be drawn

from this data will not be presented here, but will be

left for the final chapter. The next chapter will re

late andcompare other research done at Rough Rock and

elsewhere with the data obtained in this study. The

*There were several other questions of this kind, but

they are left out here either because they did not prove

to be good questions or the responses were insignificant.
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TABLE XVII

RESPONSES TO ADDED QUESTION E: HOW IS THE
DEMONSTRATION SCHOOL DIFFERET

FROM SIA AND PUBLIC
SCHOOLS?

Responses Per Cent So
Responding

Instruction in Navajo language and
culture. 71%

The school sponsors an arts and crafts
program. 45

The school is locally controlled through
a board of education. 38

The demonstration school has a rotating
dorm parent program. 29

The school employs local uneducated
Navajos. 22

Children are permitted to go home every
weekend. 17

I don't know. 7

Children seem to be more at ease at the
school. 3

Parents are encouraged to visit, eat, and
stay at the school. 3

There is no difference. 3

The school sponsors community activities
and dinners. 2

The children have too many 'privileges and
are poorly disciplined. 2

9 5
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TABLE XVII (continued)

Responses
Per Cent So
Responding

Horses are available for students at
the school.

Navajo supervisors

Different educational techniques.

2%

2

2
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TABLE XXVIII

RESPONSES TO ADDED QUESTION Fl WOULD YOU
PREFER TO HAVE THE DEMONSTRATION
SCHOOL CONTINUE AT ROLGH ROCK
OR WOULD YOU RATHER HAVE A
BIA SCHOOL AT ROUGH ROCK?

Responses Per Cent So
Responcang

Prefer Rough Rock Demonstration School

Prefer BIA school

Like both .

I don't know

87%

3

7

3

9 7
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TABLE XXIX

REASONS FOR ANSWERS TO ADDED QUESTION F:

WHY DO YOU PREFER THE ROUGH
ROCK DEMONSTRATION SCHOOL?

Responses
Per. Cent So
Responding

The school-teaches the Navajo langlaa]me

and culture.

This is a N'avajo school which be-long-7s

to us and tries to serve us.

40

36

A 6IA school would separate itself from

the community and lure the interests

of the children away from their homes. 23-

The uneducated would lose their jobs under
24

BIA control.

The demonstration school is better and the

children learn more.

We woUld lose the arts and crafts program
under the BIA.

29

24

If the school continues to go weil, why

stop it?
7

Children can come home every weekend. 3

My children enjoy attending the demonstration

school.
2

98
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CHAPTER V

RELATED RESEARCH

There have been tmo other major studies and numerous

minor studies ame observations conducted at Rough Rock

duriaa its first three years of operation (1966-1969).

One af the major studies was done by Donald Erickson and

Henri etta Schwartz af the University of Chica g0.60 The

other major study was done by John V. Begay, Samuel

Billisor, Herbert Blatchford, Sr., and Henry D. Gatewood,

11.61 These two studies greatly contrast with each other;

and, therefore, provide interesting comparisons with the

research presented in this thesis.

Donalcl Erickson and Henrietta Schwartz were both

non-Navajos who had little or no acquaintance with Navajos

or Navajo culture before beginning their study. By contrast,

the other team of four researchers were all Navajos and

highly familiar with Navajo culture and the problems of

Navajo education. The interests of the Chicago team in

60Donald A. Erickson and Henrietta Schwartz, "Com-
munity School at Rough Rock, An Evaluation for the Office
of Economic Opportunity" (Chicago: Mimeographed by authors,
April, 1969).

61 Samuel W. Biilison, John Y. Begay, Herbert Blatchford,
St.., and Henry D. Gatewood, II, "Navajo Zvaluators Look at
the Rouah Pock Demonstrati'on School" (Rough Rock, Arizona:
Rough Rock Demonstration School, June 1, 1969).

100
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Navajo adm,T,z-c-Jon were, however sincere, iimited and tran

sitory, wifrTlre the four Navajos have worked for better edu

cation fur :gatrajos for many years and their future lies

in the same:- vt-iture.

The ChTccago team was authorized and funded by the

Office of 2.-----,QTYkomic Opportunity, a major funding agency

of the Roarz:' BoDck Demonstration School. The Navajo team

was authord and funded by the Rough Rock school

itself. Ths Chicago team had over $50,000 for their study

and took nearly a year to complete it. The Navajo team

had less tham a thousand dollars and completed their study

in less than- a month.

The Chica-go team attempted to meet as many of the

requirement&-r-or "scientific" and "objective" research

as possible,.°1- while the Navajo team took a more humanistic

approach to-their study.63 It was claimed that the more

humanistic s-tudy done by the Navajos was closer to the

Navajo way of doing things.

The Navajo team talked to and interviewed everyone

in the language they understood, and they conducted all

their interviews themselves. The director and assistant

director of the Chicago team spent most of their time

talking to *pmNavajos and a few Navajos who could speak

English fair-Us well. They hired Navajos to interview the

Navajos and to report to them in English what the Navajos

62Erick800 and Schwartz, OD. Cit., pp. 1.1 .15.

63Billison et. al., Opl-, :cit., p. 2!.

101
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said ln the interviews. In terms of language, race, and

culture, the Navajo team were in a much better position

to communicate with the people concerned. Conversely, the

Chicago team had a time advantage: that is, they spent

more time at the school and with the people. Whether one

advantage offsets the other is open to speculation. There

are many other contrasts in the two studies but these are

probably the most important and illustrate the major trends

and emphases of each study.

Both the Chicago team and the Navajo team attempted

to evaluate the entire operation at Rough Rock. Because

the study here focused only on community-school relations

as evidenced by interviews with parents, only the findings

with regard to community-school relations of the other

two studies will be considered. The study by the Chicago

team more closely resembles in design the research reported

in this thesis, and the discussion here will begin with a

comparison of the research of the Chicago team and that

reported in the preceding chapter.

The Chicago team employed Navajos to interview parents

at Rough Rock and parents of children attending three other

schools. Of the thirteen questions used in all the 223

interviews previously reported, seven were used by the

Chicago team. In addition, four of the corollary questions

were used in both studies. Because both studies have been

and will continue to be accused of bias, these questions

common to both studies would seem to provide a good check
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V

or means of cross-validation. Such cross-validation checks

can be done with the parents at Rough Rock, but not so

well at the other places.

The Chicago team was furnished with a list of those

parents at Rough Rock who had been interviewed in the study

reported here (henceforth, the Witherspoon study). The

Chicago team randomly selected pupils for their study and

decided to interview the parents, who had not been inter-

viewed previously, of the randomly selected pupils. This

gave them thirty-one parent couples to be interviewed.64

This number is roughly comparable to the twenty-eight

interviewed in the first group of interviews at Rough Rock

in the winter of 1966-67 and the 30 interviewed in the

summer of 1967. The eighty-five parents interviewed repre-

sents nearly two-thirds of the parent couples sending

children to the Rough Rock school. On this basis, there

is no reason to suspect that the two studies should have

obtained significantly different responses to the same

questions.

Outside of Rough Rock the possibilities of comparison

and cross-validation become more difficult. The Wither-

spoon study conducted interviews at Nazlini, Many Farms,

and Kayenta. The Chicago study conducted interviews at

Rock Point, Chinle, and areas surrounding Chinle.65The

schools in the Witherspoon study were the local BIA boarding

64Erickson and Schwartz, op. cit., pp. 1.9-10.

651bid., 0. 3.9.

03
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school at Nazlini, the public school at Many Farms, the

BIA school at Many Farms, and the public school at Kayenta.

The Chicago study included the BIA schools at Chinle and

Rock Point and the public school at Chinle.66

The interviews at Rock Point should be roughly com-

parable to the interviews at Nazlini. Both are local BIA

boarding schools of long existence and with principals

oriented to positive community-school relations. Both

schools have relatively active education committees 'or

school boards. However, the Navajo principal at Nazlini

had only been on the job one year as compared to seven

years for the principal at Rock Point. In addition, the

Rock Point school is a much more special school in the

BIA system than is the schoo! at Nazlini.67 As such, the

Rock Point school is more comparable to Rough Rock than

Nazlini. In any case, both Rock Point and Nazlini* repre-

sent the cream of the crop in terms of community-school

relations in BIA education.

Added to the fact that the schools at Rock Point and

Nazlini are not truly comparable is the fact that the

parents interviewed.at Rock Point do not represent a good

random sample. Because of bad weather conditions, the

Chicago team was only able to interview seVenteen of the

661bid.' P- 3.10.

67Ib1d., p. 1.7.

*It might be pointed out here that the school at
Nazlini was selected by Bureau officials at Chinle for
the Witherspoon study.'

104
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twentyeight parents in their random sample.68 The ones

they missed lived in places more difficult to reach and

for that reason would have likely been less involved in

and knowledgeable about the school. All of these reasons

suggest that the responses at Rock Point might not truly

represent the situation at Rock Point and.certainly would

not necessarily be expected to be comparable to the re

sponses at Nazlini or Rough Pock.

The interviews done by the Chicago team at Chinle with

parents sending their children to the public school are

most closely comparable to the interviews of the Wither

spoon study with parents of public school students in the

Many Farms and Kayenta areas. Even though the Chinle and

Many Farms areas and communities are different, they are

adjacent and their schools belong to the same school system.

This school system has been noted for its problems in

communityschool relations.69 Therefore, the responses

of the Many Farms parents should be closer to the Chinle

responses than those of the Kaventa parents.

The problem in comparing the responses of parent of

public school children at Many Farms and Chinle is again

one of sampling, The Chicago study made a specific attempt

to exclude the more acculturated parents,7° while the

Witherspoon study made no such attempt. The sampling in

68Ibid., P. 3.10.

691bid., p. 3.1-6.

70Ib1d., p. I.".

10.5



99

the Witherspoon study at Many Farms was not as precise as

it was in the other areas and a smaller number (18) of

parents were interviewed. The Chicago team only inter

viewed nine parents of Chinle Public School students71

and that is an extremely small sample of students from such

an enormous school system. Therefore, neither the Wither

spoon interviews nor the Chicago interviews could claim

to truly represent paxent opinion in the Chinle Public

School District and cannot necessarily be expected to be

similar to each other.
-

The interviews by the Chicago team of parents of

children attending the Chinie Board School should be

roughly comparable to thor,e of parents of students at the

Many Farms Boarding School conducted by the Witherspoon

study. The two schools are both large boarding schools

drawing students from distant as well as nearby pOints.

The Chicago team excluded al-1 parents from the local Chinle

area and focused on parents from the more distant points.72

The Witherspoon study interviewed only parents living in

the Many Farms area and excluded the parents living at

more distant points. Added to this problem is the fact that

the Chicago team was only able to interview eleven of the

twentyeight parents in their sample for the Chinle

Boarding School. 73

71Ibid., P- 3.10.

72Ibid., p. 1.10.

73Ibid., p. 3.10. 106
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This information indicates that the only truly com-

parable results for the purposes of cross-validation

between the Chicago study and the Witherspoon study are

those from the Rough Rock area. At Rough sock, the sampling

was random and sufficient. The Chicago study was a_ year

to two years later, but, in most other ways, it was

similar to the Witherspoon study. Therefore, where the

questions were similar the responses should be somewhat

similar. With this rather lengthy introduction, a com-

parison of the actual responses to similar questions will

follow.

The first question in the Witherspoon study Was one

of those used in the Chicago study. The results of each

are compared in Table XXX with the schools which should be

relatively comparable.

The Chicago study only used the first response of

the p-arents and ignored the rest of the responses. The

Witherspoon study utilized all responses. This explains

why there is substantial agreement on the most frequent

responses and why there are more responses from the Wither-

spoon groups. Considering this factor, the responses are

strongly similar with the exception of the Rock Point

group emphasizing good education and the Nazlini group

emphasizing good care.

The second question of the Witherspoon study and a

companion to the first was also used by the Chicago study.

The results of both are compared in Table XXXI.

1O7
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TABLE XXX

RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW QUESTION ONE COMPARED
TO RESULTS OF CHICAGO STUDY:* WHAT

00 YOU LIKE ABOUT THE SCHOOL
youn CHILD ATTENDS?

Responses Per Cent So Responding

Chicago,. Witherspoon
Study(4 Study

Rough
Rock

Rough
Rock

Instruction in both cultures
and languages

Arts and crafts program
67
0

60
35

Community programs 0 31
Employment for local people 7 31
Local control 4 12
Good education in general 11 9
No response or criticism 7 5

. Rock Nazlini
Point

Good education in general 71 13
Good care for children 6 57
School is close to home 0 47
Learning both English and Navajo 12 0

74Ibid., p. 3.38.

*The reader may note that categories of answers es
sentially the same in both studies but under different titles
(such as "child is taught how to behave" and "good discipline")
have been categorized together under the simplest, shortest
title. Also, the per centage points in the Chicago study
have been rounded off to the closest whole. The responses
in the Witherspoon study shown here sometimes include some
responses (under ten per cent ones) which were not presented
earlier. This is in accordance with the attempt at compar
ison. All responses of over ten per cent in one study or
the other are listed.

1 08
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Responses
Per Cent So Resoonding

Chicago
Study

Witherspoon
Study

Chinle Many Farms
BIA

Good education in general 64 64
Good care for children 18 32
Good discipline 9 23
Children like the school 0 18

Chinle Manv Kay.
Public Farms enta

Public Public

Good'education in aeneral 44 39 38
Good care for children II 0 4
Good teachers 0 17 2

Children like the school 0 22 2

Comments not clearly positive
or negative 44 11 16

Good administration 0 0 20

109
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TABLE XXXI

RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW QUESTION -MO COMPAREJ WITH
TI-E RESULTS OF THE CHICAGO STUDY: WHAT

DON'T YOU LIKE ABOUT THE
SCHOOL YOUR CHILD

ATTENDS?

Responses

Per Cent So Responding

Chicagp
Studyt

Witherspoon
Study

Rough Rouoh
Rock Rock

No complaint 52 66

Poor care of children* 22 0v

Content of teaching 7 10

No complaint
Poor care of children

Rock
Point

53
35

Chinle
BIA

Nazlini

53
27

,Many F.:arms
BIA

No complaint 64 86

Poor care of children 18 14

Lack of communication between
school and parent 18 0

751bid., p. 3.35.

:-Toor care of children can mean anything from poor
discipline to lack of health care or mistreatment of the

children.
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TABLE XXXI (continued)

'Responses

Per Cent So Responding

Chicago
Study

Witherspoon
Study

Chinle
Public

Mahv Kay,
Farms enta
Public Public

No complaint 78 28 48

Poor care of children 22 44 36

Bussihg in the winter 0 22 16

They do not teach Navajo
language and culture 22
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Again these results are very similar in the most

frequent responses The only group of parents who really

complained were the Many Farms parents who send their

children to the public school. Most of these complaints

concerned the mistreatment of children. It is wellknown

that such complaints existed in the Chinle Public School

District. For some reason, the Chicago study did not draw

out these complaints, but they only interviewed nine parents

in this group. In any case, the overall results continue

to show a high degree of similarity.

Question Three of the Witherspoon study was also used

in the Chicago study. The responses to this question in

the two studies are compared in Table XXXII. These results

are so similar it is hard to believe. The similarity is

probably due to the fact that this is a simple, factual

question, drawing mostly "yes" and "no" answers. The

corollary question to Question Three is listed in Table

XXXIII.

The responses in Table XXXIII are again very similar

for this simple, factual question. The Chicago study

shows the Rough Rock parents to be better informed with

regard to the school board than does the Witherspoon study.

This slight difference is probably due to the timing

factor. In both cases, Rough Rock parents are shown to be

much better informed with regard to the school board than

any of the others. This is strong evidence to support

the view that the Rough Rock board is a more important
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RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW QUESTION THREE COMPARED WITH
THE RESULTS OF THE CHICAGO STUDY: DOES THE

SCHOOL YOUR CHILD ATTENDS HAVE. A
SCHOOL BOARD (OR EDUCATION

COMMITTEE)?

Responses

Per Cent So Responding

Chicago Witherspoon
Study76 Study

Yes
No
I don't know

Yes
No
I don't know

Rough Rough
Rock Rock

100 88
0 0
0 12

Rock Nazlini
Point

88 90
12 3
0 7

Chinle Many Kay-
Public Farms enta

Public F777Tic

Yes (or I think so) 56 61 60

No 33 33 20

No answer 11 0 0

I don't know
0 6 20

76Ibid., p. 3-31-
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TABLE XXXIII

RESPONSES TO COROLLARY QUESTION TO INTERVIEW
QUESTION THREE COMPAREO TO THE RESULTS

OF THE CHICAGO STUDY: WHO IS
ON THE BOARD?*

Responses

Per Cent So Responding

ChicalaQ
Studyf(

Witherspoon
Study

Knows none
Knows one
Knows two
Knows three or more

Knows none
Knows one
Knows two
Knows three or more
No answer

Knows none
Knows one
Knows two
Knows three or more
No answer

pouqh, ,Rouqh,

Rock Rock

4 19

4 0

7 2
85 79

Rock
Point

Nazlini

18 20
6 10
47 30
18 40
12 0

Chenle
Public

YALII
Farms
Public

enta
Public

33 83 84
22 6 2

II I 8

0 0 6

33 0

77Ibid.

*The Chicago study put this question slightly different:

Please name as many school board members as you can think of.

11 4
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and stronger force in the community end the school than

any of the other boards.

Another question common to both studies concerned

how well the parents knew the teachers of their children.

The figures in Table XXXIV are consistent with what is

known about the schools and their programs. A dorm parent

program and/or a teacher home visit program will greatly

increase the per centage of parents who know the teachers

of their children. Both Rough Rock and Rock Point have

dorm parent programs, although Rock Point's has not been

as continuous and extensive as that of Rough Rock. The

publid school at Kayents and Rough Rock have both had

their teachers make home visits. It is, therefore, not

surprising that these schools should rank well above the

others on this scale.

On the basis of having r,:arents work both in the dorms

and in the classrooms and having teachers visit the homes

of parents, it is surprising that Rough Rock's per centage

is only 41 in the Chicago study. Other than error in the

research process, the only explanation possible is that the

transient nature of teachers at Rough Rock and the many

changes in classroom organization and team teacling oper

ations make the identity of a child's teacher rather

obscure or unclear to parents.

A corollary questicn to the above concerns teacher

visits to the homes of their pupils. The responses to

this question are compared in Table XXXV.
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TABLE XXXIV

1Q9

RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW .11JESTION SEVEN COMPARED TO THE

RESULTS OF THE CHICAGO STUDY:
DO YOU KNO11 YOUR CHILD'S

TEACriER?

Responses

Per Cent So Responding

Chicaath
Studyta

Witherspoon
Study

.Rouqh. E2Lala
Rock .Rock

Yes
4 1 59

No
56 41

Other
4 0

Rock
Point Nazlini

Yes
59 17

No
29 83

Other
12 0

Chinfe Many
BIA Farms

BIA

Yes
No
Other

9
0u2
9

5
95
0

Chinle many Ka',y7

Public Farms enta
Public 777Tic

;

Yes
11 6 40

No
76 94 60

Other
11 0 0

78Ibid., p. 3.32, 1 B
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TABLEXXXV

RESPONSES TO COROLLARY QUESTION TO INTERVIEW
QUESTION SEVEN COMPARED IrITh THE
RESULTS OF THE CHICAGO STUDY:
HAS YOUR ChILD"S TEACnER

VISITED YOU AT HOME?

Responses
Per Cent So Responding

Chicepo
Study-79

Witherspoon
Study

Yes
No

Yes
No

Rough Rougith

Rock Rock

33 35
67 65

Rock
Point

35
65

Chinle
BIA

.Yes 9

No 91

Yes
No

Chinle
Public

Nazlini

0
100

Many Farms
BIA

5
95

Many Ka=
Farms enta
Public Public

II 0: 20
89 100 80

79Ib1d., p. 3.33.



The figures in Table XXV are consistent and com

parable with what is knowh about each school. The only

figure that might be questioned is the figure that 35 per

cent of theperents at Rock Point had been visited at home

by their child's teacher. Even allowing for the fact that

those interviewed at Rock Point lived in the most accessible

areas, it is hard to believe that the teachers have been

that active on their own in Visiting homes. As far es this

writer is aware, there is no organized program of teacher

home visrts at Rock Point. If there is, that would explain

this high figure. Otherwise, the figures seem to be

accurate and crossvalidate each _other.

The eighth question used in the WitherspoOn study was

also used in the Chicago study. This question concerns

parent visits to the classrooml; the answers are compared

in Table XXXVI.

The responses to this question are the most likely to

be in error of the entire set for both studies. There is no

specific word in Navajo for classroom and the interviewer

had to make a special effort to explain what he meant. It

is likely that the interviewers often just asked, "Ladiish

e e trib
461td gone'e yaa uniya?" Which means "Have you ever gone

inside the school?" It is also possible that some parents

just answered "yes" without paying close attention to the

intent of the question. That reaction is not uncommon for

Navajos, particularly when the question comes near the end

of a long and often dull interview. In any case, the fig,ure

118



112

TABLE XXXVI

RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW QUESTION EIGHT COMPARED
TO RESULTS OF THE CHICAGO STUDY: flAVE

YOU EVER VISITED YOldR CHILD'S
CLASSROOM?

Responses
Per Cent So Responding

Chicago
Study400

Witherspoon
Study

faLiala
Rock

Rouch
Rock

Yes 59 45
No 37 55
Other 4 0

qRock
Point Nazlini

Yes 53 30
No 47 70

Chinle Many Farms
BIA BIA

Yes 73 14

No 27 86

Chinle pany Kay-.
777117 Farms enta

Public Public

Yes 33 6 40
No 56 94 60
Other 11 o 0
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that 75 per cent of the parents of students at the Chinle

Boarding School had visited the classrooms of their children

is highly opon to question, especially considering that all

parents in the Chinle area were excluded from the sample

It would be downright astonishing if ten per cent of this

group had visited the classrooms of their children. Al
.

though the fiaures for Nazl!ni, Chinle Public and Kayenta

are also open to question, the possible error is not

obvious. The fact thst dorm parents often visit classrooms

makes the figures for Rock Pont and Rough Rock more likely

to be correct.

The responses to question ten in the Rough Rock study

seerr to contrast illosA to the responses obtained by the

Chicago team to the same question, as shown in Table XXXVII.

Beyond the "no response or nothing in particular" cate

gory, there is little correlation in the answers to this

question. The answers as reported show no particular bias

for or against Rough Rock, so bias can be ruled out as a

reason for the drfference in answers. This question is a

little tricky and the interpretation into Navajo involves a

complex sentence. Over half the parents did not answer the

question. It is an open ended question that would normally

receive many vsried answers. The researcher has to compile

the responses into categories. Somewhere along the line t:,)

differences may be accounted for, l.Dt it is impossibie

know just where nd the differnces are not important enough

to require any greater attention.
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TABLE XXXVII

RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW QUESTION TEN COMPARED TO
THE RESULTS OF THE CHIOAa-d STUDY: WHAT

SHOULD YOUR CHILD LEARN IN
SCHOOL THAT HE IS NOT

NOW LEARNIi,4G?

Responses

114

Per Cent So Responding

Chicago
Studyt1

Witherspoon
Study

No response or nothing in
particular

Child plays around too .much,
doesn't work hard enough

Vocational skills
Some specific subject

Roudh ,Rouch
Rock Rock

55 73

26
0 27

0

Rock
Point Nazlini

No response or nothing in
particular 65 13

Some specific subject 18 14

Vocational skills 0 40
Navajo language and culture 0 27
Child plays around too much 12 0

Chinle
BIA

Many Farms
BIA

No response or nothing in
particular 46 64

Vocational skills 0 27
Child plays around too much 18 0
Social skills 0 14

Some specific subject 18 0

glIbid. p. 3.37.

121



TABLE XXXVII (continued)

115

,11=0

P?sponses

Per Cent So Responding

Chicago
Study

Witherspoon
Study

Chinle Many. Kay-

Public Farms ente
Public Public

No response or nothing in
particular

67 50 26

Vocational skills
0 28 74

Navajo language and culture 0 17 8

Social skills
22 0 0
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The last question common to both studies concerns the

teaching of Navajo culture in the school program. The re

sponses to this question are shown in Table XXXVIII.

Although there seems to be a little qualification of

some sort in a small number of responses in the Chicago

the responses in all cases are so overwhelmingly positive

that there is nothing to question or doubt. The Chicago

study added a corollary to this question which produced some

interesting results, as shown in Table XXXIX.

The fact that the parents want instruction in Navajo

culture for their children and are not getting any, except

at Rough Rock and to a slight extent at Rock Point, is a

major indictment of the schools.

The Chicago study also asked the parents whether they

preferred day schools or boarding schools. As was the case

in the Witherspoon stud reported earlier, theparents of

public school students preferred day schools while the

parents of boarding school students preferred boarding

schools.
83 The parents living closest to paved roads pre

ferred day schools and the parents ;lying in the least

accessible areas preferred boarding schools. Again the two

studies seem to validate each other.

;Although the Chicago study and the Witherspoon study

wete done under the direction of two diiierent individuals,

with different levels of commitment and possibly contrasting

interests, the responses obtatned and reported seem very

83 Ibid., p. 3.39.
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TABLE XXXVIII

RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW C<WESTION ELEVEN COMPARED TO
THE RESULTS OF THE CHICAGO STUDY: DO YOU

THINK YOUR CHILD SHOULD BE TAUGHT
AT SCHOOL ABOUT THE NAVAJO

WAY OF LIFE?

Responses
Per Cent So Responding

Chicagg
Study0.,::

Wit!nerspoon
Study

Yes
No
Other

Yes
No
Other

Rough pough
Rock Rock

85 100
7 0
7

Rock
Point Nazlini

88 100
0 0

12

Chinle
BIA

MLaYLEaLat
BIA

Yes 73 100
No 9 0
Other 18 0

Chia1e yany Kay---
Public Farms enta

PubiTc 757Tic

Yes
,

No
Other

73
0

22

100
0
0

90
0u
2

p. 3.36.



TABLE XXXIX

RESPONSES TO THE QL,ESTION OF THE CHICAGO STUDY:
IS IT BEING TAUGHT AT YOUR SCHOOL?

118

Responses Per Cent So Responding

Rough
Rock

Rock
Point

Chinle
SIA

Chinfe
Public

Yes 96 41

No 0 4 1 82 89

Don't know 4 18 18 1 1
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similar where they could be expected to be similar. This,

however, does not necessarily mean that both studies are

valid and truly represent the opinions of Navajo parents.

It could mean that both studies are equally invalid, al

though the similarity-adds credence to both studies. The

similarity does vouch for the honesty and integrity of all

the researchers of both studies. If a bias does exist, it

must come through in the conclusions the researchers draw

from the data, not in the data itself.

Although the report of the Chicago study is readily

available, it might be helpful to briefly mention the general

resultr of some questions which were not part of the Wither

spoon study. The Chicago study indicated that more parents

at Rough Rock had taken part in adult education programs'

than anywhere else.84

Four questions in the Chicago study attempted to get

a view of how the schools might have influenced community

attitudes and progress. In response to the question, "How

do circumstances in this community today compare with what

they were five years ago?", a higher per centage of Rough

..Rock parents answered "better" than those elsewhere.85 With

the exception of Chinle BIA, all groups had a strong majority

answering "better."

In response to the questions, "What has been done during

84Ibid., p. 3.33.

85Ibid., p. 3.47.
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the last five years to help local Navajos make more money

and live better? Who did these things?", 52 per cent of

the parents from Rough Rock said it was the local school.

None of the other schools were near this m2rk.86 In re

sponse to the question, "Is there much that local Navajos

can do to make things better?",75 per cent of the Rough

Rock parents answered "yes." The closest to this was the

Chinle Public 3zhool group, of whom 67 per cent answered

"yes." The per centages for Rock Point and Chinle BIA

were 35 and9 respectively.87 The results of these two

questions strongly indicate that the school at Rough Rock

has improved the lives Gf the people et Rough Rock and

increased their selfesteem end beliefs in themselves.

Al! of the groups, except Chinl-e BIA, felt that things

would be better five years from now. Most wanted more jots

specifically, while the Rough Rock parents emphasized the

need for better roads. 88 More parents at Rough Rock and

Rock Point could think of people at the school whom most

Navajos liked that could parents elsewhere.89 Likewise,

more parents at Rough Rock and Rock Point could think of

persons at the school whom they disliked.9° This indicates

86-Ibid., p. 3.49.

87Ibid., p. 3.50.

88Ibid., p.

89Ihid., p.

90Ibid.
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more interaction between the school staff and the community

t Rough Rock and Rock P int than elsewhere.

A though about half the parents from Rough Rock and

Rock Point, c-mpared to 22 per cent a Chinle Public, felt

the school board members were interested in their opinions,91

only about one in six of both groups had actually talked

with board members about education.9-' When asked if the

chool board had final sy-so on what is done at the school

over 50 oer cent of all parents said "yes "93 Over half the

parents at Chinle Public said their children had learned

things at school which had made them disrespectful to their

parents or made their parents feel sad. No other group

was above the one-third mark on this question, although

Rough Rock was closest to it.

The Chicago study also had one general approval-

disapproval question which drew some significant results.

The question was, "Is the school following what most Navajos

want for their children?" An overwhelming 96 per cent of

the parents at Rough Rock answered this question affirma-

tively. The per centage at Rock Point was 799 67 at Chinle

Public, and only 20 per cent at Chinle BIA. 9 5 The results

1 bid., p. 3.25.

92Ihid.

p. 3.36.

p. 3.34.
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of this question clearly indicate how the people of Rough

Rock feet about their school. It is unfortunate that the

Chicago team did notpay more attention to h_w the community

people felt about their school and less attention to minor

and major problems of inefficient administration and oper-

ation. The data from parent interviews conducted by the

Chicago sta f and/or the data collected from the Wither-

spoon study simply do not support many of the conclusions

of the Chicago team. Those ccnclusions will not be reported

here but are readily avail bfe.96 The preface to their on-

clusions indicates th t the Chicago team was not clear and

sure about whether their data supported their conclusions:

We should reiterate at this point that
unequivocal evidence is difficult to ob-
tain on questions of the type considered
in this chapter. In drawing conclusions,
we acknowledge that other interpretations
are possible and in many cas2s plausible.
What follows is the picture we consider
most warranted by the data.97

In the final chapter of this thesis, a su mary

conclusions to be drawn from the d te will be made. It

will be for the reader to decide whether the data collected

this study and related studies warrant the conclusions

drawn. The major differences in the study presented here

and the Chicago study are not basical:y differences in

data obtained; the differences are in the conclusions drawn

from the data.

961bi", p 3.51-5

97Ib1d., p. 3.51.

$ 9.1-10.
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Jiaving cowleted a lengthy compsrson between the

Chicago study and the one reported here, the next task is

to take a look at the study done by the Navajo team. The

many contrasts between the research done by the Navajo

team and the Chicago study h ve already been discussed,

general, the Navajo research was a ,_ubjective, humanistic

evaluation done by those who were best able to communicate

with the people and understandthe sit'ation.

The school board at Rough Rock wanted an eval ation by

NaVajOs for several reasons. One reason was that the non

Navajo evaluators hsd spent most of their time with the

people with whom they could best communicate. The fact

that most of the Navajo staff and community people find it

uneasy to communicate in English meant that those st ff mem

bers were not questioned equally along with the nonNavajo

staff. The board wanted to see an evaluation which empha

sized the Navajo viewpoint.98

In analyzing communityschool relations at Rough Rock,

the Navajo team focused their research on four questions:

(I) Is the community in control of the school? (2) Is

the school educating the community? (3) Oo you want the

community in control of the school? (4) Is it better for

the child to be in dormitories or at tiome09

In answering the first question concerning whether the

98Billison et. op. cit., p.

99Ib1e., p. 23.
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community was in control of the school, the Navajo tem

declared:

The strongest point in favor of community
control is that the community is definitely
in control, and control through representation on
the school board. The next emphasis is obvious
in the fact control is understood in the com-
mOnity. . . . It is very much evident that most
of the answers qu positively in favor of com-
munity control.I'v

In regard to the questi n about whether the school is

educating the community, the Navajo team made the follow ng

statement:

The strongest answer received to this question
is that the adult education program is accom-
plishing this goal. The fact that local people
have been hired as dormitory and teacher aides is
a strong factor in educating the community.
Monthly community school meetings have a great
deal to add to community education. An unequiv-
ocal "yes" in the fact of community education is

very much apparent. There is also indication
that the Navajo aim toward harmonious goals is
still very strong, andthat there is 3 positive
feeling of invfalvement in school affairs. Again
the community people have indicated an overwhel-
mingly positive attitude toward school tolc,im-
munity and community to school relations. u

In discussing the responses to the question concerning

whether the respondent desired community control, the Navajo

evaluators stated that two-thirds of the responses favored

community contro1.102

The responses to thp question about whether dormitory

or day schools were best brought out the same kind of re-

100Ib1d., pp. 24-25.

101Ibid., p. 25.

/°2Ibid.
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sponses as were found in the Chicago and Witherspoon studies:

The overwhelming wish of the school and com-
munity at Rough Rock is to have the children
go to school from home. The next largest
answers the need for Good roads in order to
keep the children at home. There are some
mixed feelinas about the benefits the home
has to oTfer, and this would indicate that
more time needs to lapse before the question
can be fully answered. The confusion on this
point says that most of the parents have been
educated in dormitory life, and that they do
not know nor have they experienced a better
system.133

The Navajo evaluation team al o made some general con-

clusions. They said that the people wanted "Navajo education

for Navajo children. 104 They concluded that at Rough Rock

there.was better education than elsewhere in Navajoland

because the people are involved and the school is thinking

in terms of the total community.105 The summary declaration

of the Navajo team Is thio

And what they have said, collectively, is
that community education and tribal education
are what there is to be desired. Community
education is what Navajos as well as other
tribes are working to get. Community edu-
cation is what communities desire. Community
education is a factor in keeping the community
together. It is a system that binds people
together--much stronger. It is an ideal most
looked for but most rarely achiey O. But at
Rough Rock it is being achieved.

The findings and conclusions of the Navajo evaluation

1°3I1Dfd.

10111b1d., p. 28.

1051bid.

106Ibid. pp. 28-29.
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team are in basic agreement with the findings presen'..cd ir

this thesis paper. The Navajo team concluded that the coi-

munity was in control of the school through the school

board. The CI icago study showed that 92 per cent of the

parents aL Rough Rock felt that the school board had final

"say-so." Both the Chicago s udy and Witherspoon study

showed tile Rough Rock parents to be much detter informed

concerning the existence, identity of members, nd functions

of the school board.

The Navajo evaluation team also concluded that the

school was edJcating the community. The Chicago study

showed that more Navajo parents at Rough Rock than elsewhere

had participated in adult education programs. Rough Rock

parents were on the top or close to the top on knowledge

of teachers, administrators, and the school board, had made

more cla sroom visits, and knew more things and people at

the school that they liked and disliked. The Chicago study

also showed that the school at Rough Rock had had a powerful

positive influence on community attitudes of self-confi ence

and optimism. All of this data supports the conclusion that

the school is educating the Jmmunity.

The third major question and corresponding conclusion

thwk the people did tn fact want community control.

Questioh six of the Witherspoon study showed that 85 per cent

of the parents at Rough Rock and 74 per cent elsewhere did

desire local control. The Chicago study did not focus on

this matter directly, but 96 per cent of the Rough Rock
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parents interviewed in the Chicago study stated that the

school was followina what most local Nav jos wanted for

their children.

The dormitory or day school question was a fourth area

of invv::stigation for the Navalo team. The lJavajo team

found the same pragmatic responses to this question as were

found by the other two studies. From an overall point of

view, the parents at Rough Rock seem very consistent in

their attitudes toward the demonstration school and edu

cation in general. The final chapter will attempt Lo

summarize the major points and conclusions that can be

drawn from the data collected as a part of this thesis

paper.
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CHAPTER VI

Sul ARY AND CONCLUSION

Chapter I of this thesis, four major principles of

ed cation in America were outlined and articulated. It was

pointed out that these four principles were deeproo ed in

our democra_tic beliefs in government by, of and for the

people. The task of this thesis, 2s outlined in Chapter 1,

to determine, as nearly as possible, how well the six

schools in the study are following the four traditional

princ ples of communityschool relations in American edu

cation. The Rough Rack Demonstration School is the school

of major interest in this regard, and the others are included

mostly for the purposes of comparison. To proceed with the

summary analysis, each of the four principles will be re-

-tated and discussed in the light of the data collected as

a part of this study.

The first principle communityschool relations in

American education concerns the school as an instituti

of the people:

(I) Schools are institutions of the people,
to serve the people, to respect their values
and beliefs, and to be under the control and
direction of the people whose children attend
then),

The responses of parents to the interview questions

have shown that this idea! ha-s b en m-re nearly attained
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t Rough Rock than el e here. The parents at Rough Rock

clearly know more about their school and school hoard than

those in nny of the other areas. Navajo parents want their

language and culture respected and taught and only at

Rough sock is this being done in any substantial or satis

factory way. A good majority (64%) of the parents at Rough

Rock are pleased with the local school board, whileno more

than one in four parents in the other Navajo areas were

satisfied with their local boards. A remarkable 96 per cent

of the parents at Rough R ck said they felt thaL the school

was follow;ng what most local Navajos want for their children.

The ether schools were substanti Ily lower on this question

in the Chicago study.

Even though the results of this study clearly indicate

th t the demonstration school et Rough Rock is much closer

to being a democratic institution of the people than other

schools serving Navajos, it must be remembered that the

competition is terribly weak. Against competition, some

of which do not even pretend to be institutions of the

people Rough Rock looks very strong and even Rock Point

looks good; but measured against the ideal, Rough Rock has

a good distance to go. The Chicago report discusses the

problems of Rough Rock in this regard in a way that is mis

leading but cannot be completely ignored.107 The people at

Rough Rock must not rest on their laurels or just be content

107Erickson and Sch artz, pp. cit., pp. 3.13-3.30.
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to pr_claim how much better they are than elsewhere. Like-

wise, other schools and agencies must not ignore the achieve-

ments of Rough Rock and the rights of the Navajo people to

Navajo ed.cation.

A second major principle of communi school relations

in American education concerns parental participation in

the school program:

(2) Extensive participati n of parents in

the school program is a right, an ob '-

gation, and a necessity. Schools must en-
courage and stimulate such participsti n.

The parents at Rough Rock know m re things they like

and dislike about the school and more people they like and

dislike at the school. The Rough Rock parents know more

school board memDers then parents elsewhere, and are better

informed concerning the functions of school boards than

any group of parents excet the Tempe group. The study

here shows that morc parents et Rough Rock know the teachers

of their children than any other group of Navajo parents.

More Rough Rock parents knew the principel or head of their

school than any other group of parents. The Rough Rock

parents knew much more about the school curriculum than

of the other groups of Navajo parents. Increased knowledge

of the school program is a definite by-product of parental

participation. The substantially greater knowledge of the

school prograin and personalities possessed by the Rough

Rock parents is a strong indication that parents at Rough

Rock are most closely reaching the goal of parental perti-
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cipation in the school program.

In questions dealing with actual p rticipation in one

or more aspects of the school program, parents at Rough

Rock again are on the top. More parents at Ro igh Rock thEn

elsewhere have partftipPted in adult education programs.

This study shows that more parents at Rough Rock have visic.ed

the classrooms of their children than parents elsewhere.

The figures in the Chic go study do not agree with this last

point but, as dIscuse earlier, the Chicago figures in this

regard are highly questionable, to say the least. Only the

Rock Point group matches the number of parents who have

talked with board members about education.

Ail the data mentioned aUove conclusively show that

R u h Rock parents pariicipate in their school to a much higher

degree than do Navajo or Anglo parents elsewhere. Again,

the competition is weak both in Navajo and Anglo schools.

Part of the reas n Rough Rock is so consistently high in

this area is that the Lther scho are so consistenLly

low, with a couple of exceptions at Rock Point and Tempe.

On the other hand, it takes a Rough Rock to show how terribly

little parental participation there 'is in Navajo education

and in American education in general.

A third general principle of communit -school relations

articulated in Chapter I concerns teacher-parent understanding

and cooperation:

(3) Teachers and parents have a mutual re-
sponsibility to work together to serve the



best interes,s of the child, recognizing the

basic responsibility of parents for their

children and respecting the teachings Pnd

relatiQnships formed in the home.

The data from the parent interviews on this rea is not

as extensive as it should be to draw definite conclus ons.

The data does -Mow that more parents and teachers are acquain-

ted with each other at Rough Rock than elsewhere except

Tempe.. The data also chows that more parents have visited

classrooms and teachers vi ited homes at Rough Rock thPn

elsewhere, with the exception of Tempe on the former point.

However, the shining example in this area is the extensive

parent-teacher conferences at the two Tempe schools. It is

quite evident that th re is m re teacher-parent under tending

and cooperation at Tempe than elsewhere. The parents and

teachers at Tempe, for the most part, share a common cultural

social, racial, and linguistic background. This is not

true in Navajo education. This fact, however, does not

justify the weaker parent-teacher relations in Navajo-edu-

cation but points to the great need for more parent-teacher

communication and cooperation. Rough Rock has done best in

fulfilling this need although it too has a long way to go

to reach the ideal.

A fourth major principle of American education concerns

the responsibility of schools to keep parents informed con-

cerning the school programs and operation:

(4) Schools have a responsibility to provide

parents with accessible, accurate, and adequate
information about the school program and

operation.
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mentioned and Must- ted numerous times in this

paper, the Rough Rock parents are by far the best informed

with regard to their school. Nevertheless, there were some

areas of definite inadequacy in parental knowledge of the

school at Rough Rock. An Important one was in the area of

the functions of the school board. Although Rough Rock

was well ahead of the other Navajo groups on this matter,

it was well behind the Tempe group. Although higher than

the others, parental knowledge of teachers and school cur-

riculum at Rough Rock was not as great as it should be.

Community education meetings have not been as regular as

they should te. In general, however, the Rough Rock Dem n-

stration School has made a highly commendable effort to

keep parents informed about the school, and Rough Rock is

far ahead of the other Navajo schools in this regard.

This concludes the evaluation of community-school

relations at sough Rock on the basis of objective data. This

summary will close with - few subjective observations.

When reports focus on problems, as does the Chicago

report, there is a danger of overlooking or u derestimating

significant overall achievements. Likewise, when reports

focus on accomplishments, as does much of the literature on

Rough Rock, problems tend to be ignoredso,netiriies even by

those who ought to be solving them. There is a need for

both kinds of reports and a balance between the two. Just

as the Chicago report is misleading and hardly gives an

accurate picture of what is happening at Rough Rock or
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gnificance, the Johnson volume1 °8 focuses so much on the

achiev ments of Rough Rock that it fails to adequately

portray a school struggling hard to reach its ideals and

to solve its many problems often falling short of the

mark.

T e Chicago report sorely accuses Rough Rock admi ni s-

trators for Exaggerating successes end ignoring f ilures,

for selling rather than producing)and for preaching rather

than doing. 109 It fails, however, to recognize the courage,

faith and dedicated efforts of many people to reach re-

viously unattained goals in Navajo education 8nd for

pioneering in many different areas. But most importantly,

it fails to see what the demonstration school means the

people of Rough Rock, and the hope and dream it holds for all

Navajos and all American Indians. The team of Navajo

evaluators know this best and have expressed it most

eloqu ntly:

Based on this study it is evident that the
parents and the community are involved and
know what is going on in their school.
There is a feeling of great pride in the
peoplepride in what they ere doing for
their community, pride in what they are
doing for their school, and pride in what
they 2re doing for their children....

And what they have said, collectively, is
that community education and tribal education
are what there is to be desired. Community

108Broderick H. Johnson, Ngva Education atRuh
(Rough Rock: Rough Rock Demonstration Scnool,

(39Erickson and Schwartz op_.cjt._, pp. 9
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education is what Navajos as well Es other
tribes are working to get. Community edu
cation is what communities desire. Community
education is a factor in keeping the com
munity together. It is a system that binds .

people together--much stronger. It is an
ideal most looked for but most rarely achieved.
But at Rough Rock it is being achieved.110

It seems appropriate, at this subjective place,

give the last word to the dynamic and fearle s leader of

the Rough Rock sch of during its inception and infancy,

Robert Roessel. Roessel has been much abused and much

honored and he deserves to be heard:

The importance and true significance of the
Rough Rock Demonstration School never csn
be conveyed in n single book, orl for that
matter, in many books. However, this volume
deals with the hsart of the school.

That heart lies not in the school's TESL pro
gram (Teaching English as a Second Language
nor in its music or speech therapy work, nor
even in the additional money that has been made
available to it. The heart lies in the involve
ment of Indian parents and the leadership of
the allNavajo school oard....

The hstory of American education is filled
with certain concepts which long have been
denied American Indians. American education
has had as its cornerstone and foundation the
local community and the involvement of the
people served by the school itself. However,
Indian education has been characterized by
outsiders who in their positions of authority
and experti,made the decisions and directed
the way....""

In a day and age in which the average American
plays an ever decreasing role in decision
making, and in which each person's part in

11°BiI Jison et. 22_:_cit., pp. 28-29.

111Broderick H. Johnson, oit , in Foreword.
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providing c ntrol and leadership in public
education is at an alltime low, Rough Rock

stands as a light in the night with an un
mistakeable message. This small, isolated

school is drawing attention from all portions

of this country, to the principles on which

this nation was founded.112

In keeping with the character if the Rough Rock Demon

stration School as an Institution of the people, it seems

pertinent and appropriate to allow the people themselves to

evaluate their own school.

This thesis has attempted to shed more light on how the

people of Rough Rock feel about their school.

112Robert A. Roessel, Jr., "An Overview of the Rough

Rock Pedonstration School," Joi.4rnai of American Indian Edu

catiOnt May1.1950, vol. 72.n5. 3, P.
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