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. Teachers' thoughts and decisions are thg focus af studies curréntly

. ( '
under way at Michigan State Un\iversity's Institute for.Research on Teach-
L] . .

ing (IRT). The IRT was founded in’ April 1976 with a 3.6 million grant from
the National Institute of Edication. A new grant obtained in-1981 from the

NIE extends the-IRT'é work through 1984._'Fund}ng is also‘}eceived from §

.
B

other agencies and foundations. ?hérihstitute has' major projects investigating
\ ) .ot B
tgﬁcher decision-makipg, including "studies of reading diagnosis and temediation,

"classroom management strategies, instruction in the areas of language arts,

<
reading, and mathematics, teacher education, teacher planning, effects of
* - N . o . ’
- + - .
‘ . At H
external pressures on teachers' decisigns, socio-cultural factors ®and -
7/ - ] .
teachers' perceptions of student affect. Researchers from many different
. . . .

disciplines cooperate in IRT research. In additién,'publib school teachers
~ . . B -

7 ' . <
< , & e R P
work at IRT as half-time collaborators in research, helping to deéign and .
. ~ - » ~ v

. . ) \ . »
plan studies, collect data\ and ana}yze results. .The Institute publishes‘\ )
3 , . : N , -

.t Y '_ N . . : : * .
research reports, conference proceedings, occasional papers, and a free
.. . . . ' F . N .
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T, . o . Abdtract o HB

. - e » . .
. What is the qptwork-of interacgfons among the staff of secondary

. } , ' ' ‘ . . Y B
schools and how djes that network affect the curriculum? Eieﬁﬁ me thods

r - ' - _
were used to answer these questions in two large comprehensive secon-
. v g ‘
dary schools in a metropolitan area. The author divided the:'term

"network'" into two parts, the first a field, denotirfg the ego-centered

set of relatioms around an individual or group; the second, a network,

- »

or the sum of-all thé interactions of a certain kind in a certain

[}

place. The, cpneluding model,drawn from the description,contains ’ .
\ > « . ! Le t
' three parts. The first part is 4 teacher's individual and ego-centered

-

. field'from which he or she constructs’'an approach te students and'’ ¢

teaghiz&g:ﬁhe second is a set of rela;1qP$hips between the teacher

and some particular students whg respond to and justify that teaéher's®

!

' .

. > [4 ”
. . approach; and the third is the network or sum of all these fragmented

. » approaches to ,teaching and students. The curriculum of either school

© s éomposed of the sum of all these disparate fields of individual

teachers. The discussion examines the implications of such a frag-
L : . .

mented and persoqalized curriculum.

Ee . .

<

- . \
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A STUDY OF NETWOR&S AMONG PROFESSIONAL L
*e STAFFS IN SECONDARY SCHOOLSL- )

. N = .

. o T Philip R. Cusick? . .

Purpose and Conceptual Framework’

, : . . .
Thé purpdse of this study was to describe and explain network of
’ 7’ - .
. . [ .
relations among the professional staffs of two comprehensive secondary

Lt éphodis and to hypothesize about the effects of those'networké on the

.
-

curriculum. The concept of "networ&" has been popular since Barnes
. s

. . “ [

used it to analyze;soéiél relations in a parish, in western Norway. He
N >~

! \\ defined a network as "a set of points, some of which ‘are joined by
’ ) A ’
line§. The points of the image are @edﬁle or sometimes groups, the

lines indrcaté which people inberactﬂyith each other. We can think

o( the whole of social life as generating 4 network of this kind."

v R - .1 ok - . » c
(Barnes, 1977). - )
The concept is useful for the social scientist txying to “formulate
, an abstract idea of who interacts with whom in a particular place, and
fao# -
'how the characterlstlcs and sum of. the interactions affect beﬁaV1or
s o . R
It also may bevuseful for the individual in a specific place calculat-

1Y
.

_ @’ing;hiskphéncgsafor extending his influence or gaining a desired ¢
U reward. Both parties,- the social sc1entist and the inside strategist,

N N - .

pay be thinking of interactlons, structure, End influence, but with

", ‘different gmphqpes, the;e.ére two quite sepg;:;i':gpggpts. The

B R ‘ .
* oy, H i \ :

4 4 .a .
- ~ . a .

v 1This work was undertaken with the sponsorship, of the National

’ L Institute of Education, Contract #400-79-0004. - A report of the study
, 64appeared in ‘thé Educational Admlnistratlon QuarterIys 1981, 17(3),
o 114-138. S . ‘,% .,
. L 2Philip A, Cusick is a professor 1n the Department of Administra-

L)

C tion and Curriculum at Michigan State Uq‘versity
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“former may be best expresséd by retaining the .term network,

]

)

the latter

’ expressed as a "field." Lo ’

> ' A network is defined as_the totality of all units connected

Yo by a gertain type of relationship. A network has definite >
boundaries and is not egocentric. ¢ -subsumes all the .~ ” ’
activity fields of thefconstituent ugits; or to turn this X v g
‘around,. the activity field of each unit encompasses some ” ~
portion of the total network....I would like to reserve .
the term field to indicate anm egpcentrlc system.. A field -

« Tay be delineated by social, economic, political er othere

. type of relationships....Thus an activity f##ld of .any. -
given individual or group Consists of all the uhits with,
which that individual or group .maintains a certain type of .
| . re%atlonshlp (Jay, 1964, pp. 137-139) ’

(RN

© -

y While both me@pings are congerned with structure’and interactions,
/ ® ’ -

}
[

field specifies an egocentric entity, with a partiaular group or ' S

b

e " .
. individual looking out from the center, while network denotes the

sum of the fiégds within a certain. place or typ% of relationship. - !
. . ., . . : . . \
For this study’it is a particularly #seful distinction because’ the .
’ ) .

method was such that the project began with exploring individual

1 . S
. . o
) ! . . . ' ¢

patterns of interaction, ‘but the final emphasis.was on the totaZ. . .

network in each school.

R

1

[N

N

.

>

) A second important distinction concerns the importance of a :' e,
. “ . L - -
, , . "type of relationship" referréd to abgve. Jay uses the term network | N

w o
Y N .

with ‘additjonal categorical concepts indicating type of relatiopﬁxnd
. . \~ .

hence lodging the AN

7 = . ¢ "

action in specific places and filling out the description and analysis.,

But what many social scientists have in mind when they use the term N ‘

- . . . . .F
? -

settings, that is, social, ecopomic, political;

, network is the S*ructure, per se, with its characteristics serving i

the‘actioq' .

A\'

- as the independent variables affecting behavior. As such,

Q

ERIC
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"is not situated or predlcated on addltlonal conceptual frameworks AT

.

Ne- one denies that people are bound by types of meahlngful relathdh—

L

A d

-

’

-y

*

NS
-

o~ e
N .

.

]
13

%




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

B - . * . A .
tying mathematical definitions and postulates to structural
constructs, while giving preecision and poter to the theérx/
tend to oyersimp%;fy it. For reasons of~matheTatical con-
venience, one hag to make simply assumptions which so L
restrict the theory that it may seem unrealiggic compared . ~ -
to the complexity of observed human behavior. (French,.1956,
p. 181) . ‘ ‘ .
- . Y
For that reason, while us%ng relations and structures ag explanatory
. ' ~ .
models remains a.goal,*most network studies have been undertaken with

3

A , r

“field methods.' They have been of specific places such as factories,

coppunities, and families and about the factory-ness, community-ness
- o A

and conjugalness, as well as role, group, and status that serve as

0

.additional explanatory devices.” While this reduces the power of the

LN

structural paradigm to explain the 4ction, it does make the ensuin
P ulng

explanations more blausible. Such a strategy may not really move.the

‘term network beyond a metaphorical stage, but ié is generally supported

»

4

by the oft-quoted Barhes (1972). N

There is no such thing as a-theqry of social ,networks;
perhaps there never will be. The basic idea behind both - .
the metaphorical and the analwtiéd- uses of social networks -
--that the configuration of cross-cutting interpersonal
bonds is in-~some ‘unspecified way causally connected with"
the actions of these persons and with the social institu-
tions of their society--remains a basic idea and nothing
more. It constitutes what Homans,calls an "orienting L
statement' rather than a theory yith propositions .that
can be tested. (p. 2)
v . ) ) 4
In keeping\wiﬁh the view represented by Barnes, we used the con-

d ) . . ' : " - " :
cept of network in presentihg the g;;;:;::? as more than groups, and .

~ +

. s M'

dyads, but less than comm ni;ies or organizations. To interpret and

. ‘ . ., »
analyze this study's data in the form of narrative descriptiohs of
. 4

~ -

. , Y] .
interactions, neéessitated using functional concepts and adding school

set%iﬁg and-€ommunity.

~

v . &
! - ' v
r L} b -
L L8
\ /S .
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' ! A a
N
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y . . o Methodology ' - - /)
The field method elected'for‘thiScsmudy was a combination of
. . .- - A ~

- participant observation and interview. Field or ethnographic methods

@

have "been increasingly gbpsidered legitimgte for ‘use in edycational o
1Y * * [

: v,
. research, thereforé a,% ngthyy explanation and justification of the . .

methods need not be elaborated upon. There are a.number of methods

#

’ for aﬁg;zzing quéstions about human is%ues, and the task of the re-

the Ligic of the question. The ldgic is very simple. In going
. .about their business, the staffs of secondary schools carry on school-

. related and nonschool-related interactions with one-andther in the
. , Ca A S,

lounge, 'halls, faculty oﬁfices, and elsewheré in the schools. This RS

N © constant exchange is purposive to the running of the school and
; , .

. -
-

. teachers' professional lives, and much gf‘the business of the insti- .
“ . N : o
tution can be sd4id to pass through it. As am entity, it warrants
> . . -
serious study.

. The method extends from this line of thought. The task was to

déscribe the int@?ns that went on in all the schools. ,The method

" had to allow a fﬁuidity to follow the schools' events. What was required * . v ]

was (1)- acceds to all pérts of the schooi(s),,(Z) a personal familiar—

. oy ity with the sﬁ§ff or at least a large number of the staff, and (3) an ¢
. N * ‘ / . .

acquaintance with  the issues discussed. Hence the method was a combina- . .
. 4 .

. .

£ . ' . .
. q&on of. participant observation and.interview that provided the accessj

«

the pgtential for familiarit},agd the time to develop the acquaintance

v with the issues. We admit of‘cqgrse‘that any notion of describing all

the interactions or the total network of the school dr field of any
. } \-' . o . -

single‘perspn was futile. But a participant observer, by virtue of

. . ‘ : \ . ’ » "y

FRICT - - . o ~ L . .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic —
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The field method elected'for’thiScstudy was a combination of y
’ t - - - ' )
° ' participant observation and interview. Field or ethnographic methods

have ‘been increasingly gbpsidered legitimgte for ‘'use in edycational
{ * ‘ '

* ) v,
. : . research, thereforé a.% ngthiyy explanation and justification of the .

methods need not be elaborated upon. There are a.number of methods

” . ,
’ for aﬂg;;;;ng quéstions about human is¥ues, and the task of the re-

. Iy A

the 'ogic of the question. The ldgic is very simple, In going

. .about ‘their business, the staffs of secondary schools carry on school-

related and nonschool-related interactions with one-andther in the
lounge, halls, faculty oﬁfices, and elsewheré in the schools. This

. © constant exchange is purposive to the running of’ the school and
: . .

. ~
-

teachers' professional lives, and much gf'the business of the insti-
- t ‘ - ’
. tution can be sdid to pass through it. As am entity, it warrants

- ’
serious study.

. The method extends from this line of thought. The task was to

4 ‘ .
describe the inﬂéEéQ?T?ns thet went on in all the schools.  The method

a
4

. had to allow a fluidity to follow the schools' events. What was required -«

P

was (1)- acceds to all parts of the schooi(s),,(Z) a personal familiar-

: °y ity with the s€§ff or at least a large number of the staff, and (3) an ¢
. N * . / . .

L3
acquaintance with  the issues discussed. Hence the method was a combina-
. v .

- .

§ . . .
. q}on of.participant observation and.interview that provided the accessj

«

the pqtential for familiarity,and the time to develop the acquaintance

N
- .

S with the issues. We admit of‘cqyrse'that any notion of describing all

the interactions or the total network of the school dr field of aﬁ}

’
4 . o

. BN . . ‘
single person was futile. But a participant observer, by virtue of .

, . - \ : Y -

-
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. . N < )
‘ : (] . ~ . N .
his presence in the situation is able to make judgments about the rele-
~ . . & ‘

vance of’ any event” and thus discriminate the important from the trivial.
1 ) In many .ways, the best information is likely to be ob-
A . tained through direct observation. The observer, over

‘ . a period of time is able to make his own assessment

of the interaction of an individual with others arou
him to record its characteristics. (Mitchell, 1969)

. R— .
. The Schools 6 ! v >
+ . ,The sample consisted of two comprehensive secondary schools in a °

. ~

northern United States industrial area, selected because persaonal

~
.

friends served as assistant principals, although at the. time of the

{ study one of those friends had already been transferred-to.a junior
' - i . . /

high échool as principal. While ti:le selection was in no sense % AN
"random," it was not a given that the findings could be genéralized

4 [
to a larger set 6f secondary sghodis. Rather the pdrpo%e was to
¢ . ‘ . . i
$ generate an explanation that would help hypothesize about the network
of professionals in Secondary schools. The sampling techniques were
. . . ]
not random but thedretical: .
" , N .' * . !.
. Theoretical sampiing is don@ in order -to discover
categories and thelr properties, and to suggest their inter-
. interrelatlonshlps into a theory....Random sampling is, not . -
not necessary for theoretical sampling, eithér to dibcover
relationships or Yo check out its existence in other .
groups. ...The researcher who generates, theory need not
combine random sampling when setting forth relationships .
’ among ¢ategories and properties. These relationships are
suggested as hypotheses pertinent tJo direction of relation-
. ship, not tesgted as description of/both direction and mag- .

“nitude. (G%aser‘& Strauss, 1970, p. 106)

N

N

- There is an assumption of generality of scope hefe (following
N v : .
sthe study), that what was observed 'under certain conditiopé will hold
. . ¥ . ~
“ . )
_if those conditions are duplicated.
: \

The study began in the first school in-January 1979. Observa-

-

144
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tion continued almost daily until the following %une. At the same

» ¢ .

time a relationship with a, staff member in the second school was

AIRY
.

’ N “ .
' nurtured.  Qbservation at that school began the following Segtember

.
. -

g

/ and continued until March 1980. The daily routine in either[school

e ¢ 4 *

'coﬂsisfed of bbserui!’ classes, attgnding daily sessions <din lounges
S ' . |

and offibes,‘iq}erviewing teachers, attending many informal events

. " s Y -

N . x4 . . r .

both during and after school. From all the notes the final nafrative

N g N } ‘

"with the ensuing explanation evolved.:

While that descfibes standard behéviorrfor any field worker,
’ » .

'ﬁ
the question arises wherein does the researcher choose to observe

oo and interview? In any environment with as many people as there
were intthose schools, a decision needed to be made whethev’to join
. N ~ ’ 7 LY
€
some particular group(s) or clique(s), or whether to float through
’ . / )
., the system ;Qu%hing first one group, .then another, and so on.

“ ‘ : . O |

- My choice is always to join with the few, but it does have its

’
.

' dis€dvahtages, The ﬁirs& is that spending morq‘time with a few means

/f’—; / spending less t%me with manf. The secpnd is that these groups and

-

clgques and sets have their own norms and behayiors, and, once an

-
R

outsider is permitted 'to join, he must respect and.abide by those

. .

.

norms. This may: and usually does further separate a researcher from

A

‘ many others whom he Wpra“like to contact. But in my experience,

' this "nesting" is always preferable except when the research

.
~

! questions plainly disgourage it. This way the outsidetr has
R - 4 . . .
a home in(the[insﬁitution, an office to relax in, a group to lunch

L4 G

N

. with, and some friends with whom to ‘continue a 1ong—ranéing dialogue.

The researcher is less a stranggr and more an intimate and participant -
i b ' '

N

- - 8 RN

- o/ 'I ‘ - -, [

-

.
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., in the place. Thus this researcher gained access to the-deeper'life .

+ »

and the meaning of behaviors of the *institution, so that even if it

"makes one more reliant on ‘inference .to describe otlier patts of the

o

set&ing, that inférence ﬁslmore plausiblé. To know a few‘PeopIé well

., -

are ‘their understanding of life in that place is superior to’
knoWningdﬁa,y peopie only peripherally. o .

~ . t
In.both schools I found some teachers who were not only
. A\ ’ . -
'S . N .
interested and involved in most aspects of the school, but wHo shared
. - . . l : / .
some of my interests in’ politics, sports, and %some limited social ,
g ‘ : s
activities. With those.I shared lunch, pffice spage, and could engf

f

. . 4 ' .
in long, informative conversations. For purposes of the study, I
- N £ - S

wanted to avoid affiliéqing-with‘the administrators (they did not

»

constitute a group in either school). It would have been considered
. . . < B .

odd if I had chosen to join one of the several groups of women.

-
. * »

There were a number ,of teachers who appeared to have almost no social
: § .

-

) ties in thé school; oné cannot really affiliate with those who do -

not affiliate..'Ihe job then became to maintain good relations with

A2 &>

the people with whom I was most'closely associated and with whom I

- N *»-

therefore was most comfortable,.while not simply taking their activi%ies

a ' ' . .
as indicative of the whole school. It was almost imperative = main-
| . lq- " [N, ~ ’ “

“tain the moral aspects oi the good relations I enjoyed with those’

fey, taking care not to violate personal matters, give scandal, or .
: 4

engage in gossip. L

PR ~ .
[

ke

I That the criti¢s of the method(s) center, ‘their attacks on the

~

L . . L] :
researchqr'glxﬂe is as it shouid be, because that role, which is

‘
s

always unique, personal, and ‘very. sensitive is at the certer of -
. »

gvéry such study. While it can be made plausible in the abstracw,

* . -

. . 1 .
- .- - ) -
. o




\ 4 .

’

"" ' it is"difficult, to explain and defend theoreticg, The most oft-

citsd objections to the“method(s) is that they are*:;o subjective,

oo theoretically vague, and provide too little a\Pase for genetali-
. . ) *
zation. But as Becker (1958)"po;ntsﬂodp, the worthwhileness of the

methods are not theoretically predetérmined, but rather lie with the
- .

*  plausibility of the data as presenieé to ‘the 'critical readers who
[ ] ; . . .

i - - ) N
vmay feject findings that seem laced with bias and whimsey (pp. 652-660).
/ .' . ~ Q T
. . The Setting = - & -
. This study describes and exbléins the networks of felq’iops

. > .
among the staffs of two large secondary schools and attempts to

‘ » determine thé effect of those ineractions on the curriculum. It

-

e centers on two questions: What do staff people do togéfher and how
s ® ~-+does yhaﬁ they do together relate to tﬁe curriculum? ’ 3

/
b . " One school, in a large community on the northern fringe of a met-

<
f -

[J & ¢
ropolitan area, was-distinctively. suburban in character and served

- .
s

1500 white students. The second, in the central part of a smaller
industrial region,.éerved 2,200 students, half of whom were white stu-

£ Y

dents, the other half were black. Both were high schools'deiigned to

"

» »

give a divereified curriculum to a2 pluralistic constituency. The

"staff of 68 teachers in ane school and 101 teachers in the other were

e~
‘21 divided -into academic specialties. In the first school, in addition

to five periods of instructing, each:.teacher was to'do supervisory

-

duty in'the corridor, 1avétory, cafeteria, or study hall for one period

/

and had one preparation period and one lunch period. n the second

. school, the day waé only five periods iong and began at'7:30. At
12:50 the students went home, there being no lunch, activity, or
cafeteria periods. This five period day had beén adopted in the

sixties by many urban schools as a response to racial violence.

P 1 4
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Trouble had occurred where the students were allowed to come together
¢ .
outside the class (e.g

cafeteria, study halls, activities), so those
times were simply eliminated from the day

day. At 1:00 p.m. the only
v .
students left were the varsity athletes, a few seeking?eRtra help, or

{
a few waiting in the lobby for friends

<

Both schools were organized by department

.
s

.

.

The depar@heqt was an
administrative unit for scheduling and .for allocating supplies and

- -
.
v
. .
.
.
-

materials, but the chairperson had no supervisory authority relative

to teachers, nor any more than a 'teacher relative to students

-

. For
that reason, while one enjoyed the benefits and the modest prestige,

»

it was a limited positiow, held'only at the pleasure of the principal-

. f“ )

Besides the students, teachers, and department chairmen, both
schools had several adminigtrators: two assistant principals in the e
. ‘ . a’ - '
. first, three in the second, and of course, a principal in each school
Into their OfflCJS came an unending stream of students, each with a

i

Rt

request for a pass, 1 late slip, an early leavé slip, some disciplinary

N
v

problem, tardiness, insolence, some altercation with a teacher or
a.student

3 e

Many of . !

+

a work or parking or physical checkup permit
these required a follow ‘up-~a call to a parent

* I3
another teacher, the
o )
counselor or someone else in the organdization. The administrators
&4

' ]
working day consisted of this endless séries of disconnected and isos
lated megtings.

v

The amount of administrative and supervisory time spenf in attend-
ing to the needs of individual. students helps emphasize an important
. point about both schools

To the degree that either of these schools
had an educatlonal philosophy, its main tenet was that_the school

+
.

e
was designed to be respon51ble to individual stALents. In fact the
Q . ’
ERIC
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centridl tenet in the goals of the district of the second school was
. h : .

o

<If cﬁildren;failnto devélop and grow as we reasonably ex-

pect they should, the shortcomifigs er errors should be
. focused uponépﬁgiskructure of the system and the community,
1 - not upon the.children....Children do not fail to learn, the R
%y ’ school fails td teach. i T
. = b ]

In thé?first,schbol the philosophy, although }ess‘speéific, was still

* . et t v

-- the foundation of the structure, "The school was designed to serve .
v : . ® "“ - .

the student and g@yeahfﬁ or her as many opportunities ‘as possible to

attain an education. At least until it became dangerous to other

i . students (gt rarety did), or when the student rejected every oﬁpor-
T X - < .
hY
tunity, the adminiStrators tried to keep the student in school.
o . ] .

. . That the schools.were designed to be,responsive to individual students
- ) E & ) o ) ) ‘
s meant .that administtrative ‘time was spent on attending to individua14

2

. $8( students. So ghé administrators' time was not spent on program
1 P

. ‘

i ~ .‘ LI o . ! .
‘ - development, coordination, supervision, or evaluation. It follows s
. ! . owe - R

hd -

b ’ - .
that not only didvthe adminidtrators value more highly those 1

NN ~~ 3 ' “ :
‘teachers who could "geét along with kids" and thus not burden the

L v ¢ T

- P
) _office with addjitional problems, but also that teachers were more

e
-~ -

; or less left to'th%}r own ‘resources ai tp how to conduct ghemselves - “1% P
. 4, " o %
-~ . k-1 ~

R in the classroom. It is this latter point from which we wish to “

3

begin our descSSptgon of teachers and their networks. .,
. .
4 \

‘ . i M ¥
. ) ,

£ o

N ~Findings

< e . ’,

'< , This sectieh; in an abbreviated form, presents some of the genefal .
- l R = .
- + . . - - - . .
description of feacher netwogks in the school. The amount of infor-

L4

) mation Rresenxeduisﬁadequaée to warrant the model that developed from ' . -
. . p d ‘

" ’ e
-

. Atﬁe description: “Fof purposes of this brief article, information

T

»

A . these s@hopls~wili be generalized freely rather than tracing differ-

"o . K ] s ~ ”
Q T .

ERIC w 5 e, R

. 1
e L o &£ U




P

E

‘o~

N

o~

O

RIC

i e
t

-t

-

‘., - A .
‘in terms.of- fields and nétworks.

.

-urban, and biracial;.the other was éﬁl}ler, suburban, and Caucasion.
v = +

e
~

D
~ .

ences that existed. The' schools were not identical:

-
- -
»

a

However, the focus is on what teachers did together and how that
§ [y

' Thi$ did not appear to differ in either -

N
t v ~ .
school. - . ) o ¢
~
3 Y

.So far the setting ‘and structure described contain the basic

A . N ]

patterns -of most comprehenSLﬁe high schools and the administrdtive
0t '.; ’ .

affected the curriculum:

efforts that are devoted to the all-important tasks of attendance and

discibl\:;.l Add t; thdt 4 depa;%mental structure, that was not much
more than a loose confederation, existing to order and d;stribute '
spppliés and assign cTa;ses,:and a central of!ice that was distant

B » . . »
and'busy with issue; of a different nature.

.

The sum of all this

and the center of the préposed model is that the teachers in either

*school, afterlbeing given their scheduled assignments, were free to

. * s X . .
develop the pattern of accommodation and the approach'to curriculum

*
¢ . . B -

The task heremis™to explain those accommodations

. -

that suited thém.

s

Rl

a

Individual Teachers Create the Curriculum

N .

Ihe accommodations were quite different for each teacher. Each -

I

could find a way to teach that fit his or her own style, backgroynd

~—

opinions, ﬁreallectlons, Jinclinations or such, and justify it in terms

of being ' good for klds Some stressed writing, some personal relations,

. .

LY .
and some deportmenfz Some assigned homework,

some did not; some spoke

to students in a ‘teenage jargon, some upheld formal standards of speech.

Some put normative compliance into their jobs and made them the centers

of their'fiyes, others gave considerably less and put their -involvement
. )

into their families, setond jobs or avocations. There was no standard

.

way:-to behave relative to the curMculum or the students.

. ‘ - 1y
, o L7 :

One was large, .




" . ‘consisted of listening, stud&i?g lyxrics, and writfing about those®

[ y“ .
® Teachers emphasized what they wanted to emphaéizé. .One who cared

.

2

. -4 '
about philosophy created an elective course in philesophy and nprtured

b4
¢

it to "the poip#i\yhere he taught three classes of it égch term. The

\
~ N N

philosophy that taught was that of Aristotle and Plato because that’

interested him. But it would have been equally acceptéble for him to

teach Locke, Berkeley, and Hume. He d{d what he wanted to do. A RN

»

. . y .
social studies teacher who tried to develop a course on geogvé;hy,

which was his major, was not successful. Now, sby "his own admission he

bt ' »
Ed

"gets, a map into every social studies lesson he has’1 and in effect
‘ [V

teaches geography. Anogher teacher taught social studies and was

2

interested in the stock market. He develéped two economigs classes,
, .

’ 4
the focus of whigh became reading and studying stock tables, purchasing

stocks in a few local companies, studyingaghe accompanying financial

data, and, when possiblé, atténding Board of Directors meetings.

- “ M

The stock profits were used for the trips, while the teacher absorbed

»

the 1¢sses by re-purchasing the stock from the students. An English

r
Y

!teacher loveq music, put on musical performances and worked as a

promoter for some local agents. He created an elective called

"™Music as Exprg?sionT where he played Bach, the Beatles, the Beach

Boys, black street poets;and all the music, he . 1liked., The preogram
o

L 4

~ 0
[y
-

lyrics. He referred to his class as 'relevant" and interes%ing"

N s

and was proud -of having the "most populag elective class in this
-~ i

=~ .

s¢hool.!' According to him, the course "was what the kids related’to

and needed,'" and "in the music was an important message for that bi-

. . & .
racial school." While some other English: teachers might quiériy

a

disparage "What he calls English," that was not sufficient to deter

him. " ‘

P . "
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There was a teacher hired to teach-business math who had become
, .
interested in comp‘tefs.. He arranged a class in computer programming

and begged br jborrowed a keypunch and card sorter. He sold candy ,
'S v

- between classes to earn money for some small computers, four of which

\ v

he purchased after two years. He arranged with the central office

“to use its data processing equipment one ‘afterncon a wedk and had his

line into the large. computer in the Intermediate District.. "In effect,
»

.

he created his own curriculum in response to his own interests.
B [

[
S . ’

~ .

" what so many othet¥s did in combining different resources to support

* This last, teacher was an interesting case because he exemplified

‘/ their classes. He contacted outside agencies for support, sold candy
» in school to raise thﬁ money,\31¢ is own installation 4nd ‘repairs,

. (;\\ recruited the interested students and convinced the administrators
i . .

1 of the worthwhileness of the endeavor. He put togeéther what appeared

. A - -

~ N . .
to be a very credible introduction to programming:and in doing so
. L .

e ' ' .
gradually'Qeserted his original assignmiég,'which was to teach typing

and business math.

.

This ent;epreneurial approach to teaching or to the creation yof’

.
-

curriculuh was.thé rule,.not the exception in these schools, A biology -

RN
- L . teacher was an avid outdoorsman so a good part of his classes was. ’
.. _ ' devoted to ;tream and wildlife echogy. An American history teacher
e iﬂ,the second school'wé; paﬁéicularly interested %n thetsecond'World /
’ :..hé;'in which h?‘ha& served. He'started a "war gémes"fclub,';nd
¢ ' ) with the funds that he and the students Yaise&, ;o;ght some exp;n;ive
3 v "
. games.& Thép he‘chapneled the energy from the war games club into an ’
' elective class called "Second World War" which ;ac subscribed for two
. . )
' sectjions. : '
. ) ' ‘ '
o ‘ ! ' “ (
[ERJf:‘ P - R S | 9 ' ! .
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o Ko Fixed Curridulum R .
> :E © ’ T .‘ . P : '
" : . This phenomenon of t&achers individually creating the curriculum
| P—— s - .
s : < 1‘ : - . ) .
o .can'be gimply explained. In neither school was there a fixed curriculum
th?tgone took for four years. A student in either had to accumulate 14 -

.
r

. tredits in the tenth’ through the twelfth grades. Included in the 14

- . ,

Were a credit in math, one in science, three in Eng%ish, one in U.S..
» ‘ y [
History, one in sqcial studies and one-half credit in government.

.
. ¢ !
N

« ¥ " That meant there were six and one-half open credits, giving teachers
room to create electives that they wanted, Even within the required
. % ! . )
. courses, there were a great many ways one could fulf}ll the 14.

r

One could take poetry, wrfting, speech, reﬁedfal reading, Shakespeare,

or grammar and composition, each of Which could be counted as one s

' -

) 1
English credit. The students were in fact free to choose from among a

.

- elective credits., |,

.
2 A

‘The second impetus,f@ this system was th%’general philosophy
k]

» - -

.« of the school that teachers.had to éet along with and be responsive .

*
<
«

to kids apd live within the cohstraints of a structure that' isolated -

. . -~

teachers in their rooms, without contact from ;olleagués or scrutiny

a

\ from fupervisors. The way.teachers ''got along with kids" was‘to‘ggdlow ?

3 . . . N N N . N
. their own predilections and inclinations with assuragpce that unless

- s

ot

there was trouble with st%deg;g,or worse, parents, their efforts would

£
L}

: go unscrut;nized: This combination of isolation from colleagues and
N )
‘hency collegial ipfl@ence, the lack of scrutiny, the necesgigy of
. & * -, .
getting along with kids,and an open é}ective system where teachers

had to appeal to students, encouraged a situagion.yherqin a teacher .

was fexpected to create an individualized approach with wiich the teacher
.. . .

" - . . -

and his or her students were comfoqtable, Whét most influenced the
o . ' Ny
ERIC AT
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curpfculum of either school“was not some formal ofganizational arrange-
) sy

-
. .
. M k3

' N X ) "‘ . . 3 .
ment] or set of collegial understapdings, but f@g teacher's individualized
‘ . » ; :"E ~ -
field from whence came his or her .approach. ., /

- N .

. .

.

T8aching Often A Second Job ' e

[}

, . A R
Most of those mentioned gave normative compliance to the school,

put a great deal oI time a&d effort into* teaching, and took teaching”

+ 4 . . .
as their sole occupation. Some, however, had other occupations .

besides teaching. Some teachers raised families, ran private businesses,

¥
v

worked for other companies, did part-time skilled work or had a serious

’
: . l -’ -

avocation that was, ats<least in 'part, run for profit. In addition ’

to those outside jobs, some teachers had an equal number of inside

jobs. Some teachers coached sports, drama, and so on; served as & :

~ .~‘ ‘
. department chairmed; workeds or taugHt co-op, taught evening school,

served as system-wide departmgnt chairpersons; were athletic or ]
4 . . ~
activities directors or-did extra work for the athisfig departments.
3 . P - H

Teachers having two jobs is not discussed much in* educatidnal

, -
\

literature, yet it is an important matter, one able to affecihﬁbe

.

curriculum. Since I argue that i‘strongest force inh the cur-

. N

E ]

.« riculum is the teacher's individuel field, then a time-consuming and -

.
-

serious job can powerfully influence the curricplum, particularly

if it infringes on school t{?e.
‘ [}

That some teachers conducted second jobs on school time demof-

.

s

strates the potential freedom any single teacher has in the schools,

- .

a freedom to proceed in his or her glasses-without interference from
- A

¢

4 [ e “ -
"colleagues or supervisors. Teachers could, in effect, follow-their®

¢

.

own predilections,%E?king their cues from whatever constituted their —_—

relev§nt fields: A teacher's approach to teaching was not developed

-
rs
L
’ N

- 09 ' :
: “ 4 . ,
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or carried: on within a formal or collegial network; rather it sprang

©
. -

from the teacher S own relat1onsh1p§3 background personal opinions,~”

out51de Constraints and so-on, which I will call the teacher's "field."
) . o ~N—
One of the questions I asked teachers was, "How do you decide to
. A . \ .

‘do what yen do in the classroom?" They would usually begin by citing
- 4
the department-approved texts, but invariably the différences of ]

) opinion as to how to handle tlasses dnd what to emphasize would emerge.

<
. - ¥

The differences cane from a whole host of backgrbund elements in

s

v A . the individualsr~Tives.“ The teacher of philosophy talked philosophy

x

. all the time. "He had a strongﬁCathollc background, read phllosophy

-

in his spare time, and had strong opinions about the 1mportance of

. . N . , , : ,
taking his "examined life'" perspective into his students' lives.

\ . His field 1ncluded his background, his church tles, likes, oplngonf;

w

£y ?

education,, experlence, and peréonal way of relatlng to students. All
were combingd into his classroom appfoach. What teachers did in their
» Y M
- classrooms did not depend on the structure ey contacts within ahe

school; these‘were ingﬁfficiently compelling to offset one's own field.

.A Brench teacher in the first school -took over French IIT when it had

» v
s

., . ] b .
three students and, with hard work, built it up to twenty-three .
students, a noteworthy enrollment in an advanced foreign language

& ‘ . - :
class. She taught a sixth hour of French IV, took' the students to
N , Quebec; took as many- as shé(could to:France, had & club that went :

[ !
»to French restaurants in the area, had French dinners for the ¢lub

in which all the studénts cooked French-style foods, and spoke French

~

T L)

during the evening. She spent her evenlngs studying and readlng
R .
for her class. When asked why, she replied, "Becquse I want to make

[ ? i - N
French an exZiting-place. I want the kids to say, 'French is a good

subject to take; it's fun and excirgég.' I want it to be the-best .

AN

-
¥

X3 - . '
‘vﬁz !
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class in the school." "But why," I_asked’ '"Because I want them to
’ < , , .
love Frepch, and so on." Always when I pressed the qyestion of why,

‘ - v
these teachers, who by thelir own admission and the admission of other
A ' R AR ‘ -
teachers and administrators gave a’great deal to the school, replied

that they dﬂd it because they wanted to. The particulars of their

approach to curriculum came from their own background, in.or out of
* [:3

-

school. ,

The biology- teacher was the state president of a anservation |

. -’

-

society and hunted and fished all the time, often with students and
¢ ~ 1

.

former studehts. He took his interest 4n forests and streams intd the

e

»

classroom. Everything came together fo\ him: hi§ intexest in biology,
A
ancations,“public service, teaching and liking of students. His
’\ - . » ” -
\ » . -
"main life interests all meshed into his teaching. To the question,
. ' . . ‘ -
"Why do you do what you do in_ the classroom and take the appéoach you "

> 3

take?" he would verbally construct this egocentric field where teaching
as he tdught was extended from and intertwined with a host of other
. .

elements in his life.

A serious and well-respected speech teacher was a good example ...

3

of field influéncing what is taught. The teacher was assigned to the
- -

English department, taught speech, and ran the debate club into which
he put the kind of time and Epmmitment that is typical of dedicated -

- - AN

debate teachers. But his approach to his speech claSses was unique,
<Students were obligated to give three or four speéches a term, onie
on their academic life, one on their future, and two on something

== else. But the teather was Tost proud of the fact that students got
~up and talked about the®most difficu%&ggyents“in their personal lives.
F

He was_proud of "this little %hite girl who talkegfabout how she baby-

-
'

sat for this neighbor who raped her repeatedly over a period of six'

weeks and how she was afraid to ;ay anything about it because he

. . %
-

.
e 10y
o . . Y .
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, ~ - - . ., .
) . threatened her...and you should have seén those black kids respond to

i

her, and those black hoys telling her that if he tried to doganyghing
like that aghin just to tell them and they'd 'Fix him.'"
. . '
. * When he spoke of his efforts to teach "an English elective for

kids who can't read," he was pleased with thef{‘dpenness with one

.
’

. v *
: Jhotheé; of the affection that came through to one who had told’ of

his or her plight, of how his elective was one of the best subscribéd
; ’ . ) - ¢
‘classes in the school, of how, though he &és white, hif clientele was

[ -

. . ,
almost entirely black "except for a f7d’strong whites," and how what

the kids needed most "was someone who,understands where they're coming
. ~r

3 . . ot

" ,* ~from and who can talk to them."

7
The content f his class was only tangentially speech or foren-
< . * ) . N ) N
_sics; rather, it was an elucidation of the:students',lives, or as he,

£l

. ~ N 1
' _put it, '"where the kids are at." That was hi's major goal: to get
¢+ . * them to artigylate their lives articularly the seamier side, and

f-\ s P Y; S { ’

- R .
~ empathize’with one another, particularly across the racial barrier.
[ .- .

In his opinion, that was the way to teach school to "these kids."

From this gentleman and others' who took an equally unique app%oach-

to curriculum, I tried to get ag answer to the questiom, "Why do you

’
stress this rather than any number of other things?"” His “apswer was

’ . -

stated in terms of belief that "this is important,"” "this is where

S

o ﬁ-they‘re.at,"‘"thiﬁr;s what they need," '"this is what they relate to,"

-«

. .- "this is good_for kids," "I'm getqing‘theq ready for life." Another
"~ teagher had spent some considerable time and energy organizing a set
of activities to raise money for a girl stricken with a‘kidney disease.

v

When asked why he did it he replied, "If a need like that isn't what

) . we're here for, I don't know what is." Of course, no teacher ever
[ . R = -
= subjected his beliefs to faculty consensus. Each made simple state-.
« ! .
/ ‘.
- ;

) .
wd
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4 &
meénts of his or’ her own values concerning students,'schooling, and

-

hls or her own role 1n the process. No one,’ of cour &fnew whether

students reallz needed- -thissor that particular approach Indeed

there was no mechanism to even address the question. A teacher might ,

I ) . —_ ‘ - -
. Just as well have been doing what she or he really needed as well as

@hat the studants really needed. All that mattered in the senge of\

justifying ong's approach was a aetfof students from whom the particu—
lar approach elicite&;an acceptable response. ) Q:f
Y

s

Il Stressing the uniqueness of each teacher's approach may appear

to be operemphasized here, but in fact is not, as will be seen. Both
- ) *

schools had 'an established curriéﬂlpm, and both had a set of procedures

4
+ - 14 I
4o

for altering that curriculum. One school had an assistant principal for

i

. curriculum. If a teacher wanted to initiate a new course, then he

or, she went to the assistant principal’ with the idea, further developed

the course with that principal's cooperation, and depended on the prin-

cipal to work that course into-the curriculum. 1In the segond school
~ 3
there was a buildiﬁé department structure, a system-wide department

structure, and a curriculum committee run by the director 35/ .
23 ' - n
secondary education. A new offering, a ange in texts, or the removal

of a course went through a process that might take some months

and received careful scrutiny, particularly from: the systém—wide
curriculum committee. Also, the schools were allocated a certain

’ v ' L]
nuwber of teachers based on the number og:;tudents. It was then the
, -

- 1

principal’s task (in one schopl) or the assistant principal's (in the

3 -
second) to schedule the curriculum with what staff was availabLDJ

» - . \

These procedures were fairly otderly, and from our observation,

were weld followed in both places. '

=

[ Bad

. ‘\
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' sE?nds. While the curriculum in either school may be referred to

Jﬁbjects, which teacher
(e "N ..
vision or coellegial advice, the curritulum was a compilation of
s . Q‘ . - oo .

thé diverse efforts of individual teachers, past and present. That

this curriculum stands published does not.mean that there is some

21

0y

-
-

=4

.
+

Howeyer, even with these formal.procedures, the point still

' nothing was standard about it. Beyond the basic
/

s also approached freely and with little super-
all ’

"standard,'’

~
—
=

i - N . e -
system~wide rationale or ‘even school-wide collective understanding \\j
' . - . -~ .

of the appropriatengss of some or all of the cufriculum. Any change,

-

any. innovation, still dame from individuals following their own pre-

.
’

dilections. The Yenergy that altered the curriculum was always

P

genetated frdm individuals, not the structure. If no teachers wanted

-
Y

¢
to change apything, neither the curritulum committee nor that assis-

tant principal took the initiative. Curriculum changes depended on
. .

indiyidual teachers. '
) '3
The diversity of curriculum effort stemmed also from the lack of

‘ﬁoordination, control, supervision, and standardization. If a course
F.4 .

While there was the

-

) \
was entered into the curriculum, years could ‘go by, and no one would

. ever ask "what is happening in that class?"

/ appearance of some curriculum uniformity,. the real basis of the-

0y

curriculum was the,individual teacher following his or her egocentrfc

= predilections. In neither-sghooi'was there any 'compulsion to- work

\

. . -
a uniform approach to teaching, or a standard
\

together to formulat7
way. to relate to studéents, or some opinion as to what waffgr was
not acceptable behavior for either students or teachers.

-

This is the main reason why the focus pf the study changed;

As origiﬁagéx stated, the pumpose of the study was 'ts describe and
: e s .
explain the human netwqrks that intervene between the &tated and

pursued goals’'of two secdhdaryvscﬁoolsh and thedactiﬁffies, instruc-
[ - N

,
’ ./ S YA
: o U
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. cionai.snd otherwise, fhat take

«

.~

s

“®

Ay
»

n

.‘-

place as a result of those stated and

pursued goals." However, the original focus depended upon there

~

aétually being some goals and some process by which-the %acul;y worked

a
S .

through and attained theée_goals. Programmatic.of curricular activities

o e R )
did net occur through faculty discussion and consensus. The schools

v, .
.

.%did nbt :operate that Qay.\ The Zﬁm of the forces I have discussed-—

- -

the schedule;~the lacks of supervision (or better yet, the taking up.

e

of stipervisory time with student discipline); the isolation of teachers
~ V’:——i\

LY
L

in the ciassfoom; the lack of common values among teachers about -.

student behavio}, achievement, appropriate educational goals, standard -

B -

~opinions of curriculum, or what was "good for the kids) combined to

Yet, at the same time, no force

B

* fragment any bid for consensus..

served to build consensus. To build a continuing consensus would
r ) -

haveﬁfequiréd pdrposeful activity, teacher recruitment with value
g

consensus “mind, a great deal of time and effort and perhaps a less,

. diverse environment, none of which existed. . So‘geachezf were free

appear more urfiform than it wa
l‘mityrwas great divefsity?1;;:;:;§Ldingly, no mechanisim

créate uniformity out*of‘thatéggversify.

liked the students, or at least, they said they did and

a

to go off, build their own approaches *to, classes and éurricuium,
@ ry ’ v

> i ¢

‘their own ways.of relating to students, ‘and were able to justify .
) their actions in their own terms. Schedule, room arrangement, and the,

ame N s &

requirement thét~sgm¢*§g§genpe of courses be taken made

the school

’ A

Underneath that very

At one point in' the study I wanted to say that the

“Mliking"

oz

< ~
served as the main motivatdr.

existed t6\

*

teachers all

£

that this

But it was not that simple..

-

., While they spoke of the generalized "kids," they always meant a very

k4

select set of individual students for whom they worked and from whom

they evoked

.

-

4

e kind of reSpSnse'they wanted.
-

)~
~ {

-

thin unifor—:

4
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In fact each teacher had two important fields. The first was

2
>

that insgfpersonal and .egocentric set of forces from which a teacher

created his or her appreach to teaching and students. 'The second was

-

composed of-a set of students--real students, past or present, for
3 . )
whom his or her particular approach worked. Some teachers spoke of

thg*academically inclined, some spoke of the poorer and/or less

é .

able,ssome spoke of those who left school and were doing well in

college or in the community; some spoke of those who, had become genuine
1 ' %
friends, or who reminded the teacher of herself or himself at a

- AEY

younger age. Each teacher maintained some "set of students," for whom

~

his or her apbroach worked, students who responded affectively to him
anq who, in effectpsjustified his or her unique approach to the job.
The second "field" justified the first field.
‘ s | :
Teacher-to-Teacher.or Teachers with Other Teachers

F

I have not yet described what is the subject of most network

; . -
studies: the interactions of participants, in ﬁhis case, teachers with

L4 ©
other teachers. While the assertion made here is that it is not the

interpersonal networks as much as* the egocentric fields that one .

B ﬁ‘_"' . -W , ¢ .-
has to study in order to‘understand the curriculum, many opportunities

. t
exist in school for teachers to interact. When talking about teacher

to teacher interaction, innumerable interactions have to be sifte

. ..

through to try to winnow out those that seem tg have something to

v

" do with school as an educational organization. I observed and

recorded those inteyactions that -were stable and enduring, assuming

‘- z L ,
that their stability and eﬂﬂurance were evidence that they served

fle

some purpose. T < '

First is the departmental’structure. Within the departments

people taught in proximity to one another, shared the same office,

te

€S




. -
-
¥

decided. on texts‘and suppiieé,and arranged schedules. Within this

: ¥ B .
. Structure innumerable interactions took place. Fdi pany, the depart-

A Y

ment was the strongest source of personal and professional ties.

o

But it had definite limits.’ The oepartnent chairman did not super-

-~ . . ha v ‘
vise or evaluate, neither did he or she enter anqther's classroom

- !

uninvited‘bvhihin a depqrtment teachers’” did not openly comment on or

L]

criticize another's tyle or choice of materials,or challenge another's
v P

>

opinion bn some pedagogical.natter. While ap important, source of-"

A .
coordination and socialization, the departments did' not extend beyond
) t

S

the corridors into the classrooms.
‘There was a good example of this in the first school. A district-
wide attempt was made to have the English department in the four high’

schools address more directly grammar and composition ‘for freshmen . -

and”sophomores. The program, which was in its third year, was origi-

. —

nated and impiemented by the dlSZf;thide English chairperson and two

wem

) ! » b

department chairpersoné? one of whom was in the first school. The

program provided not only guidelines for imstruction but also a

N . . [
fairly elaborate series of pre- and posttests. But after three

<

years, the district“ﬂ!rector of secondary education, busy J‘tb the

-

tuilding and with hiring, paid little attention to it. The building
principal paid no attention to it and had. never inspected the
elaborate testing program & The people who irnitiated it were no
longer in coordinating positions; two of them had become administra-

_torse The Engiish oepartments in two other high schools oaid almost

- no attention to it; its use and implementation was being left more

§

.and more to the discretion of individual teachers. In effect, some
y .
¥nterested people created it and pushed it as far as they could.
- ihen,yhén’they left or iost interest, thelprog#%mﬂremaineéﬁin name
‘onl;: . c ‘ ' \ - ) |
r - 1) .
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PR . .

) ™~ . _ The'other &qpartments were not much different, except in social

0 ‘. . - ! ® B

studies and physical education. The social studies department had

T - *some fairly ﬂgy Eeachers who shared materials and ideas for their
A . -
5

. classes, dttgnded after-houf’events, and showed a high level of

&

‘ ’ interest in.student ac%it,ies’. One coached cheerleaders, another

 p s te- .
R d N~

pom pom girls; andthgr sponsored an activities assembly to raise money

. . ‘

for a stricken student, and all were active in other eyents.~ As

s
. ¢ - M

teachers wﬁo aétiﬁely pursued their own interest, one had started a

. . 1]

course in international relations, another several courses in sociology,
- -

“ e "another a ﬁéu;se in psychology. Each developed his/her ctdss, recruiting

N . « .

students, and ‘working the.class into the curriculum.

AR

-

When the department chairperson and some other members of the
. - department did‘not support their efforts to increase electives, _
- - * g -

these teachers simply went around them and had their courses approved

° -

an

by‘the principal. When their efforts at recuiting students for their

advanced e;ectiégs resulted _in one member of the depaf?bent Being left

" N -~ 4 M

. ’ ’ with five classes of ninth-grade civics, then that was too bad.

4 - - . ES - - .
-

That person ,railed against the system which apportioned classes

“ 1

, unfairl&,‘%ut he,had done nothing to protect himself. >

a e -
- . . < = ~

The departmént served she individual teachers; the teac%ers did
.. ‘k ’ .
- "not serve the department. When a teacher whom the advanced biology’

.
.

g ' teacher did'not respect was_assigned to teach elementary biology,

“

. " he went to:the yﬁincipal and argued that the department did -not

\ . s

. , v
want that individyal. But when in that same department the chairperson

hant%Q spme cooperation for a departmental inservice, that same biology

teachexr refused to cooperate and refused to attend the agreed upon
[ .
» 24

. activity. When he wanted E%’use the depdrtment to protect his Biolééy,

' he used ft. When it was inconvenient, he ignored it with imfunity.

» d .-
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. ¢ When the coaches wanted increased supplies, thgy went to the

department, chairperson and argued as a department; when there was an

y ‘ attémpg‘to get them to participate in a departmental inservice b

P . - R C t

designed to add .some skills to their rppertoire, they stayed in
[ - - %

L s ’

pheir men,coaches' locker room all morning, The dé&paFftment, as an’
vy C A ~

eﬁbity, was extremely weak relative to thg streﬁgth of the individual

teachers' fields.

:
]

0y

As we statgd, there were stable and purposive interactions all.
over tbose schools*béty;en‘téache?s,@g&f&hese purposive interactions
Qere intended t?ﬁg;tend and protett the field of each individuai, but,
at- the same time, were not aflowed to intrudg qun that field.

; .
Our model is composed first of a background. field from which
stems one's approach to the task of instructing students; a second
; . ) . . . < s
field- is composed of the teachér and some students, for whom that

B

-

' 3

teacher's approéch is considered to be '"'good;" and finéily; a third

"

Mo .
field or network, composed of the teacher and his colleagues, which
. d one joins in order _to create, ex&end, or protect the initial field.
. - . - ! .

- . « .

Teacher and Colleagues ‘ . .

~

.

There are‘two types of networks. ) .
. P
' The first is composed of those intefactions’representing an
undi§guiséd aigempt by a person to buildAa support system for his,
‘ . . - activity. Fo; e%amyle, the newspaper sponsor purposivel;‘cultivated‘

e " the principal, the activities director, an ingividual in the central

N
’ " v

offite whd had access to some copy machines, and another teacher who

. - .
-

. . -
helped her students with camera work--all of whom she nifded'in order

. to susgain her, newspaper. Another teacher, the yearbook gponsor, cul-
s ' . : . . . ’

. + tivatdd the principal, the activities director, and a vice prificipal

- for support and thus built a netwerk to protect her yearbook. Further,

_FRIC__ R o 4
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P .
two coaches, who created and team-taught a course in fitness for

varsity athletes, cooperated with one another in the curriculum

. ’ s s . 7
(dne of few instances), but it was still their own personal 1n%t1ative

and energy that created and sustained this successful class.

Y

The second network consists of informal interactions in which

teachers take genuine pleasture in one another's company. Over the

- - .

. . . r . .
course of their interactions the informal associations themselves .

Seéome an. important part of one's field. [For example, a group of '

1

males—two teachers, a guidance counselor, and the athletic director-- i

went out to luneh every day and had been doing s¢ for' years. The

friendship and camaraderie that went with that luncheon were important a

~ ' 2

4
reason \

v

elgments in their professional lives and were actually the

.that two of them had stayed~horking in that school. For the former,

}

we can indicate Ehg yearbook sponsor, who cultivated the principal,

-
cultivated the’gctivities director, and a vice principal for support ’
and*t?us built ? neéwogk to protect her yearbook.‘ Andther group of
men in the“;ffice'adjacent to, the industrial ért; area liked one . -
another and in theufashioégof long time associates,di§cussed one

) - .
.another's personal Itves, drank togefher on Friday night, fished ’ ‘

and hunted together,ﬁhelped one another build a garage, pour cement, *
or finish basements. For thém,regular association, every morning
' . . ) ! : s
before.school, every fifth hour every day, and every Friday evening,

. L4

was important to-having a satisfactory life in that school.

.

While'we have not yet moved beyond the idea of egocentric circtes,
: ' :

- .

there,are individuals” who héve,not one set of support colleagues,

but many, because their in—sEhool,field is more active and complex.

- -

[y

W. sponsors an activity and coaches, so he associates with the athletic

-




director and.others. He initiated a new class, so he seeks out the

’ ’ ’
' principalj he socializes with other teachers, so he attends the Friday

sessions in the bar; and, in,addition,.he was brought up and lives
- *

. 4
in the community. Because of his i?volvement he 'is sought out, in
. .

v [4

turn, by the activities director for assistance on another activity,
by the principal to serve on a committee, and by the athletic directo

for extra work if he wants it. He has many-.sets of colleagues all

v
\

over the school. His is a complex social envirogment.

\

Another teacher was hired to teach one class of physical science,

~

.

chemistry, and some ninth-grade science, but decided that he preferred-
> . e

physical science. Through‘;mrking on the class, gA¢ruiting more

k4

'students, and garnering the support of the principal, he now has one

class of chemistry and four of physfaéi science. But he has no .

-

friends in the school, is 6n no committees, and g&fends.no more than °
. [

two evening activities a year demanded By the contract.” For him the

3 . J ‘ r ‘e
school 1s considerably less complex. But the same principle holds. -,
< ‘, .

Both teachers moved into the sécial 1ife of the schOZy'an& created
nétworks of relations in order to enhance their fields. !

All these®internal groups and associates wéré-c;eated by the -
individual teachers for persdnal reasons; these groups are‘not struc-
turally maintained or.rewarded. Membership in any group w;s opeﬁ

3

and voluntary. One could as'well join in Ehe 4th and 5th hour euchre

in the lunch rbomi as he could the group in the industrial arts

s
I3 -

teachers in the non-smoking lunch session, the speciaf—

or one could--even were he not a eoaclt-make the men's physical
eduéatio; office his'hangout if he liked and wanted to talk spoxts, ]

or he could create his set of support people whom he needed for his

3
.

9 .

ey




)f:; ‘. favorite project. All of the a§so;iations were fluid and pon-e‘clusive, \\>

.
s
~ -

open to any one who aLailed himself, wanted to’ join and would take

4 ‘

. L4

part regularly. TIf one chose not to join this or that set, or none at
. . . \ -
\all, he or.shesreceived no sanction. Associations designed for

\

curricular ends and #hose designed for nonrcurricdlar ends shared the .

. )

s > 1

common genesis'and existed because someone cared to exert the effort (/ |
< and engage in Fhe activity. .
s

It was newer the case that membership in one of these entities ‘
K . ! ’
affected membership in another. AR individual could be a member of

.

a‘department, a lunch or card group, and a coach of some sport,'Put
none of what she or he did in one, related to or affected what-he

P did in another. : ' % 4

. ¥

The school then was composed 6f serialized'aﬁa segmented setf
, of interactions, individually and purposefully initiated and main-

. tained. to fulfill some personal need, either to extend one's.teaching .

‘ . £

apg;oach‘or provide a fuller life.' These associations were open and
accessible, and membershié in one did not preclude or affecg member- .
«ship im aﬁother, nor were they allowed/to igtrude into one's own

way of dealing with students and feaéhing. In fact, in none of .

those informal or formal sets was there ever any generalized dis-

4 "

. cussiton of or search for consensus-on the best way to deal with

[

students. . 3 ' . . -

rS
\

Now this certainly constitutes a network, but a certain type
A= of network. A networl implies a certain amount of cross-membership
with associations off one kind implying associations of a second kind.

3

I did not find that. What characterized the as§ociations,.both

those that were purposively designed to extend one's field, or’f*ose N
( . .

;

that were designed to fill out one's personal life, were each isolated

»

I"z
[V




)

froem the others. One might be a member of two or more groups, but

3
+

there was 'no overall pattern, that, knowing a teacher's membership

+

ip some groupg, helped to predict membership in 6ther groups. For

that reason, I characterized the teacher network as a segmented set
s - )
og disgcrete, single-purpose entities. .

For the principals of either school, their schools wére composed

of these sets of relachénships, but for them, the relationships were

not discrete. The principals, because they administered the schedule,
- .

additional assignments, and unallocated resources, controlled just

those things that many teachers wanted in ‘order to fill out their
*I .
fields. The principals could award a department chairpersonship;
2, -
a free first, fiffﬁ,or eighth dour; a favorite class; a double luneh

’ - Ld

period; an honors séction,qr support for a new activity. Part{culaﬁkr
in the first school, to the degree that he could, the principal awarded,
within th& bounds of the contract, those people who, in return, gave ’

him suppart wigp his job. What he wanted most was for teachers to
“ & a
enter into the spirif of the school and to support its diverse

”~
activities and events. After all, he was in the position of having
to demonstrate to a paying public that the school was a viable entity,
~

and the evidence for that consisted of the diverse and interesting B

prpojects that individual teachers had initiated. The gifted program, (\\ .

a winning team, a quality newspaper, an innovative science program,

a good debate club,or a well attended senior play were the items

-

that,méde good public relations, pleased the publjc and the central

office administrators.
So the'principal valued most highly those teachers whose activities
assisted him with the all-important task of presenting that building

€ * %
in a favorable light to the public. In addition, there were innumerable
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. 0 - o
times whe?,he needed,add;zzzhal help(with some event, and he valued
e « !

and attempted o reward the people who would respond to a call for

help at a football game or dance or help ébonsor some lesser activity.

[
. -

that he attempted to help with their favored

‘ - o

It was those people
project in exchange fqr support on his projects.

. Given the limits of dealing with a tenured, contracted, mature -

€

faculty, many of whom had as much of; their energy allocated to outsidé
. I X ”

acfivities as to the school, the principal really did not have very

.
> »

much in the way of power or rewards$ to”dispense. He could neither

-

’ ¢ . ,
hire nor fire, promote nor demote, pay more nor less, give fewer nor

more than the contractually agreed upon number of classes. What

‘
¢ 4

he could do was support their private versions of the job, and he

did it in exchange for cooperation Qith his pet projects. We could

understand the criticisms from those who said he "played favorites,"

but as he saw it, he was using what :little he had to create some
semblance of unity from th3§ set of‘%astly disparate endeavors.
; . -
From pis position, and to some -extent for the activities or

-

athletic directors, the word "network'' meant something. They were

involved in numerous activities, and what occurred in one would affect

:
-

what.occurred in another. But for the others on the staff, there i

. “

-remained their'private fields; whaf-forays they made into the social
interaction 'of the school did not go beyond their individual interests.
If .one were willing to do justlas the contracf stated, and wanted

no extra funds or the better classes or any favered schedule or a
- w o7
fré% first or eighth hour; if one were content with fifth-period
” ‘v i :
cafeteria duty and five classes of ninth-gtade general math or civics,




.
“

neither the principal nor anyone else would have any power over that
teacher. But if a teacher wanted more than.that--and everyone whom

)
I met did--then he or she had té enter into the general social arena

Y

of the school and cultivate what relationships were necessary in

order to get what he or she wanted,

There were few opportunities for carving out a favored position

in the second school with its straight five-periodiday and a lack of

funds, which denied many of the extra activities, sports, clubs, or

e ", -
trips. In this school, though, teachers talked a great deal about

when they attended events together and went beer drink{ng afterwards,

the "old days" in the "old school" when people supported each other,
/" t

when they ate together and socialized and knew.each other's children.

Strong friendships still existed, some teae&ers still hunted and fished

- -

_
together, and a year-end corn party was held, but because of the severe

financial conditions at the school, fewer opportunities existed for
G f
interaction.in the school. People there were even more likely, when

they finished talking about the "old days," to leave by themselves - -

for their distant homes and families, and whatever activities they
a

A

maintained outside. . -

«

Summary and Implications

In this field study, I attempted to trace the network$ among. the
teaching staffs in two comprehensive secondary schools and determine
. - 13

the effects of those networks on the curriculum. These two schools, U

" .
with their comprehensiveness, curriculum, architecture, size, staff

~a

selection procedures, and organizational structure, g¢ertainly do\ﬁk .
T

b .
embody the major charactertstics of most public secondary schools,
although they are «not archetypal secondary schools. A theoretical

model, constructed from the data, dichotomized the term "network"

to include (1) an egocentric field, and (2), a network or aggregate of

r - P
P e




all the staff relationships. The model suggests that the important

element in the construction of curriculum is the individual teacher's
N : R
: 2 ,

personal field from whict he or she constructs an approach to students

and teaching. 'A~second, eﬁuallyrggdcentfic field is composed of each
téacher and some students ;hgrrespond or have responded to that tegcher's
approach, and finally, a set of relations that one may build with othe%
staff to either protect that personal approach or to enrich oné's life.
This third éspec; is aiso egocentric except for someone like the prin-
cipal who has to consider the effects of any action on many teachers'
personal fields. At that point one may think of a school in terms of

a total network. From a funé;;onalist perspective, one could .

suggest that thosé staff members behaved that wéy because of a system
that left them unsupervised but in the company of'studentsofor a%mﬁgz’
the eﬁtire day with Lhe‘principal requifement being that they "get

B

along with kids." In response they developed these personal approaches

-

<to teaching and the aggregate of these approaches was the basis of

the curriculum, In sum, the network structure was composed of highly
. R M

. -

_diverse, segmented and egocentric fields.

.

While from this descrigs}ve study of only two schools one has
to be careful about imﬁlications, it is in order to generate impli-

) \
cations that one undertakes a field study, Therefore, there are
o ] 1

a few points I would like to discuss.

£l

The most serious are the qugstions that this study raises about

the position of tHe~organizatibn Lelative tghthe individual;; Given

;0

fhis study, it is hard to understand why so many criticé'iﬁé&ét fhat

L . -

our sécondary schoels are either "monolithic or sterile" (save in a

certain drabness of architectyre) and why there are continuing ’
——— - = D -

, = .
efforts to get schools to further release control of students

(Carnegie Council of PolicysStudies in Higher Education, 1979, p. 24).

’:’ ' +
A\
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In the first school, one could choose from among 168 courses, in the,

-second, from 250. 1In additiol, each school offered coop, work study,
] .

e

independent study, experiﬁentél programs, night school, shared programs

.

with the local community college, special education, and an area career
) ~ ¢ ’
center for additional vocational training. In the first school, half

to two-thirds of the funiors and seniors left as early as 10:45 a.m.

to go to their 'payipf jobs;'in the second school everyone went home
* AN . “»

‘at 12:50. : Cog . .

~
-

Given the emphasis on sétisfying indiwidual student needs, the

elective system with its few standard requirements and the numerous

ways that even those few standards could be excepted, the absence
of sup%rvision by admtnistrators or colleagues, the strict attention '

to studeni.rights, and the following of quasi—legaliétic procedures: -
for solving minor‘disputes, it seemed to me that both the school

administrators and the schools as collectives long/ééo gave up any

_suggestion that it was their role to decide on curricular matters

« and simply turned the responsibility over to individual“teackers

B f B

and students, g}lowing each to follow his or-her own predilections.

It follows that the strength of the institution is left dependent

' v
on individual teachers offering quality programs to interested stu-
, —_—
dents, -the teacher subcontracting his asséknments, the students -
- L 4 :
subcontracting for their education. But there are at least two

problems that this raises. The first is that, while the autonomy

- . .

that teachers enjoy may encourage a very high effort from some, any

given individual may retain.his job for years while doing little and
putting his efforts into other endeavors. The serond pfoblem is

<that for thg§e students who are either notivated and mature or who
have some firm adult guidance, there is a quality education to be

f

/ . - an *
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had in either school. But there is nothing «td prevent those who lack
I'd - -
. B

the sophistication, maturity, or guidance from slipping through the ©
system_without exzﬂ the rudiments of an education. The individual,

whether teacher or student, confronts such a system on hlS or her own.

*»
i

A second and related issue is the neglect of the school collective

as_an edufativeAentity. One might consider Durkheim's view that the
school's important functibn is to prepare éhe child for social respon-
sibility and that it is done by creating a school atmosphere in which
one is expected to restrain his individual passions in favor of th;

collective good, live up to some fairly clear norms of behavior and

achievement and thereby learn the habits of social responsibility.

,

The important element is not the developmeﬁt of an individual according

f
to his or her needs but the sé¢hool as
pa

a social means to-a social end--the means by which a
' society guarantees its own survival. The teacher is

society's agent, the critical link in cultural trans-
mission. It {'s gs task to create a social or moral
vein. Through the teacher, society creates man in its
image. That, *says Durkheim, is the task, the glory ‘of
education. It is not merely a.matter of allowing an in-
dividual to develop in accordance with his nature, dis-
closing whatever’ hidden capacities lie there only waiting
td be revealed. Education creates a new-being. (Durkheim,
1961, .pp. xi-xii) & .

Not only would Durkheim's school be better equipped to teach the

. \ : ™ )
v{ftues of moral and social responsibility, but the collective ethic

would serve as an added incentive for individual effort. Ruﬁger,

Maughan, Mortimore, ‘Oaston, and Smith (1979) in/theh" stuciy suggesting

that teachers and students are likely to work harder and achieve more

-

in schools where there is a collective agreement on aﬁpropriate

behavior and collectively enforced 'standards, affirmed what private

* school acfvoce_ztes have long known: It isg to justify a demanding

r “ 7‘;;5 .
curriculum to a student when one's only argument;;s based on a

~ ’ u’

»

~
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N

i .
- is the way we behave heré," the question is-less likely to be asked:

y W ~

ntilitarian individualism. One has no answer to the student who'

when asked to underfake difficult tasks asks,'"Why should I?" if

, . o .
;::;\EEacher and student understand that ,it~is dnly the "I" that

.
- ¢

couats. But if there is some collective understanding that, "This.’

~
.

[P K ’ . ) \'
In sum, it seems that while in either of these two schools

there were some vefy high quality effarts by teachers, and hence

D \ . .
< . » - o

* 3 ] - N . ' . )
some excellent, oppgrtunities fox assertive students, this study raises
: Bt - - . ’ -

- - L]

' some serious questions about the neglect of. the school collective as

either a motivating, rewarding, and supporting entity or as' a peda—-,-i5
S -

gogicaé?means to teaching social responsibility. But to attend to

those issues one would firet have{ to COngront the ‘:‘ty expressed
by the "loosely couplenhjnetapher and be prepaneé to rejept its |
notion :t;at tnere very good gllitical and finigcial Q%asons for » -
meintaining a very opeﬁ\\p ized "un¢ontrolled and uninspected,"’

. f) . . . /-
individualized systein of secondary schools.
’ T TA . ,J .

Schools less oféen control their instructional activi-

ties or outputs, despite”periodic shifts toward "account- .
rability." ' They avoid this kind of control for two reasons.
Firse, close superv1Sion of instruttional activity and
Qutputs can uhcover inconsistencies and inefficiencies

and can create moYe uncertaintge-than mere abstract and
unenforced demands for conform/ o bureaucratic rules.
Second, in the United Statel Alized governmental

and professional controls ardjugegk. Schools depend

heavily on local funding and support. Maintaining

only nominal central controlt over instructional outputs

and activities also maintains societal consensus about

the abstriact ritual classifigations-by making local
variations in the content and effectiveness of instruc-
tional practices ipvisible/ (Meyer & Rowan, 1978, p. 80)

.

a

»

Meyer and Rowan argue, quite cofrectly, that the school "organi-

A -

égtionS‘integrane themselves, By inforporating wider institutional
- structures as their -own" (p. 81). Hence one can see a healthy f&hc—

<

g,




" and the“pluralistic’ constituency.
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[y
-

tional relationship between the inner workings of a schopl as described

here and the realities of politics, funding proceaurés, teacher unions,
b 1 ‘
’} . .

But, however aﬁpealing, this type of functional explanation doek

’

.

. have some problems. As Hempel (1965) points out:

i

For sake of objective t@&stability of functionalist ’
hypotheses, it -is essential, therefore, thgt definitions

of needs or functional prerequisities be supplemented .
by.reasonably clear and objectively applicable criteria .

, of what is to be considered a healthy state or a normal

working order of the systems under consideration; and’

that the vague and sweeping notion of survival then be
. construed in the relativized sense of survival in a .
healthy state as speéified. (p. 321)

.

The question may not be whether the school will simply "survive"

.

in some generalized sense, but whether by'continuing to fragment its

v
Al

process, it can survive in some healthy state as an educative entity.

OO
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