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ABSTRACT - 2

Growing dlssatlsfacﬁlon with the llnkage of

educatlonal research and development information and products tu

. actual cchool classroonm procedures has motivdted many researchers ard
practitioners to ancover new linkage systems, Among the new
approaches suggested is that of building on already existing
commynication netwoxrks in schools and across the country, attempting
to channel information 1nto these informal networks in a manner and
shape more readily useful to school personnel. However, little is
curreatly known about what 1nformal education communication networks
éxist or how they operate, and’even less is known about hbdw long
these networks endure or the format of the information transmitted
through them. This paper is part of 'a symposium bringing together
researchers and practitigners to explore these underlying gquestions
and suggest future directions fqr building linkages between research
and practice. It discusses research qn information networks involved

, in establishifg néw or alternative schools. By analyzing data
collected at six new schools-in New York City, the authors describe
the number and duratlon of networks and the key individuals who
compose then. (Author/nLF) .
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are in the early stages of a p
"l is-aimted st srulving ¢
involved in the creation of new
we are nof so much interested in
vre as ir what 'it takes to envisi
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oject entitled MSociat* Ay

.
)
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caitezture in
ploanir ;. ~ and implesféntation
Innovative schools. 4s our oitle
the'processes of physical N

on wid implement an educationsl

‘

e

. scéial system.

The

speaple who care abo
v " -torms of scheooling

the last four years) opened for stude

interview peopls,

nt
about the plarning and

re is plenty of evidence from the
ut the creation ot seriously innovative or a
have 'had difficulty in.creating and sustaining educational

past decad

e or so that
lterpative.

We wanted to visit ¢

hese and

.8 settings ghat fully embody their hopes. . ,
L N ' : . ¢ N ip . * ‘:
3 , As 2n early step in our project, ‘we decidedﬁto retrieve information from.
inpovative schools we called "old si“es” -,ones which had recently (rhic is, in

}

through., e also felt it would be profi

s
émplementation processes they had gone.

tablee to locate and intervigy

planners -
ce in rhe design and

implementation of ney schools -
Esdom .Finally, we wanted
- innovative schodls which were curantly -
so that we could document and‘%nalyzenthe ‘
s it<occurred, rather than,only retrosqektivély.

Pedple-wifh repewted experien
to discover their rules of thumb and accumulated
to locate a populatioén ofenew sites
enmeshed in . the planning process,
.. creation of educag}onal settings a
> B

a problem:
Weswill,discuss-our experience in’a )
this aug )

« s -
Locating old sites, new s{ees, and planrers presented us with
how té do this rapidly and economically?
moment: for now it's important to remind g&ence'that the problem is

.y one of ascertaining whether there is anything like one or more networks
operating in the new-school business; through which it ngQt be poss%ble to
get access to the information we wanted.' ‘o " :

\ o ' e - °.‘~ -

‘ Network Wefined. So what is a network, generafly spegking? ,Dictidnary % )
definitions tend to focys on ideas like a “combination of .filaments, lines, veinsg,
passages', or an "openwork fabric with lings cros¥ing at regular intervals",
Yor é°disperseq arrangement of parts, components, etc. with intersecting lines
of communication”, or "an arrangement of#conducting elements (resistgrs,
condensors, etc.) connected by conducting wire'', Not much help ‘for our
purposes, but suggestive.
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<L Paper read to symposium on Communication Networks in Education: ’
™ their Operation and Influence. American Educational Research issociation, .

~ meetings, Washington, D. C., HMarch 30 - april 3, 1975,

SD 1 Designingland Starting New Schools: a Field Study of‘gocial .

~° Architecture in Educatio-. NIE grant NIE-G-74-0051. Matthew B, Miles is

<t Principal Investigator; Dale G. Lake is Co-Principal Investigator(
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‘J/| - - Most basically, .we considqr.a network ta be a dispersed-"arrangement of .

« y elements (or. nodes) connacted to each other by "l1ies". 'MatefTal, eneryy or

informration can travel tetwean nodes aleng the lines. Somé of the &tements .
S afxft: . *ioly more '"mbdal'. than pthers (i.g,,hhave more lihes conneé?}ng _
s ., taen/to okher elements), , - 7 L. © o C
. T . ’ o . . . v, W .
e The netwdIys we are fhtereste& in are not abstract, ‘or e{eggrycal, or
. P stextile. 1y wve social. Thus the elements are people, aroles or:grouss,
2, and the lines are.communication-'charpels (face to face contact, phone’ ﬁail).
* 7" ‘What travels ovef the lines is typically information,.rather than energy or
™S, materials. . ‘ EIE '
N q . . - 1Y ‘-. . X .
! T . o . ° :
’ Given presentlytdvailable communication media, everycne in the world

is in principle connected for information-transmission ‘purposes to everyone
else, That "network" is too gross for-our purposes. The idea-of’a communication
"netwotk" more usefully implies a copnected set 3f elements and channels which

-

wijl.permit low-endray access-to“trusted information. -
‘y é - " <_11 . . . - B . ’ .
. That is: in a good communication netuerk, it is possible with minimal _

ékpenditurevof energy to give and obtaia crecdible (beli_vablﬁ, veridgical)
information. Electrons axe electrons. But when the traveling subst¥nce is
informétton, questions of its quality, accuracy; etc. become paramount. .
The information-seeker at one rfode needs to know whether the sender at mnothcr
is honest and not‘self-deludin;, is copetent to understand;:he request, and
is Willing to transmlt the sort of information requested. ‘iﬁese assurances
are most often met when sender and receiver have nad previous face-to-face

"

. contact, enough to develop clear, positive views of each ‘others' benevolence,
competence and degree Sf authenticityd | . ‘
. e ‘A . 4 ’ # . e * ) .
s Our’ Fherieval experionce. As we have indicated, our need was to locate

"(fébf@ly and economically) & set.of planners, recently-opened innovative
schools ,* and schools currently being planned which would“help us understand
more about the design ‘and development of ‘educational settings.

~ “
[,
v Pl

»

Ty Generally speaking, we proceeded by brainstorming initial-contact 'lists,
f phoning/ people on. these whom we knew or were connected to by a third party,
', and asking for cuggestions for "old sites", "planners', :and "new sites".

! When “e had enough information to decide that a visit to a planrer or an old
site for an extended intérview was worthwhile, we carried out such an interview
and asked the interviewee for still more nominatioﬁs‘in the three categories.

- In _this way we' systematically snowballed our way into 2 moderate-sized sample
, of 49‘gldﬁners, 66 old sites, and 58 new sites. In all cases we' indicated
g our wish to know about "innovative", "interesting", "alternative" schools and

their plhnner§; in all cases we stressed that we were focusing on social and

. / educational planning, not physicalVplanning, #We also said we wished to stay
. (/ focused 'in the Northeast, ) g .
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1t Should bé.emphasizé&
sense’of careful sampling or

S A .o - .
that our ‘wppreach was not "scientific! ifi the
systematic Jexhaustion ‘of., categaries. We simply

v .
.
[*'S - - . .

. . N

, ad@ed opportunistically to locate as many ugeful nominations as we could, :
with as little excess energy expenditure as possible. In a sense, . though our
prejudices (for example, npt'éﬂwectingimgch halp from hatfenal associationsg) °

. mow T 20 eéd our findings, our effégt may.be a reasonably typical exhibit
oi_now people wanting information about new schools burréw their way through
whatever "networks" may ‘exist. = g R S . C, S
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tormed an dnitial contact’list,-which:inclyded:,

4

-

.

N DU~ WwN

5 -
central office person

P

S,
e

&

national profeSsibnal'éssociations)-

2 . .

university researcher
. &

consulting*firms

research and development agencies (independent)%
ez

Federal officialg
State officials
:’ Y

b4

-~ .

v

. 5
B

o

.
%

]

¢ R

X
. .

-

’

-
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. B L . '
\ When we considered initially how ve might''go, about locating planners, te

e,

Of these,

we did not pursue fhe ﬁgtionql a

ssociations, nor 4 of-the 5

.nationglly-known consulting firms,

nor either Federak official.

As it turned

out, central office persoﬁnel,

personnel, \and -alternative-scho

td-the realities of new’ schools
. -planhers for us. So, interesti

staffs of alternative schools, intermediate unit
ol organizations - all of them much closer
-.were those who most frequently could locate

ngly, could State officials and R & D agency i

Y

. - persons - especially those who had worked in other settifgs” previously.
- - [ . .

. s
A

The results of our search proQiss are Mfsplqyed in Teble .1, 'Categories
of persons npminating planners are a

the left; ghose receiving nominations

are shown in column headings. T

0.

P e
.

The tategories of nominators included the following:

’
S

A person jnow involved in theAbIaning of a particglat
alternative or innovative new school.

Staff member (or closely-involved planner) of ah

alternative ‘school. ’

Central office personnel in a school district (other than" supt.).
School distrist line ‘m2nagers. (superintendents, principals). *
Intermediate unit personnel (BOCES in New York, county supt.
in New Jersey, ACES in Copnecticut), )

State Department of Education officiai.

Official of voluntary "linking" organization (school study
council, league of schools, etc.).

Alternative school-focused organization (including thional
‘Alternative Schools Program, Center for New Schools).

. *

N
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8. Professional,organizatioﬂ (national or regional* Such as
o, . "AASA, NEA, county school board association).

° .
> . 9.’ University based researcher, professor or§°raduate snudent
. 10. Consultqp; (1nc1udes free-lance and firms). .
1 : 11, Irdependent research and ‘development organization member
R R ‘ (éex: HKUMRRO, Center for Policy- Researgn) RN
2
. \12. Federal agencyofficial, . - v
, 13. Fouridation official ° ) o7 '
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.associated district offices.

25 -

N .

Some general observations can be made about this matrix. Iirst, ncw- ¢

'school planners do not seem to be very visible to others; there were 59
" mominations, made by 49 people.

Only two planners received 3 nominations,
and one nomination was typical.3 \ ' '

- . ~

Second, the classes of planner which are least parochial - receive <
nominations from most other categories -~ are those%of university-based
.}rofessor/researcggr/graduate stadent, ana independent consultant/firm. . -
Universities have ‘often been criticized as havens for those who do not.care’
about school problems, byt plannetrs who inhabif them are visible to people
In a wide range‘of other niches, iaciuding thoseé in schools and ‘the fir

It's in the interest of consultants, <

‘presumably, to be visible. .~

[} 3

7
{ Third, district ceﬁﬁral d3ffice personnel tend to
othey, and not to know of apy other resources.'

Y

.
-
.

‘be most vi§ib1e to each

+  Fourth, iEA lite managers, such as superintendents and principals, are
only-visible to irtermediate-ugit pegscnggl, district personnel, arnda (in one *
case) to an SED rep resentative, V. S . T ;0

, Fiﬁth,'pla;nefs are mentioned only infrequently as residing in intermediate
units, linking organizations'or R&D organizations, .and not at all in foundation .
or Federal agency settings.., / &‘ -

" Finally, no one nominates any pladner whose primary identity was that
of current responsibility for planning a newsschool. This may be partially
gn artifact of the slowdown in new-school starts in the last few years, but’
we suspect thht local planners are (a) less Llikely to have repeated planning
experience; (b) not visible to those outside the effort.

In the Washington, D. C. area, the influence on networks is markedly
affected by the large county systems. Persons are typically appointed at a
central office level to be responsible for the county's building program.

These persons are considered planners and are well known throughout the county
but not necessarily in an adjoining county.

Outside of such county officials, planners identified were more likely
to be kn~wn for their national reputation than locally. For example, the few
non-county planners identified in the area were nominated by federal cofficials.

* These planners had helped start new schools in such desparate locations as

Boston and Oregon.
- iy

Vel

3 Cosmopolitans are naturally more visible than logals. Ex: an urban
schools planner, formerly a consuitant, was .nomimated by another consultant
(who was a former partner), a person from a research and development agency,
and’a foundation officer who had funded both the planner and the agencyy, Or,
the head of a well-known alternative high school wyas mentioned by a Federal
agency person, (whd had gone to the same university as the school head), an
R&D researcher (formerly a Federal officlal), and an assistant superintendent
(who had managed a program funded by the official). )

»
Fay , ' P
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thorough, but in-locating schools which (a) were genuinely "alternative" or
“innovative™; (b) had opened in the past 4 years; (c) had some origxnal pianners

ground for intérviews. The locations of nomxnateé%_old sites" were identified N
nj);

as '"metropolitan' (e.g., New York, Hartford, Bosto urban (smaller city);
. reclorsi (irzl. 1 =9 ar-an combinations); suhurban; Sﬁd subhrban/rural
i )
We located a total of 66 "old sites", 41 in thef ew York, meLropolitan
. area, and the remaining spread over northern New Jntsey, Connecthat and the
Boston metropolitan area. We also located another 25 in the Baltimore-Washington
: area, but-all wére located by calling the .central-office per3&n.
' ““ (‘ . * - .‘
’ It can be séen that nominations c=me most fr quentlg,from@%taff membérs of
aICernative/Lnnovatlve schools themselves, central oifice persondel, intermediate
. " unit persons, an alternative schobls organization, -ands stase\deaartmeqt of
.education personnel. But those generalizations mask the~fbct thhl the many
nominstions. (for 34 of the 66 svhools) came from persons,who seemed to be at
central "nodés) in the network oE'information flow about new schopls: (1) a
metropolitan facilities planner with a strong interest in alt.rpative programs ;
. (2) ar official of a national clearing house for alternative scnools, (3) the

Title 111 coordxnator in a state department of education; (%) a “university

* researcher’ who ‘had just compleced a.national tour of alternative-like schools.
Nominations were freguent from staff members of altérnatxve/xnnovati»e schools,
and from intermed ate-unit per;onnel but were scattercd, no ceatrally-"nodal"
persons were found, except in the Baltimore- washington area. - 4

New Sites. As Table 2 shqys, the 66 sites received a total of 34

nominations; here to repeat nominations are nut fr.quent. Our. records indicate
that only five sites received as many as 3 nominations, ajd one 4, All but one
were alternative scHools In suburban settings; the other metropolitan. The
most frequent nominators of these "visible" schools were,staff members of other
scho.ls, university personnel, and linking agency members. 7Table 2 also
indicates that certair categories.of nominators show up very infrequently or
not at all: people presently plannxﬁg new schools; school district managers;
professional organizatfons; consultants; R&D agencies; Federal agencies;

"~ foundstions. There are some differences here from the melied somewhat more
diffuse network of '"planners'" reviewed above, which may qall stem from our

N early luck in locatlng“"nodal"'types.

)

(/‘ .
.
.

: . Table 2 disnlayé the r - .1t. of our 4 arch fJSd"old Sites" in the New -
. York-ta-iisloea ared. uere too we were not interest in-being system?txc or
|
!
. \ﬂ Tab}e 3 shows the results of our search for "new sites" - schools opening

in the fell of 1975 or 1976. Since these were schools which we might potentia ly
be studying closely during the planning and development process, they had to

' be rélatively close (5C miles) to our geographical base in the New York
mqtropolitan area,* and we said so to those we requested nominations from.

‘ - 14

»
»

I

| .

| . 4 We also carried out a search in the Baltimore-Washington area. Once

. aguin, ‘the county system made the search somewvhat esasier. ,One person in each
county knew what new schools were beinp’ developed. Thus, seven people identified
y all the new starts within an area of fifty miles of Washington.

-
. ~
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Nominators
Nominators

»

- »*

tlew unUoow.u»uszon
. (current)

pl=]

1 Ale. scheol staff
mesber

{LEA)
(non Supt..

Line managers (LEA)
(surts., praincipals)

4 Interwed.funit
prroonnel

A
6 Vol:intary "linking"
. Qrgunizations

icol-fozused
imrzations

Ju

7 Ale. sl
orjar

8 9Pruf. viganizations

acad.
studs,

(32

10 Consuitan

11 Incerendent R & D
argan. K. JCXs

12 w«a. agency official
13 Foundatrion official

3 .
<" NOMINATIONS FOR RECENTLY-OPENED INNQVATIVE SCHOOLS

oo . OLD SITES: No. N.J. to Boston area
o . TABLE 2 o '
» - ¢ -
. Nature of nominated site . Location of nominated site
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- Alternate SWS: ., an “"alternative" program o crati . —withi . )
cohool. prog P ing as .a school sknwvssui
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e : ram operat ] i .
school within an- LEA, - o9 perating as an entire »
Innovative: a school not defined memnnosnw< enough frorm "mai : x 2
el w "mad aam"
schcols to be called "alternative",®hut w:owzaysw mouc:nc;pnwwmwmmzn be ¥
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) Several observations and comments -can' be made. First, as rany people
‘have exnacted, the rate of pew~schooi creation i{s down sodewhat; we located -
OOLY 3L e Il s Site L oL im L il TN T SO Yorls, =nd < vqr
. Connecticut, (It should be.notad ‘teat the 38 sites Lo lew Jersey fncl.:e:
+ all new buildings going up in this self-imposed geograpaical aréa; for most -3
of these the "innovative' or "alternative' designation is*dubious, and im any .
- event is unknown as of this writing (see the large proportion in the “unknown!
column). Intermediate level unité in suburban New York repdrted that almost -
no new building was occurring. : . ot o™y

! -

»

| Another way of viewing these data is that we encounteted only 25 .
.nominations (most of them non-repeated) for new schools cleorty Ll:ntified as
‘non-traditional, and only 7 of these nominations could be. characterized as
“alternative-like", in the sense of presenting a pervasive; holistic program
with structural and social characteristics that represented a serious alternative
to usual ways of organizing and conceptualizing schooling.-’

i
a
|

~ Second, it appears that intermediate-level unit personnel, and urpan
central ofiice perscnnel, followed by State departmen: and university personnel -
and consultants aré most ifkely to know of new schoola. Surprisingly enough,
voluntary linking organizations were not of much help, nor were:alternative
school-focused organizations, We drew a blank with the‘peoﬁle in settings out ,
of the main stream of educational oper..tions (R&D agencies, federal agency - o
personnel, foundatfon officials) with whom we spoke. ' oo

Third, the locations of new sites are wore diverse than those of.the
"old sites'" seen in Table 2; more smaller-city, and subucban/rural sites are
nominated. )

A final comment is that interesting new schools are largexyi”ihvisible" .
to others: among the 66 sites there are only 7 néw schoels which ave mentioned
by two persons, and none was mentioned by three. The six included 2 .
metropolitan, 3 suburban, and 2 regiomal schools. This so-called invisibility ..
may be an artifact of our search methods, but the fact is that we experienced
a good deal of difficulty in getting the sort of information we were looking
for, often drew blanks, etc. ‘

New Site Information. At this point our data bout the information . .
flow into new sites is limited to three. Of these three we asked how . .
frequently new site personnel utilized each of the following:

5 It's of some interest that our New York State department nominator
at first said that there were o new innovative schools at all being planned
in our geographical area (largely suburban), while suggesting a dozen such
schools upstate; after some pressing by us, he suggested 4 additional nearby
sites,
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- Other teachers or administrators in your district

+= Observation of innovative practiceés in other schools
or districts

In-sefvice training

- Research reports or monographs

- Mass media (books by non-professionals, ma .azines, TV) p

- Pre-service trsinin: - .

- Text booxs, manuals, curriculum guides

-’ Local school board

7 -Abstracts or documents ERIC

-.Other sources of information or advice —

«

i

-

-ooa'—z‘u.ﬂ-:f 00 M Ao G N
'

The most frequently used source was item (f) - Other teachers or
administrators ‘in your districi school. Second mog- frequent was (g) -
Obsexvation of Pnnovatxve practices in other schools, followed by (e) -
Specialists-in your distrxct or school.

Used not at all was ébsﬁractssor documents from ERIC.
» * /

«
> L] / -

- [} .,

‘mile we =milt be cautious with only three siteg im our sample it does
appé%r taat tnere s a pretercnce for local sources rather national or mass
“media sources.

-

~ *

* Our analysis so far would lead us to conclude that there is minimal use of
networks in the sense 0£f channels for ' rapxd access to trusted information.

5 -
Secondly, redundancy, a property thought to be important in other types
of netwurxs was almost non-existent in our findings a@s witnessed by the low
~umber of multiple nominations in relation to planners and old sites.

- *

In school systems organized into large county systems, information sources

seem much more easily identified witnin but not across countxes. -

. As comparad to other studies.of networks, the spread of information in new
sitcs appears to be more like that of agriculture in the sense that local
resources are atilized more than professional research or opinion.

’

1t doeg appear that insofar as there are netwarks, the structure differs
somewhat @ccording -tg the type of information being sought. For .example:
for planners, the most useful nominators seem td be those who are closest to
new schools; for recenxlx-ooeneu schools, a small set of cemtrally- -nodal
pecple.accounted for many nominations, along with school staff mewbers and
intermediate unit personnel; for schools still being planned, the best nominat.rs
are 'official" ones (intermediate-level unit personnel, central office people,
and State eca:tment persons). University- -based persons were frequent nowinators
in all three areas, as were consultants for the question of planners and new
sites. .
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