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Too often, school cultures do not substantially support collaboration. Teachers feel
isolated (Waller, 1932; Jersild, 1955; Lortie, 1975; and Flinders, 1987). Busy schedules

and too many classes and students kéep colleagues from collaborating (Hargreaves, 1994).

The opposite holds true at The International High School in New York City.
International High School is a small alternative school. It is composed of 460 students and
30 faculty. The school serves recent immigrants. They come from 60 countries and speak
40 different languages. These students have a need to develop their communicative and
academic competence in English. The school is structured to meet the students' needs.
Students learn English not in separate English as a Second Language (ESL) classes, but
through content areas -- Humanities (English and Social Studies) and Math, Science, and
Technology. Those content areas are not separated into distinct disciplines, but revolve
around interdisciplinary themes. Students take 4 classes, each seventy minutes, a day.

Teachers work across what would be academic departments in interdisciplinary teams.
Each team works with a limited number of students, currently it is about 75. The
curriculum itself encourages collaboration. A theme like U.S. Hopes or Urban Living* is
addressed from different perspectives in all four classes. Teams of teachers collaborate in
and across those groups. Students also work in a variety of groups. Each classroom has
four six-sided tables. The prevailing philosophy of education values students' diverse life
and linguistic experiences. Much of the learning is not about teacher to student
interactions, but student to student interactions. Student work is evaluated by performance
based assessments including portfolios and presentations.

The school has an ideological and structural commitment to collaboration (Ancess and
Darling-Hammond, 1994). Teams of teachers collaborate by meeting formally each week
for three or more hours and meeting informally regularly. Whole school planning time is

scheduled monthly and recently the school joined a learning zone with two similar schools.

Statement of the Problem

In many traditional and some alternative schools, teachers feel isolated (Waller, 1932;
Jersild, 1955; Lortie, 1975; and Flinders, 1987). More often than not, they are not given
formal opportunities to collaborate. It is even rarer for teachers with busy schedules, too

many classes, and too many students to independently take the time to formally collaborate

*The names of tezms =nd individval teachers have been changed.



with colleagues. While teachers might meet informally to collaborate, the underpinnings of
those types of interactions are often weak (Hargreaves, 1994; 1990). Usually, they rest on
the good intentions of those involved. Not surprisingly, such a foundation for
collaboration can only support sporadic or short term efforts.

The reform movement suggests some school level characteristics aimed at improving
student learning that also foster collaboration. Collaboration can be a lever for school
change and the improvement of student learning. A shared purpose -- be it concrete or
evolving -- helps create a sense of camaraderie (Fullan, 1993; 1991). A discussion of
expectations for student growth and achievement as well as curriculum development and
pedagogy may open a forum to construct shared meanings. Small school size affords
teachers opportunities to know each other and each other's students (Meier, 1996).
Alternative scheduling such as block schedules may simultaneously give students
opportunities to work longer on projects and teachers opportunities to react and reflect on
their practice. Additionally, rethinking curriculum in relation to scheduling may enable
teachers' duties to overlap to the point where collaboration becomes essential as in an
interdisciplinary curriculum. We know a lot about what supports collaboration;
unfortunately that knowledge is not put into practice as often as it might be.

Like any profession, the field of education is filled with jargon and buzzwords. On the
school level, practitioners, weary of every new wave of reform after being subjected to
hundreds of contradictory findings and approaches in a career, are particularly sensitive. It
is not uncommon for a typical teacher to respond to the latest significant or insignificant
reform, "I tried that and it didn't work." Perhaps even more frustrating are those who co-
opt the language of reform without truly implementing it. They pay lip service to a term or
phrase and in doing so undermine its potential efficacy. Some researchers and
practitioners even assert that the mis-adaptation of terms and phrases and the juggernaut
pace of reform initiatives is part of a plan for administrators and others in power to retain
control over teachers, students, parents, and others often out of power (Hargreaves, 1994).

In turn, while collaboration is understood from a structural perspective, understanding
the processes of collaboration remains rather enigmatic. We understand in a general way
many of the characteristics that support collaboration and some of its potential outcomes,
but we tend not to understand how it takes place. By carefully and deeply studying how
groups of teachers collaborate and how they individually and collectively perceive their
collaboration, this study will examine possibilities for teacher growth. While the site of
the study is an alternative school, the hope is that by better understanding teacher

collaboration in that setting, we can start to better encourage it in other settings.



Research Questions

Through a series of observations, individual and group interviews, this study is
designed to document processes of informal and formal collaboration as well as teachers’
opinions and attitudes about their collaboration.

For the purposes of this study, collaboration is when two or more people engage in an
activity with shared goals and shared processes. Their shared work is based on
interdependence and mutual benefit. At its best, collaboration may be co-constructed,
empowering, and transformative. Collaboration may also be frustrating and unbalanced.
"Parallel play" in separate team teaching and independent work may contribute to or
facilitate collaborative work, but it is not considered collaborative. While collaboration can
be mandated, it appears to be most successful when those collaborating either set their own
goals which surpass a mandate or, for a variety of reasons, choose to embrace a mandate.

While there are many types and contexts for collaboration, this study will focus on
formal and informal collaboration. Formal collaboration occurs in specific blocks of time
set aside for collaboration. Informal collaboration occurs.in other, often smaller blocks of
time, spontaneously chosen by collaborators to address pressing needs.

Two general open-ended research questions have been chosen to study collaboration at
The International High School. The questions are as follows:

1. How do groups of teachers in specific situations collaborate?

a). ~ How do the teachers formally collaborate?
b). How do the teachers informally collaborate?
2. How do the teachers perceive the collaborative process?
a). What facilitates or hinders collaboration?
b). What is the impact on self?
l. personal demeanor
2. thinking about practice
3. actual practice
C). What is the impact on students?
1. personal demeanor
2. attitude toward school
3. achievement (communicative competence in English,

academic work, social interactions)

How teachers collaborate cannot be understood by one researcher in isolation. As a
teacher-researcher, I feel a deep commitment to presenting teachers' voices as the focus of
my study. I hope that I can become a conduit for their experierces and reactions. I
certainly value their practice and thoughts. I will encourage and welcome their input on my
practice as researcher as much as possible.
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My study is in the progressive tradition. I am excited by notions of constructivism as
voiced by Dewey (1900), empowerment as eloquently put by Freire (1970), and
collaboration as expressed by Little ‘( 1982), Clandinin (1992), Cochran-Smith & Lytle
(1992; 1993), and Little & McLaughlin (1993). My idealistic hopes for schooling are
ground in functional emphasis of the school change literature (Sarason, 1982; Fullan,
1991; and Darling-Hammond, 1993), and the recent flurry of reform reports especially The
Teachers Policy Institute Final Document (Meyers & Mclsaac, 1996) on which I was a
collaborator. Lastly, my deep interest in collaboration is connected to a strong sense of
community evoked by Oliver (1987) and Sergiovanni (1996) and reflection as voiced by
Schén (1983), Grimmet & MacKinnon (1992), Bullough & Gitlin (1995), and Munby
(1987).

LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this study is to document how small groups of teachers collaborate
formally and informally while working on a variety of collaborative teams. The literature
review provides an historical context for collaboration and an examination of aspects of

collaboration.

Context for Collaboration

Collaboration in any one school takes place in the broader context of educational
history. By first understanding how teachers have been isolated and how they have craved
a sense of professional community, we can better understand the need for collaboration and

how collaboration takes place when it does.

Teacher Isolation as Impetus

Teacher isolation has a long history in American schooling. From the one room school
houses of the 19th century, to the comprehensive schools beginning at the turn of the
twentieth century and blossoming in the 1950s, teachers have been separated from and felt
physically disconnected from their colleagues (Lortie, 1975). Teachers' sense of isolation
cuts across grade levels. Elementary school teachers typically spend an entire day with one
group of students, while secondary school teachers are separated by their academic
disciplines. Scientific management and social efficiency approaches to education
exaggerated existing physical and emotional distances between teachers (Kleibard, 1986).
For most of this century, in most circumstances, with the possible exception of lab and
rural schools, teaching has been a lonely job.



As early as the 1930s, Waller (1932/1965) writes of the isolation that teachers confront
both outside of and in schools. Teachers are separated from communities because of their
attitudes and because communities see them in terms of stereotypes (Waller, 1932/1965).
Within schools, teachers are separated from each other by pride, experience, and
competition.

Jersild (1955) examines the psychological implications of isolation. He considers
loneliness and the broader existential implications of meaninglessness. Loneliness is
connected to isolation, suppression of feelings, and a sense of being ignored. Isolation
between teachers exists on an emotional level (Jersild, 1955). Schools’ preoccupation with
the intellectual and logical keep individuals at a safe, but unfulfilling, distance from each
other. The emotional distance compounded by physical and time separations lead to a lack

of passion. The complexity of loneliness is reflected in the following statement by Jersild
(1955):

... loneliness denotes not simply a lack of relations with others but also,
perhaps primarily, a lack within oneself. They did not ask that a friend
should come and relieve their solitude or that gay companions should
divert them from their loneliness. They asked for help in
understanding themselves. (p. 75)

Lortie (1975) describes the collegial isolation of a teacher's workplace. Teachers, Lortie
explains, have restricted opportunities for feedback which contributes to the lack of a
technical knowledge base in teaching. Sarason (1982) links isolation to the absence of
shared practical knowledge. Not only does isolation undermine the development of
knowledge, it undermines the basis for discovering or constructing knowledge (Little &
McLaughlin, 1993). Teacher isolation is intimately connected to teachers' reluctance to
explore and embrace alternative teaching practices which may challenge what they already
do and know (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990).

If teachers are squirreled away in their own classrooms without opportunities or time to
work with other teachers, then how can they be expected to break out of their isolation?
Perhaps, they are not intended to do so. Perhaps those in power wish to retain their power
out of their own Machiavellian self-interest. Or perhaps, they simply are too overwhelmed
to think and act on teachers' roles.

Flinders (1988) agrees that isolation is a widespread characteristic of professional life
in schools, but he questions the completeness of either Jersild's or Lortie's understanding

of teacher isolation. The former's emphasis on psychology and the role of the individual
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can be perceived as blaming the victim. Isolation is the teacher's problem. The latter's
empbhasis on structure and interactions which limit collegiality sees teachers as more
reactive than creative. Isolation becomes an adaptive strategy for vulnerable teachers. In
between the two conceptions is an acknowledgment of "the interpretative dimensions of
teaching” (Flinders, p. 20).

Teacher isolation is compounded by a general lack of opportunities for growth over
one's career (Darling-Hammond, 1996). Not only are beginning teachers and senior
teachers expected to do essentially the same job, with varying degrees of success, but,

senior teachers can often only recreate their positions by moving into administrative roles.

What few opportunities teachers have for professional development are squandered as

teachers are subjected to "horse and pony" shows called workshops that are often unrelated
to the contexts they teach in. When these same teachers are given rare opportunities to
work together on professional development, perhaps five times a year, they are not given
the resources to address their development in any significant way (Hargreaves, 1990; and
Miller, 1990).

Change in schools typically comes in two forms: the lone instigator who attended
some sort of professional development or the entire school faculty which is being forced to
adopt a new strategy (Maeroff, 1993). The individual battles against difficult odds and
risks being vulnerable. The entire school usually cannot get invested in broad mandates.
In between the two is the possibility of a team. Teams afford the upsides of each. While
teams are not a panacea, they offer the possible benefits of learning from collective
reflection and thought. They lessen a sense of risk. And, they may encourage

simultaneous change in individual members and school culture.

Community as Essential
One means of combating isolation is for groups of teachers, staff, students, parents, and

other stake holders, to build a sense of school community. Much of the urban school
reform movement has focused on breaking down large inhumane institutions,
comprehensive high schools, into manageable and coherent communities (Sizer, 1996;
Meier, 1996; Kleibard, 1986; and Tyack, 1974).

In a post-modem vein Oliver (1989) writes of moving past a sense of efficiency to deep
or ontological knowing. His knowing can only occur when individuals are deeply rooted
in a sense of community. Sergiovanni (1996) writes about gemeinschaft, a special moral
sense of community based on trust, intrinsic value, and collective purpose (pp. 49-53). As
people interact in gemeinschaft their relationships are different. Thinking about schools as

communities provides a specific focus. Roles and goals become more integrated
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(Huberman, 1993). Leadership becomes more collective (Hollingsworth, 1994). The
possibility of transformation becomes more exciting.

Building community affords a vehicle for long term professional growth and school
change. While there are many possible types of communities and many ways to develop
communities, collaborative work holds the promise of not just creating community but of
co-constructing it. Inherent in co-constructed collaboration is an appealing sense of

empowerment and equity.

Collaboration as Antidote

As teachers work with students away from what Freire (1970) describes as a banking
model of education, they encourage students to construct meaning for themselves.
Teachers, too, are interested in constructing their own meaning. Research on teacher
isolation and the day to day frustration of isolation, have furthered interest in collaboration
amongst teachers (Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986).

As teachers move to become collaborative a number of conceptual changes may occur.
Teachers are interested in strategies of curriculum implementation and professional
development which bring teachers together in working relationships with each other
(Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). Building a professional culture of teaching which is more
responsive and receptive to change has become an important managerial priority for many
schools and school systems (Lieberman, 1986).

Similarly, teachers are expressing a need for trust, respect, and freedom in their
professional lives (Pajak, 1993; Oberg, 1989; Gordon, 1992; Glickman, 1988; and Nolan,
1989). They are also interested in working with and designing curriculum that is full of
possibility and not narrowly defined. They are finding it through collaborative work that
emphasizes a long-term commitment to organic change, integrated functions, and
continuous collegial support networks (Gordon, 1992; Glickman, 1988; and Little, 1982).

Aspects of Collaboration

While teacher collaboration can take many forms, a review of the literature reveals that
most teacher collaboration can be seen in terms of four parts: goals, resources, interactions,
and outcomes. Essential questions can serve as lenses to compare individual instances and
develop a sense of understanding across collaborative moments.

How are goals determined and what are they? What resources are available? How are
roles determined and what are they? Are relationships characterized by hierarchy or

equality? Is the collaborative inquiry school or research based? Are evaluation and



supervision separated? Is the process one of prescriptions or possibilities? What are the
outcomes?

According to Inger (1993) teacher collaboration seems to work best when some or all
of the following conditions exist: (a) endorsements and rewards, (b) shared leadership, (c)
teacher efficacy in decision making, (d) time, (e) training and assistance, and (f) material
support (p. 2). The next sections elaborate on these conditions in looking at goals,

resources, interactions, outcomes, and future directions.

Goals
The understood but little discussed primary role of teacher collaboration is the

improvement of student learning. Darling-Hammond (1993) writes that when teachers
have opportunities to engage in peer coaching, team planning, and collaborative research
they deepen their understanding (p. 759). However, as groups of teachers start to work
collaboratively, the goal of improving or supporting student learning can become the
elusive light at the end of the tunnel. Getting to that light becomes challenging.

Bolman and Deal (1994) offer four useful frames for teachers confronting problems in
a collaborative way. The first is the human resource frame which recognizes how
important it is to show concern for others and invite their participation. Change projects
are a dime a dozen in schools, and more experienced and perhaps jaded teachers might
need more invitations to join a project to get excited and invested. The second is the
symbolic frame which recognizes how important symbols, meaning, and belief are in
fostering commitment and optimism. Are there notions of a common culture? How can
they be fostered? The third is the structural frame which recognizes how important
productivity is. There needs to be a connection to tangible results. If it is all just navel
gazing, no matter how good teachers feel about themselves, what is the point? The last is
the political frame which recognizes that notions of turf and power make conflict inevitable.
Conflict will happen. How can it be worked through and around?

Whichever frame a group of teachers finds itself using, it is important that the group of
collaborating teachers look at the totality of their work and not slip into the rut of
addressing individual isolated problems. Nolan (1989) writes that changing one problem
without taking into account all of the others will have little effect. Setting collaborative
goals are intertwined with the nuances of a collaborative group's belief systems. Just as
some notions can be empowering others can become traps.

Even as collaborative groups start to take hold in schools and ask difficult questions
about practice, they are battling years of tradition that emphasize individual relationships.

Moving past a sense of teacher isolation must be accompanied by a corresponding shift in
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research methodology. Nolan asserts that isolated research does not provide answers to
individuals' problems of practice. The answers to the problems inherent in the teaching-
learning process exist in the actual téaching-leaming situation. The potential power of
groups, in contrast, is tremendous, but that power lies in teachers' ability to transcend the
sense of individual vulnerability borne out of a sense of isolation. Nolan (1989) writes that
collaborative groups excel when they embrace notions of equality, mutual vulnerability,
mutual leadership, and unconditional professional regard (p. 40).

Collaborative groups need to be sensitive and proactive about constant pressure to
produce quick results that schools and those who work in them are under. Unfortunately,
meaningful change cannot occur quickly. The process of becoming reflective is slow and
requires patience (Sarason, 1982). Within that slow change process, collaborative groups
need to avoid two pitfalls. One, that the primary goal of collaboration is changing teacher
behavior. The goal rather is to help teachers become more self-directed and skilled in self-
coaching. Changes in behavior will eventually come (Nolan, 1989). Two, the tendency to
want to find a prescribed set of steps--the only prescription is that each group must find
their own path.

Setting goals for teacher collaboration are a difficult necessity. The process of setting
goals in collaboration is by no means a closed loop. As the collaboration evolves, so
should the goals. How a group sets goals is intricately connected to the context the group
works in.

Resources

Environment is extraordinarily important. Scheduling, work assignments, building
layout, and school tone affect the breadth, depth, and quality of collaborative efforts.
Particularly cogent are administrative support, time, and teacher investment or buy-in
(Wildman & Niles, 1987; Garmston, 1987; and Garman, 1986).

While a group of teachers might be able to collaborate in spite of administrative
support, administrators can play a major role in making collaboration fruitful. Support of
small changes like common lunch or prep periods, discretionary funding, or space to
collaborate or bigger changes such as block scheduling or coverages for classes may
afford teachers opportunities to experiment with collaboration (Meier, 1996; Sizer, 1996;
and Lieberman, 1990).

Administrators in particular control school tirne. Ubiquitous bells marking periods, the
scheduled six hours and twenty minutes, students passing each other in crowded halls or
stairways, are all connected to time. One teacher remarked how teachers' and students’ lives

in school are controlled by prevailing notions of time:
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I don't know how else to describe it. It'slike chasing a tiger around and
around a tree. The faster you run, the faster the tiger runs. You can
never quite catch up, and you can't slow down either because you're

not always sure whether you're chasing the tiger or the tiger's chasing
you. (Flinders, p. 23).

Flanders et al. (1987) write about the importance of time. It is easier to structure time
in departmentalized schools than in schools with self-contained classrooms. Here, the
administrators or group of teachers responsible for scheduling play an important role and
wield a tremendous amount of power. Is there time for collaboration? If so, is it built into
the regular schedule or does it happen after school? Donahoe (1993) suggests that by
changing the very schedule of a school to a compressed academic day, teachers and staff
find it impossible to stay to themselves and behave traditionally. Teachers need time for
their work and growth to be meaningful.

Time, while important, is not the only environmental constraint. A school staff must
grow into excellence. Teachers need the freedom to direct their own growth, to overcome
typical barriers to collaboration including: norms of privacy, subject, and departmental
affiliations (Inger, 1993).

Out of autonomy comes a sense of responsibility. Together they foster intellectual
provocation and new ideas. Teachers then have more opportunities to start making

decisions about how to gather and assess data.

Interactions
The relationships among adults in schools are the basis, the precondition, [and] the sine
qua non that allow, energize, and sustain all other attempts at school improvement.
Unless adults talk with one another, observe' one another, and help one another, very
little will change (Barth, 1990, p. 6).

In collegial schools, teachers engage in precise dialogue about teaching practice,
teachers are frequently observed and provided with useful critiques of their teaching,
teachers plan and evaluate collaboratively, and teachers teach each other the practice of
teaching (Little, 1982).

How teachers interact is important. The growth in collaboration evolves from teachers
being in each others' shoes. As educators with different roles work together, trust is
increased and substantial questions and possibilities are raised (Neubert & Bratton, 1987).

Meaningful talk emerges from observing and trying to collectively understand context.
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Teachers tend to talk about their work in similar ways. Arcario (1994) looks at normal
or traditional conversations between teachers and supervisors. He asserts that there is one
basic post-observation conversation that teachers and supervisors have and it is bounded by
teachers’ and supervisors' experiences and values. It includes evaluation, justification, and
prescription. While there are many ways of getting to the three categories, typically
supervisors evaluate or ask teachers to evaluate the lesson. Supervisors or teachers then
justify their response. Finally, supervisors or teachers make a prescription for some sort of
future change. By understanding the universal conversation, divergent conversations, those
breaking away from it, can be better understood.

In collaborative groups, the focus of conversation shifts a little. Cochran-Smith and
Lytle (1992) write about "small and big talk". The former is the day to day work of
teaching -- swapping stories, ideas, reactions -- while the latter is the focus of any given
project. Cochran-Smith and Lytle write that while the latter might seem more important, the
former creates and sustains the interpersonal relationships necessary for the larger project.
Another way of conceptualizing the big talk is to look at it in two parts: data, meaty
description that brings contexts to life; and critique, discussions that challenge
assumptions.

Collaborating teachers seem to get past simply asking for general feedback, to specific
technical feedback, to application, to personal facilitation (Neubert & Bratton, 1987). A
subtle shift can occur in emphasis from a focus on evaluation, justification, and prescription
to one on observation, reflection, and possibility.

Yet, collaborative work is not a panacea. There are pitfalls to avoid. Other teachers
and administrators might be interested in silencing emerging voices (Davida, 1995) .
Unfortunately, dialogue can even be silenced even by those who support reform efforts.
Ted, a principal in Davida's study, dragged out faculty meetings by imposing his agenda on
the group's collaborative work (pp. 67-68). By constantly interjecting, Ted undermined the
voices of teachers and limited their dialogue. But, Ted was attempting to support his
teachers’ work.

As discussed earlier, all too often teachers are colleagues in name only, without
opportunities or experiences of collaboration. When teachers are able to give support to
each other, they get past status quo negativism. They take greater personal and collective
responsibility for their work. They build more capacity to better meet the needs of
students.

Outcomes
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Outcomes of teacher collaboration are difficult to measure. They can include changes
in attitude, curriculum, practice, and even student achievement (Louis et al., 1996; Krovetz
& Cohick, 1993). '

Changes in teacher attitude seem the easiest to measure. Teachers rate collaboration as
very beneficial (Ike, 1996; and Pugach & Johnson, 1995). Anecdotal comments like Lynn
Nodgren's are common. "They love the collegiality that this process supports. They like
that the process is directly related to their classroom and to their children” (Minnesota
Federation of Teachers, 1993). Attitude can play an important role in combating
perceptions of isolation, lack of control, and perpetuation of the status quo.

As good teachers are constantly creating new curricula, changes due to collaboration
may be difficult to discern. Teachers speak of collaboration as affording opportunities to
reflect on instructional practice and refine content and pedagogical knowledge (Kain, 1996;
and Briscoe & Peters, 1997). Teachers involved in collaboration would probably be
predisposed to rework and reinvent their curriculum on their own. Still, the careful
observer would be able to determine a relationship or connection between discussions
about teaching and pedagogy and materials collectively developed. If curriculum was
written down, reproduced, or even better, collected in a portfolio, the development of new
materials could be carefully monitored.

While addressing a change in teaching practice may be tricky, particularly since it
conjures up notions of teacher evaluation, it can be dramatically rewarding. Poole (1994)
writes of a model in Maine high schools called "supportive supervision". Ironically
considering its name, it is both supportive and evaluative. It has three tiers. On the lowest
level, when teachers are struggling to survive and overcome career threatening difficuities,
administrators and the union play a very strong role. In this model at this level, there is
room to address teachers who are damaging to themselves and students. At the middle
level, the model resembles initial stages of collaboration. Teachers work with colleagues
and administrators on instructional effectiveness as determined by administrators or more
experienced teachers. On the highest level, where the majority of teachers typically are,
teachers' self-determined goals based on reflection and work with colleagues to study and
enact them. Administrators play a minimal role. The role of the collaborating teacher has

been broadened to include more leadership, teachers are defining themselves differently

and collectively. As teachers open their doors to observe, be observed, and talk with

colleagues their roles in the broader schooi community are changing.
When immersed in collaboration, the overriding purpose of education can become lost.
A primary goal of collaboration is to foster professional growth that will create enhanced

opportunities for student development. Other meta-cognitive notions are also interesting,
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but potentially distracting. Eisner (1995) questions whether they are important or even
relevant. But realistically, he also questions if as a nation we are ready for a new
conception of assessment and all that goes along with it. If as a process collaboration is to
be successful in a field full of fads, we must be aware of finding ways to make those

connections.

Future Directions

The prevailing sense of teacher isolation is problematic. Teachers are isolated
emotionally, personally, and professionally. Opportunities for professional growth are
limited. Most common change strategies are ineffective or unsustainable. Collaboration
holds the promise of changing a sense of teacher isolation and contributing toward school
change aimed at fostering the growth of students.

Collaboration, when it is supported, has potential tremendous value. Collaboration can
be emotionally, personally, and professionally satisfying for teachers. Through
collaboration teachers become even more invested stake holders in their schools, reflect and
change their practice especially by making connections across disciplines, and understand
their students from a broader range of perspectives. As teachers grow through
collaboration, they become better equipped to help students grow as learners. By better
understanding the complexities of the processes of teacher collaboration, we may be better

prepared to support collaboration as a tool for significant educational change.

METHODOLOGY

The descriptive case study is grounded in a commitment to constructivism,
empowerment, reflection, school change, and collaboration. The research design was
intended to be both unobtrusive and cooperative. As a researcher, I collected data as a full-
time participant over a sixth month period.

As I asked teachers for their perceptions about collaboration, I started to feel uneasy
about the prospect of " strip mining data". As the press of time started to surface as an
emerging theme, the I felt particularly sensitive to taking participants' time to gather
information. In turn, whenever possible I participants assistance in their classes. Iacted as
an aide or co-teacher in three classes. 1 helped to facilitate group work in class, I read and
gave feedback on student work -- particularly research papers in history and science and
literary essays, I supported less experienced teachers in their professioral growth, and hle
occasionally team taught.

The relationships developed out of this approach satisfied my need to give something
back to the school in exchange for the opportunity to do the study. It also, unintentionally,
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helped foster relationships that gave detailed insights into collaborative processes. It
enabled me to have access to deeper understandings of collaboration. Occasionally,
participants said they felt too comfortable with me. Some mentioned that they later
regretted opening up so much and requested that specific utterances not be reproduced. I
complied.

Setting
The International High School is a small alternative school housed within LaGuardia

Community College. The school serves 450 students with varying degrees of limited
English proficiency (LEP). Students must have failed the Language Assessment Battery
(LAB), the New York City English proficiency exam. Currently, there are students from
60 countries using 40 languages. All of the students have been in the United States for
less than four years upon their acceptance to the school.

"The mission of The International High School is to enable each of its students to
develop the linguistic, cognitive, and cultural skills necessary for success in high school,
college, and beyond" (The International High School, 1997). The mission, in turn, is
supported by seven educational principles:

1. Limited English proficient students require the ability to understand, speak, read,
and write English with near-native fluency to realize their full potential within an English
speaking society

2. Inan increasingly interdependent world, fluency in a language other than English
must be viewed as a resource for the students, the school and the society.

3. Language skills are most effectively learned in context and emerge most naturally
in purposeful, language-rich, interdisciplinary study.

4.  The most successful educational programs are those which emphasize high
expectations coupled with effective support systems.

5. Individuals learn best from each other in heterogeneous, collaborative groupings.

6. Career oriented internships facilitate language acquisition as well as contribute a
significant service to the community.

7. The most effective instruction takes place when teachers actively participate in the
school decision making process, including instructional program design, curriculum

develcpment and materials selection.

The school's curriculum is composed of thematically based interdisciplinary units.

Students take two long interrelated classes a day -- typically a combination of
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English/Social Studies and Math/Science. The study of English takes place across
subjects. Additionally, the students study their native languages. They also do an
internship for a half day once a week. As the school is housed within a college, students
additionally have the opportunity to take college courses for credit.

Just as the curriculum and a student's day are driven by the school's mission, so is a
teacher's day. In fact, the reality of a teacher's day seems to have evolved beyond the
school's mission. Teams of four to six teachers take responsibility for school governance,
create curriculum, schedule students and teachers, and determine student assessment
procedures. Additionally, all teachers participate in professional development through an
innovative peer selection/support/evaluation system.

What helps to make the teacher collaboration possible are two or more hours of formal
collaborative teacher planning time a week in addition to any informal time that can be
squeezed out of a busy schedule. The school's culture encourages and even demands
collaboration. "

Teachers have expressed a strong commitment to the collaborative culture of the school.
Each year many teachers apply to teach at The International School on the basis of their
understanding of the school culture. The collaboration of teachers' seems valuable. Recent
immigrants, students who are seen as both at-risk and vulnerable in New York City high
schools, are achieving high levels of success. They are graduating from high school and
pursuing post-secondary studies. The students' success is in some way linked to their
school environment which is influenced by teacher collaboration.

Yet, some difficulties clearly exist. In alternative schools in general, teachers speak of
the burn out associated with intense collaboration and curriculum planning from scratch
(Meier, 1996; and Hargreaves, 1994).

Previous research addresses the richness and breadth of the learning and teaching at
The International High School (Gonzalez & Darling-Hammond, 1995; Ancess & Darling-
Hammond, 1994; and Lieberman & Callagy, 1990). The intensity and complexity of
collaboration at The International High School make it an ideal setting for an in-depth
descriptive case study.

Sample
The researcher visited the site to discuss initial plans with participants before the close

of the 1996-1997 academic year. A'l participating staff were asked to complete consent
forms. The bulk of the formal study took place from September 1997 to February 1998,
though the researcher continues to visit the school to conduct member checks and attend

special events like teacher portfolio presentations.
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Participants were chosen after the researcher had an opportunity to better understand
the context of the school through observing and interacting with several groups of
collaborating teachers. Initially one team volunteered in May 1997. Another team
volunteered in June 1997. Both teams of teachers represent the diversity of the profession
both in terms of experience, age, ethnicity, and gender. As the groups are interdisciplinary
in nature, teachers represent a range of academic disciplines. The researcher is aware of a
range of possibilities for participants. They include: highly functioning and less highly
functioning collaborative groups, and groups that have years of experience and groups that
are relatively new to collaborating. The researcher has decided to focus on highly
functioning groups — ones that meet and collaborate regularly -- that demonstrate how
collaboration works and the strategies and conditions necessary for its success. Initial
findings from the literature and pilot work left the researcher predisposed to examine two
cluster planning teams composed of four to six teachers and a professional development

committee.

Data Collection

Teacher collaboration is demanding of its participants. Similarly, it is demanding of its
researchers. To continue to ask important questions of what is happening in and out of
teacher collaboration research needs to be grounded in the day to day work of practitioners
(Sabatini, 1996; and Smith, 1996). The challenge is to find a way to look at schools
holistically and simultaneously in detail to ask and see deeply what is going on.
Observations, minutes, and interviews on collaboration provide an opportunity to
triangulate data (Patton, 1990).

Data on formal and informal collaboration were collected through observations of
classes, meetings, informal unplanned collaborative moments, and interviews. Additionally,
participants' responses to the researcher's emerging themes were documented.

While previous experiences may assist in interpreting data and understanding nuances,
they may also be detrimental. One way to see The International High School with fresh
eyes is to become immersed in the school's culture. Having the patience to use "reactive
entry", waiting until the collaborating teachers invited the researcher into their community
and specifically their classrooms, proved fruitful (Corsaro, 1981). The participant teachers
expressed an unexpectedly positive interest and commitment to the project. Entry into the
community was facilitated by the process of collecting background information and to a
greater extent work alongside participants. The researcher observed each of 10 teachers

teaching at least three times. Three of the teachers were observed 30 or more times.
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As a level of comfort between the researcher and members of the school community
developed, the researcher started to observe and document formal and informal
collaborative meetings. The researcher attended each team's weekly hour long collaborative
meeting on Tuesdays. Those meetings took place at different times. The researcher
alternated each week between each team's two and a half hour collaborative meeting on
Wednesdays. Minutes from those meetings, which are recorded by rotating teachers, were
collected and used as stimuli in later interviews (Sabatini, 1996).

Additionally, informal collaborative moments were observed and documented. The
researcher observed informal unplanned collaborative moments in-between classes, in halls
and offices, in the faculty room, over lunch and on subways.

The researcher interviewed each teacher three times, each para-professional once, and
an educational leader and the principal once. The formal interviews took place between late
October and February. While the interviews were largely open-ended, an Interview Grid of
structured prompts derived from the literature was used to focus in on specific themes.

Reactions to researcher's evolving inferences continue to be documented.

Data Analysis
The data analysis is an on-going process. The interviews alone generated 900 pages of

single spaced transcripts. Meeting observations and field notes account for another 200
pages. The data were analyzed two ways: first for emerging themes and second through
the lenses of the initial research questions. A portrait documenting processes of
collaboration, school culture, the relationships between students and teachers, and
additional emerging contextual themes is being written. Data were grouped into categories
detailing satisfaction, effectiveness, supports, hindrances, impact on practice, impact on
thinking about practice, and impact on students. Finally, a cross-case analysis of the two
teams was completed.
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Limitations of the Study

Conducting a descriptive case study of teacher collaboration at one school has some
weaknesses and many strengths. 4

A concern stems from the chosen site. Much of The International School is unique or
at least atypical. By choosing to study a small group of teachers to deeply understanding
how they collaborate and perceive their collaboration, the study gives up breadth. In turn,
the results of the study will lack generalizability. The existing research on teacher
collaboration is filled with broad brush strokes, but lacks detailed portraits. This study will
contribute some of that necessary detail.

Through crafting and carrying out a study of how groups of teachers in a specific
situations collaborate, the study hopes to elucidate some of what is enigmatic in the
processes of teacher collaboration. This study will contribute to the research on teacher
collaboration and hopefully serve an inspiration of hope for teachers struggling to
transform difficult situations.

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

Findings have started to emerge in two categories: those having to do with
collaboration and those having to do with teachers' perceptions about collaboration. The
first set of findings revolves around the mechanics of collaboration. How the schedule is
adjusted, how mutual interdependence is fostered, how faculty interactions are modeled to
be parallel to student-teacher interactions, and how questions are raised at the school level
that set the tone and the focus for much of the collaborative work. The second set of
findings has more to do with the perceptions of participants and how their perceptions of
collaboration play out in their teams. How teachers make sense of their collaboration, how
collaboration impacts participants, and how expectations for student growth and
achievement play out.

Collaboration

As discussed earlier, the schedule at the International High School is designed to foster
collaboration. A full teaching load consists of three 70 minute classes. A few of the
teachers do other duties that take the place of a class such as Union Chair and Guidance
Counselor. A team of five teachers is responsible for seventy-five students who are broken
up into three strands. On Tuesdays teachers meet formally for 70 minutes and on
Wednesdays they meet for two and a half hours.

Whether teachers are teaching different sections of the same subject or teaching

entirely different subjects, they are bonded to each other by the common interdisciplinary
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themes that drive the curriculum. The two teams studied were U.S. Hopes and Urban
Living. In each team, the theme was evident in all classes. As a history class was looking
at 19th century immigration, an English class read immigrant's journals, and a science class
looked at migration and evolution. In addition, each of the teams studied included an
internship component which connected to their theme and the content of their classes.
Finally in U.S. Hopes, students were asked to write weekly journal entries which were read
by different team members each week.

At the same time that team members were bound to each other through the work they
were giving students and their interactions with the same students, the teams also modeled
the very processes they asked their students to complete. The teachers work in -
collaborative groups, evaluate each other by portfolio assessment, and take an active role in
school governance. When students were asked about the connection they hesitated to
make an explicit link between how they work and how their teachers work. They are more
focused on their own learning. But they do realize that their approaches are similar.

Just as students are working toward graduation through portfolio-based assessment
tasks (PBATS), the school is working to make those PBATS rigorous and acceptable to
City and State educational authorities. International High School is one of a few schools
with a waiver from the New York State Regents Examinations. The external political
climate and the State's drive to support new standards are not friendly to alternative
assessment. The school is under close scrutiny. In turn, the guiding question for the year
has become, what do students need to do to prove that they are ready to graduate? This
question comes up again and again as teachers try to make sense of it in their day to day
practices.

In addition, the school is in a process of decentralizing decision making so that it is
more closely guided by the needs of instructional teams. The cumulative effect is that the
teams and teachers feel extraordinarily pressed for time. While the school is achieving
remarkable results by any measure including attendance and graduation rates, passing rates
in college classes, college acceptance rates, and simply the quality of the environment,
instruction, and learning taking place, some of the fall out from the endless press to work
harder is evident. Tremendous accomplishments as well as tensions surface in the teachers’
collaboration. Each team exists within the broader context of the school, but each also has
its own history and culture.

21
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Formal Collaboration in U.S. Hopes

U.S. Hopes's formal collaborative meetings can be characterized as having a strong
emphasis on case management and an evolving emphasis on the professional development
of its two new teachers.

The group sees the affective needs of students as pivotal in their academic and personal
growth. They are particularly aware of their students’ needs. They regularly conference
about which students are having problems and why. They involve students and families.
They devise a range of strategies and follow up to make sure that their interventions work.
Some of their colleagues see the teachers in U.S. Hopes as controlling of their students.
But, for the most part their interventions seem to be effective.

Three of the teams five members have worked together for five or more years. They
have an established curriculum that they tinker with by substituting readings and activities.
As a group they make adjustments as opposed to creating curriculum from scratch. Daryl,
the new science teacher, is the exception. Because this is the first year that U.S. Hopes has
offered science, he is creating his curriculum from scratch.

Initially it seemed Daryl got so caught up in teaching scientific content that he might
not have connected with the students intellectually. He also struggled with the perennial
problem of trying to help one group of students while also focusing on the needs of the
rest of his class.

Initially, at least, he got less support than he might have. The team produced a lot of
rhetoric about supporting its new teachers, but some sort of an emergency like a grant
being due or a meeting always seemed to get in the way. As the team realized that Dary]
needed support it changed its approach. Two of the teachers made efforts to clear their
schedules to work with him. As Daryl started to get more support, he took his team
member's feedback to heart. In mid-course, he changed some of his objectives and
activities. Doing less in greater depth seemed to make a tremendous difference for both the
students and Daryl. It appeared as if a tremendous burden been lifted. The quality of
interactions and work completed increased dramatically.

Student designed science experiments were a more extended opportunity for growth
and development. The range of possibilities that students surfaced, with Daryl's patient
support, were remarkable. Even more astounding was Daryl's ability to simultaneously
support so many different projects. Not only did the experiments meet and attempt to neet
International's requirements for PBATS, they truly captured students’ interests and

passions.
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After studying teeth, dental formulas, and jaws, one group of students created simulated
jaws to test their hypotheses about how herbivores and carnivores chew food. They made
their jaws from the folding parts of old beach chairs and attached different size screws in
different patterns to represent teeth. They then went on to try chewing a variety of
materials including hay, fruits, vegetables and meat. Another group was interested in the
relative strengths and weaknesses of primitive and modern skulls. They made skull models
using plaster and empty soda bottles as molds. While the primitive skulls were one piece,
the modern skulls ranged from having two to five pieces glued together. The students
dropped the skull models from varying heights to determine their strength.

As a new teacher Jane encountered some of the problems Daryl did, but her work
focused on refining an existing history curriculum. As a gifted curriculum writer working
from an established curriculum, Jane was largely self-sufficient. She revised and adapted
pieces as necessary. As she created materials from scratch, she did so in the context of an
existing curriculum. Jane's most pressing needs revolved around implementing her stellar
curriculum in her classes. As the team started to realize some of Jane's needs in this area,
they adjusted their schedules to enable Jane to team teach with a more experienced teacher.

Besides focusing of the support and development of its two new teachers, in formal
collaborative meetings U.S. Hopes dealt with what they liked to call "administrivia”, the
necessary administrative tasks imposed by the school and the Board of Education. They
tackled forms, requests, internship placements, and ordering supplies to name a few. To a
lesser extent, they also used their formal meetings as an opportunity for collaborative
planning especially around whole team activities like trips, programming, and portfolio

evaluation and mentoring.

Formal Collaboration in Urban Living

Urban Living's formal collaborative meetings can be characterized as having a strong
emphasis on curriculum development. Two of its teachers have been teaching for more
than twenty years, two for more than five years, and one is in her second year. The team is
in the process of solidifying its curriculum so much of their time is spent exchanging
ideas. They seem to collaborate in two ways around curriculum development. Either they
work as a whole group to co-create curriculum or they ask for feedback after completing
work individually or as part of a sub-group.

Whole group projzcts include the development of a Me-Shirt activity. At the beginning
of the year the entire team created an activity for students to assess their values and
introduce themselves to each other and their teachers. The activity asked students to fill in
a blank T-shirt with values, characteristics and hobbies they valued. Another activity, The
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Turkey Factory, was designed by the whole team. In the middle of a unit on labor history,
the teachers decided that students needed an opportunity to see the difference between how
artisans and factory workers work. With Thanksgiving fast approaching, they had students
create turkey dec.orations. Half of each class became artisans and half became factory
workers. All the teachers were involved in the smallest details in design from the time
allotted to the shape and size of the turkey beaks.

Teachers seem to ask for feedback on projects when time is short or when they are
particularly invested in their own approach. Again as the team was working through labor
history, an opportunity arose to have the students do roles play based on factory workers
lives. Each of three teachers approached the task differently. Tim with a background in
drama created elaborate motivations for his students, Luz had very structured roles, and
Rhonda, working with the researcher, created a guided but largely open-ended activity. As
students were preparing to write their literary essays, one of the PBATS, a similar process
occurred. Each teacher was willing to exchange ideas and gather suggestions, but in the
end each teacher approached the activity based on their own experiences and personal
preferences.

Occasionally these preferences can surface as a rift between members of the team. It
happens that a disagreement over a year ago about a student's eligibility for graduation has
never been resolved. Coincidentally, the two teachers involved taught different disciplines,
English/social studies and math/science. A lack of trust that came out of that disagreement
seems to support a split between humanities and math. While the team can work together,
it seems equally happy to work in two sub-groups, humanities teachers and math/science
teachers.

The team also copes with its share of administrivia. In addition to what other teams
face, three members of the team hold school-wide responsibilities for internships, the
library, drama and student government. Administrivia has its own pull. It usually needs to
be addressed quickly, it has an end point, and in some ways is satisfying to complete.

Finally, the team has a focus on case management. The teachers tend to set high
expectations for their students and then hold them accountable for their behavior and
achievement. While other teams might collectively address the needs of students together,
Urban Living spends its formal collaborative meetings addressing its expectations for

students. It deals with students needs through individual counseling.

Informal Collaboration in U.S. Hopes and Urban Living

Informal collaboration in both U.S. Hopes and Urban Living occurs when teachers feel

a need to plan collaboratively or get or give support. In U.S. Hopes, informal collaborative

24



24

planning happens especially with Daryl and Jane. In Urban Living, Luz, the second year
teacher, asks for and gets more support. Additionally, across both teams informal
collaboration tends to occur around issues of case management. Pressing needs of
students cannot wait for regularly scheduled meetings.

Teachers venture outside of their teams to informally collaborate for a variety of
reasons which include: curriculum, space, school wide committees and hiring.
Spontaneous meetings have occured on how to work against overlap in clusters.

Finally, teachers tend to informally collaborate with their friends. Personal
conversations carry over into curriculum and case management. Places like the teachers’
room, the restaurant across-of the street, and the tennis court became a place to create ideas

and refine activities.

Teachers' Perceptions of Collaboration

At this early stage in data analysis, how teachers make sense of their collaboration and
how collaboration impacts participants plays out in three areas. A majority of teachers are
seriously concerned about the press of time, their expectations for students and what they
get out of collaborating.

Teachers at International High School are remarkably busy. They work very hard to
achieve positive results. Throughout the year, at different moments individuals seemed to
hit the wall. Teachers would make it to vacation or simply the end of a week and then
collapse. A tension exists between a sense of being burdened and overworked versus a
sense of being excited and reenergized. Occasionally, teachers feel dumped on by
administrative duties and guidance responsibilities. Most of all, teachers talk about their
increasing duties and how the model is becoming unsustainable. Their feverish pace seems
to be fueled by a tremendous commitment to doing right by their students.

Through their collaboration, teachers set high expectations for student growth and
achievement. The teachers are very invested in their students' accomplishments. When
students succeed, teachers are elated. When students fail, they feel guilty. These feelings
seem to be magnified in their collaborative groups.

Lastly, there is a sense that teachers at different stages in their careers contribute to and
gain from collaboration differently. Daryl and Jane clearly gain support and ideas from

their more experienced colleagues. Those colleagues also gain support and ideas from

-Daryl and Jane. Additionally, the more experienced teachers spoke of the excitement and

variety that comes from collaboration. One of the teachers encouraged her group to
become part of this study simply because she thought it would provoke interesting self-

reflection and discussion. Collaboration is attractive to experienced teachers in part
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because it breaks up the potential monotony. After twenty years of teaching, she has
largely mastered classroom instruction and is looking for other growth opportunities.
Nancy, another experienced teacher, works with student teachers for the same reason.
She is not interested in whole school politics and the machinations surrounding them, but
she is interested in sharing her craft and getting reflections on what is happening in her

classroom.

Additional Areas of Inquiry

As the data analysis continues and as observations and interview responses are

reviewed and arranged more closely, additional themes and details are likely to emerge. At
this point, important questions remaining to be examined are: How does leadership emerge
in collaboration? When? In what areas? Are there common roles that people in each team
play -- facilitator, recorder, creator, focuser, blocker, unengager? Why do some people

work within their team while others seem to work more in a whole school way?

26



26

Bibliography
Ancess, J. and Darling-Hammond, L. (1994). Authentic teaching, learning, and

assessment with new English learners at International High School. New York: NCREST.
Arcario, P.J. (1994). Post-observation conferences in TESOL teacher education

programs. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Teachers College, Columbia University.
Barth, R. (1990). Improving schools from within: Teachers, parents, and principals

can make a difference. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bolin, F.S. and Panaritis, P. (1992). Searching for a common purpose: A perspective
on the history of supervision. In C. Glickman (Ed.), Supervision in Transition: 1992
Yearbook of the ASCD (pp. 30-43). Alexandria, VA: ASCD.

Bolman, L. and Deal, T. (1994). Becoming a teacher leader: From isolation to
collaboration. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

Briscoe, C. and Peters, J. (1997). Teacher collaboration across and within schools:

Supporting individual change in elementary science teaching. Science Education, 81, 51-
65.

Bullough, R. and Gitlin, A. (1995). Becoming a student of teaching: Methodologies
for exploring self and school in context. New York: Garland Publishing.

Clandinin, J.D. and Connelly, F.M. (1992). Teacher as curriculum maker. In P.W.
Jackson (Ed.), Handbook of research in curriculum (pp. 505-526). New York: Macmillan

Cochran-Smith, M. and Lytle, S. (1993). Inside/outside: Teacher research and
knowledge. New York: Teachers College Press.

Cochran-Smith, M. and Lytle, S. (1992). Communities for teacher research: Fringe or
forefront? The American Journal of Education, 100, 3, 298-324.
Corsaro, W. (1981). Entering the child's world: Research strategies for field entry and

data collection in a preschool setting. In J. Green and C. Wallat (Eds.), Ethnography and
language in educational settings (pp. 117-146). Norwood, N.J.: ABLEX Publishing.
Davida, N.F. (Winter 1995). Action research, school change, and the silencing of
teacher voice. Action in Teacher Education, XVI(4), 59-70.
Darling-Hammond, L. (1l993). Reframing the school reform agenda: Developing
capacity for school transformation. Phi Delta Kappan, 74(10), 753-761.
Darling-Hammond, L. (1996). What matters most: Teaching for America's future.

New York: National Commission on Teaching & America's Future.

Dewey, J. (1900). The school and society. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Donahoe, T. (1993) Finding the way: Structure, time, and culture in school
improvement. Phi Delta Kappan, 75(4), 298-305.

27



27

Eisner, E. (1995). Standards for American schools: Help or hindrance? Phi Delta
Kappan, 76(10), 758-764.

Feiman-Nemser and Floden, R. (1986). The cultures of teaching. In M. Wittock
(Ed.), Handbook of research on teaching (pp. 505-526).

Flanders, N., Bowyer, J., Ponzio, R., Ingvarson, L., Tisher, R., Lowery, L., and

Reynolds, K. (1987). Support systems for teachers who form partnerships to help each

other improve teaching. Teacher Education Quarterly, 14(3), 5-24.

Flinders, D. (Fall 1988). Teacher isolation and the new reform. Journal of Curriculum
and Supervision, 4(1), 17-29.
Freire, P. (1970). Pedagogy of the oppressed. New York: Continuum.

Fullan, M. (March 1993). Why teachers must become change agents. Educational
Leadership, 50(1), 12-17.

Fullan, M. and Stiegelbauer, S. (1991). The new meaning of educational change. New

York: Teachers College Press.
Garman, N. (Fall 1986). Reflection, the heart of clinical supervision: A modern

rationale for professional practice. Journal of Curriculum and Supervision, 2(1), 1-24.

Garmston, R. (February 1987). How administrators support peer coaching.
Educational I .eadership, 44(5), 18-26.

Glickman, C. (Spring 1988). Supervision and the rhetoric of empowerment: Silence

or collision?  Action in Teacher Education, 10(1), 11-15.

Gonzidlez, J. and Darling-Hammond, L. (1995). Professional development for teachers

of immigrant youth: New concepts for new challenges. Unpublished manuscript.
Gordon, S. (Fall 1992). Perspectives and imperatives: Paradigms, transitions, and the

new supervision. Journal of Curriculum and Supervision, 8(1), 62-76.
Grimmett, P.G. and MacKinnon, A M. (1992). Craft knowledge and the education of
teachers. In G. Grant (Ed.), The Review of Research in Education, 18, 385-456.
Grimmett, P.G., Rostad, O.P., and Ford, B. (1992). The transformation of supervision.
In C. Glickman (Ed.), Supervision in Transition: 1992 Yearbook of the ASCD (pp. 185-
202). Alexandria, VA: ASCD.

Hargreaves, A. (1994). Changing teachers, changing times: Teachers' work and
culture in the postmodern age. New York: Teachers College Press.

Hargreaves, A. and Dawe, R. (1990). Paths of professional development: Contrived
collegiality, collaborative culture, and the case of peer coaching. Teaching and Teacher
Education, 6(3), 227-241.

Hollingsworth, S. (1994). Teacher research and urban literacy education: lessons and

conversations in a feminist key. New York: Teachers College Press.

28



28

Huberman, M. (1993). The model of the independent artisan in teachers’ professional
relations. In J.W. Little and M. McLaughlin (Eds.), Teachers work: Individuals,
colleagues. and contexts (pp. 11-50). New York: Teachers College Press.

Ike, C. (1996). Collaboration, autobiography, and peer supervision in teacher
development. Journal of Instructional Psychology, 23, 158-166.

Inger, M. (September 1993). Teacher collaboration in urban secondary schools. ERIC

Clearinghouse on Urban Education, 93(7), 1-2.
Jersild, A.T. (1955). When teachers face themselves. New York: Teachers College

Press.

Kain, D. (1996). Looking beneath the surface: Teacher collaboration through the lens
of grading practices. Teachers College Record, 97(4), 569-587.

Kleibard, H. (1986). The struggle for the American curriculum 1893-1958. New
York: Routledge.

Krovetz, M. and Cohick, D. (December 1993). Professional collegiality can lead to
school change. Phi Delta Kappan, 75(4), 331-333.

Lieberman, A. (1986). Collaborative work. Educational Leadership, 44(1), 4-8.

Lieberman, A. (1990). Schools as collaborative cultures: Creating the future now.
Bristol, PA: The Falmer Press.

Lieberman, J. and Callagy, A. (1990). Reach them and teach them: The International
High School program. Urban Education, 24(1), 376-390.

Little, J.W. (1982). Norms of collegiality and experimentation: Workplace conditions
of school success. American Educational Research Journal, 19(3), 325-340.

Little, J.W. and McLaughlin, M.W. (1993). Teachers work: Individuals, colleagues,
and contexts. New York: Teachers College Press.

Lortie, D. (1975). Schoolteacher: A sociological study. Chicago: University of

Chicago Press.

Louis, K., Marks, H., and Kruse, S. (1992). Teachers' professional community in
restructuring schools. American Educational Research Journal, 33,4, 757-798.

Maeroff, G. (March 1993). Building teams to rebuild schools. Phi Delta Kappan,
74(7),512-519.

Meier, D. (1996). The power of their ideas. Boston: Beacon Press.

Meyers, E. and Mclsaac, P. (Eds.), (1996). The New York City teacher policy institute.
New York: Impact II--The Teachers Network.

Miller, J. (1990). Creating spaces and finding voices: Teachers collaborating for

empowerment. Albany: SUNY Press.

oo



29

Minnesota Federation of Teachers (1993). Peers help peers. Working Together.

Minneapolis: Minnesota Federation of Teachers.

Munby, H. (1987). Metaphor and teachers' knowledge. Research in the Teaching of
English, 21, 377-397.

Neubert, G. and Bratton, A. (February 1987). Team coaching: Staff development side
by side. Educational Leadership, 44(5), 29-32.

Nolan, J. (Fall 1989). Can supervisory practice embrace Schon's view of reflective

supervision? Journal of Curriculum and Supervision, 5(1), 35-40.

Oberg, A. (Fall 1989). Supervision as creative act. Journal of Curriculum and
Supervision, 5(1) 60-69. .

Oliver, D. and Gershman, K. (1989). Education, modernity. and fractured meaning:
Toward a process theory of teaching and learning. Albany: SUNY Press.

Pajak, E. (1993). Change and continuity in supervision and leadership. In G. Cawelti
(Ed.), Challenges and achievements of American education: 1993 Yearbook of the ASCD
(pp. 158-186). Alexandria, VA: ASCD.

Poole, W. (Spring 1994). Removing the "super” from supervision. Journal of
Curriculum and Supervision, 9(3), 284-309.

Pugach, M. and Johnson, L. (1995). Unlocking expertise among classroom teachers

through structured dialogue: Extending research on peer collaboration. Exceptional
Children, 62(2), 101-110.

Sabatini, A. (1996). Collaborative decision making among, parents, students, teachers,

and administrators. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Teachers College, Columbia
University.

Sarason, S. (1982). The culture of school and the problem of change. Boston: Allyn

and Bacon.

Schon, D. (1983). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. New
York: Basic Books.

Sergiovanni, T. (1996). Leadership for the schoolhouse: How is it different? Why is

it important? San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Sizer, T. (1996). Horace's hope : what works for the American high school. New
York: Houghton Mifflin.

Smith, L. (1996). Professional development through teacher collaboration: The

experiences of a co-teaching triad iri an intensive ESL program. Unpublished doctoral

proposal, Teachers College, Columbia University.

The International High School (1992). Personnel procedures for peer selection,

support, and evaluation. Long Island City: New York.

30



30

The International High School (1997). The mission. Long Island City: New York.
Tyack, D. (1974). One best system. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Waller, W. (1932/1965). The sbciology of teaching. New York: J. Wiley & Sons.

Wildman, T. and Niles, J. (February 1987). Essentials of professional growth.
Educational Leadership, 44(5), 4-10.

Wise, A. and Darling-Hammond, L. (December 1984/January 1985). Teacher
evaluation and teacher professionalism. Educational Leadership, 42(4), 26-33.

Yin, R. (1994). Case study research: Design methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.




®

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) E n I c
National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

REPRODUCTION RELEASE

(Specific Document)

039 |

I. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

y < 8K N %
Title: (ocecgee and Vescd s oFf Co\gcubo ' %
T@WO —T_QQIVV‘-S 0~&‘ -T\/\Q I Y\J\-Q_)f AG—’&&QV\CJ H\\CQ(/\ SC\/\QO L

Author(s): Pe \er J. O \\ o

Corporate Source: Publication Date:

qlra] ]9

]

ERI

ll. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the
monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if
reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom
of the page.

«

JAruitoxt Provided

The sample sticker shM below will be The sampie sticker shown below will be The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents affixed to afl Level 2A documents affixed to all Level 2B documents
PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA’ DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
BEEN GRANTED BY FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY, MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
< : <
«° N —
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CFNTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)
1 2A 2B
Level 1 Level 2A Level 2B
1 1 1

> |

A I~
Check here for Level 1 release, permitting Check here for Leve! 2A release, permitting Check here for Level 2B release, permitting

reproduction and dissemination in microfiche or other reproduction and dissemination in microfiche and in reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only
ERIC archival media (e.g., electronic) and paper electronic media for ERIC archival collection
copy. subscribers only

Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits.
If permission to reproduce is granted, but no box is checked, dacuments will be processed at Level 1.

1 hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this document
as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employees and its system
contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exceptionis made for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other service agencies
to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries.

Sian Signature: M Printed Name/Position/Title: . X ' , '

hegr'e.-) . / fete D YVlon, As siste tfFiocps

please O'“a"mwm"’ss; The /’/e/'/"?‘ ‘if/ i“;/(/ W T2 (2 7-95 A FAX:' 212 P28 252/
/ Fo Le\(-rwjz/on P /002 9 54;%5;7&@ Coluimbin, Date: 7/////00

eda (over)




®
Enlc Clearinghouse on Assessment and Evaluation

University of Maryland
1129 Shriver Laboratory
College Park, MD 20742-5701

Tel: (800) 464-3742
(301) 405-7449
FAX: (301) 405-8134

Mav 8. 2000 ericae@ericae.net
ay o,

http:/fericae.net

Dear AERA Presenter,

Hopefully, the convention was a productive and rewarding event. As stated in the AERA program,
presenters have a responsibility to make their papers readily available. If you haven’t done so already,
please submit copies of your papers for consideration for inclusion in the ERIC database. We are
interested in papers from this year’s AERA conference and last year’s conference. If you have
submitted your paper, you can track its progress at http://ericae.net. :

Abstracts of papers accepted by ERIC appear in Resources in Education (RIE) and are announced to
over 5,000 organizations. The inclusion of your work makes it readily available to other researchers,
provides a permanent archive, and enhances the quality of RIE. Abstracts of your contribution will be .
accessible through the printed and electronic versions of RIE. The paper will be available through the
microfiche collections that are housed at libraries around the world and through the ERIC Document

" Reproduction Service.

We are gathering all the papers from the 2000 and 1999 AERA Conference. We will route your
paper to the appropriate clearinghouse. You will be notified if your paper meets ERIC's criteria for
inclusion in RIE: contribution to education, timeliness, relevance, methodology, effectiveness of
presentation, and reproduction quality. ’

Please sign the Reproduction Release Form enclosed with this letter and send two copies of your
paper. The Release Form gives ERIC permission to make and distribute copies of your paper. It does

not preclude you from publishing your work. You can mail your paper to our attention at the address
below. Please feel free to copy the form for-future-or-additional submissions.

—

Mail to: AERA 2000/ERIC Acquisitions
"University of Maryland
1129 Shriver Laboratory

College Park, MD 20742

Sincgrely, /ﬁ' )
Lawrence M. Rudner, Ph.D.
Director, ERIC/AE

ERIC is a project of the Department of Measurement, Statistics & Evaluation




