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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to determine if implementing a specific
collaborative structure would create effective teacher teams thahiwowid lead to
improved student achievement. An effective team can be viewed as one that uses
collaboration to increase its knowledge and improve its practices. Theistrtiwit was
implemented during this study was the Data Team Process. This process was
implemented during the 2007-2008 school year in the Hazelwood School District in St.
Louis, Missouri. Three measurement tools were used: the Five Dysfunctions oha Tea
Survey to assess grade level teacher collaboration, the Hazelwood Scloct Dasa
Team Self-Reflection Scoring Guide to assess implementation of thd @ataProcess,
and Tungsten Benchmarks to assess student achievement.

This study compared fourth and fifth grade students who attended three
elementary schools during the 2006-2007 school year one year prior to Data Teams to
fourth and fifth grade students who attended the same three elementary schiogls dur
the 2007-2008 school year, one year after implementation. Data were coltented f
participating teachers regarding their perceptions of collaboration andneaiation of
the Data Team Process. Results indicated that the Data Team Proces$die rzot
positive impact on developing effective teams and improving student achievement. The
mean student achievement scores for the year of implementation wawelyetae same
as the year prior to use of the Data Team Process. The teachers’iperaept
effectiveness did not have a statistical variance; but, overall tearesislered
themselves to be effective team members. All teams rated themselves fidelity to

the process.



Implementation of new programs and strategies often results in initiaielecl
little change in performance. Recommendations for future research andepaaetto
continue the Data Team Process and extend the length of the study over seketal yea
track individual student achievement. Professional development on the Data Team
Process is recommended to be continued for both teachers and administrators with
opportunities provided for teacher participation in various types of collaboradives te
With implementation of the suggested recommendations and adequate time, student

achievement and effective collaboration should improve.
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Structure for Effective Collaborative Teams 1

Chapter I - Introduction
Background of the Study

In the nineteenth century, school design was simply reflecting theifyuglahn
agricultural economy. Rural communities had limited resources to expend on education.
Students of all ages and abilities attended one-room schoolhouses with a limited
curriculum. Teaching and learning consisted mainly of reading, writing or pestipa
arithmetic, and good manners. In the one-room schoolhouse, because there was only one
teacher, collaboration could not exist. (eMINTS & The Curators of the University of
Missouri, 2004).

According to DuFour and Eaker (1998), as families left the farm and headed to
the cities, children were shuffled into education factories. Schools were orgamized t
mimic industrial factories and assembly lines; students were the finisheacts.

During the Industrial Revolution, public education impersonated the organizational
systems used by industry. Commerce needed a compliant, submissive workforce and
business looked to education to supply it. Aspects of the assembly line spread into public
education. In elementary schools, students were compartmentalized mdage\eed
sequentially through grade levels. In secondary education, responsibiéties w
departmentalized in subjects, and teachers were responsible for teachifig cpetent

and skills. With this focus on specialization, collaboration among teacherd wasn’
considered a necessary ingredient for student success. In fact, collabemtidronly

be considered an impediment to a teacher needing to become proficient in a specific
content area.

As the era of factories and assembly lines came to an end, the existing public

education system came into question again. DuFour and Eaker (1998) further dxplaine
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that in 1957, when the Russians launched the first artificial satellite, Sputnikpau® s
Americans soon realized that the Russians were advancing on them in the areas of
science, technology, and education. The U. S. government began implementing rogram
to improve education in mathematics, science, technology, and foreign language. In 1983,
under the direction of the Secretary of Education, T.H. Bell, the National Commission on
Excellence in Educating was created to examine the quality of educationnited
States and report to the nation within 18 months. The resulting rApgetion at Risk
(National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983), created a new sense of
urgency and refocused the nation’s attention on the continuing pattern of inadequate
performance.

The end of the Excellence Movement gave rise to two parallel initiathiibe
late 1980s. The first initiative convened by President George Herbert &wshater
signed by President Clinton called for the adoption of national goals and standi&ds (
Department of Education, 1996). Emphasis remained on the ability of U.S. students to
demonstrate high levels of competency in all core content areas as wetirggaous
development of professional skills by all educators. Responsibility for theopewveht of
these standards volleyed between federal and state governments.

The latest educational reform and cause for alarm comes in the form of the

2002 legislation known as No Child Left Behind (U.S. Department of Education, 2002).
Provisions of this law specify that all students be proficient in reading athdaypghe
year 2014. State assessments are to be taken annually, with dissemination of
disaggregated data documenting the achievement of individual subgroups. The law also

specifies that classes must be taught by highly qualified teachers anddeatsthat
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attend underperforming schools be allowed limited school choice. Schools failingtto me
Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) targets for two consecutive years mestebtjible

children the choice to transfer to higher performing schools, receive freagutmr

attend after-school programs. Schools not performing to expectations are held
accountable. Schools identified as “in need of improvement” must provide corrective
action in accountability plans to bring about meaningful change and can undergo
fundamental restructuring if improvement does not occur over an extended period of time
(U.S. Department of Education, 2002).

The driving force behind the initiative can be seen as twofold. Advocates see the
mandate as an opportunity for all children to receive an education at high levids, w
those opposed to the legislation see it as unrealistic and an attempt to didmegnilelic
education system as it is currently known. In either case, federal legistzndates that
schools be held accountable for the academic performance of all students.

The urgency for demonstrating student proficiency has academihisgaiior
solutions and programs to help students meet the standards. As programs across the
spectrum are being tailored to student’s individual tastes, one-sizd-gtddahtion
seems antiquated (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). Trends are converging that makecdramat
reforms of the current system more likely. Marzano (2003) believed that the problem of
improvement was not due to lack of effort, knowledge, or students ability, but instead due
to maintaining fidelity to implementation of the reforms that research lbasipr
effective. Researchers such as DuFour (2004), Reeves (2004), and Schmoker (1999)
documented the effects of building learning communities to improve student

achievement. The importance of leadership style and effective team builditeg)ists
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such as collaboration, data analysis, and reflection support the implementationioglear
communities.

Professional learning communitidsortie (1975) expounded on the impact on
teachers and their students as a result of the isolation experienced in the teaching
profession. Feedback on practice was almost non-existent. What teachers dallgn a
basis was virtually unknown to anyone but themselves. Indifference to performance
affected morale and the desire to improve instructional practice. Curricuhied ¥tam
teacher to teacher, as did quality of lesson, use of instructional stratewlesccurate
assessment of student achievement. Teaching, unlike other professions, provided no
reason for improvement of skills. A teacher in all actuality could teacbatime lesson
with many of the same materials throughout his or her career. This isolatiordiagdo
Schmoker (1999), produced indifference to instruction, and literally allowed te&ashers
teach as well or as poorly as they liked. Perhaps this isolation also led to thefapath
dealing with factors affecting children the teacher deemed beyond his aorteol.

Success in schools, more than anything else, is reflective of the quality of
teaching that is provided. According to Sparks (2004), “In just one academic petap th
third of teachers produce as much as six times the learning growth of the thottfim
(p- 47). This lack of effectiveness is unnecessary and can be changed with sirspteof
structures and practices known as learning communities. Professionaidear
communities consist of groups of teachers who share and critically questigor#otice
in an ongoing, reflective, collaborative, learning-oriented way to promotegitosith
and skill. Team members meet on a regular basis to collaborate toward continual

improvement in meeting learner needs through a shared curricular vision. aihis is
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ongoing cycle of continuous improvement, committed to reaching the school’s and
district’s ideal mission and vision (Eaker, DuFour, & DuFour, 2002).

Isolation is essentially the obstacle to school improvement. Professiamahdea
communities, according to Eaker et al. (2002), are the best hope for restruahating
reculturing schools. To improve, schools must (a) develop the capacity to function as
professional learning communities, (b) develop a collaborative culture, (c) oveecom
tradition of teacher isolation, and (d) learn to work in effective, high-perforraargs.

Collaboration as an effective strategy to support learning communities.
Collaboration can contribute to the success of public education and student achievement
in multiple ways. Bella (2004) maintained that collaboration (a) develops trust, (b)
provides professional development for teachers, (c) helps develop a clear focus, (d)
generates effective strategies, (e) integrates disciplines,)aassi$ts teachers in
knowing all facets of a student. Bella stated that educators who use the ctilabora
process effectively experience a new respect for their colleaguespaonly embed it
into their daily teaching but value it as a best practice for the rest ot#negrs.

DuFour and Eaker (1998) argued that (a) the key component to building a
learning community is instilling trust; (b) collaboration provides the timeeetéo build
relationships; and (c) ironically, as relationships are built, teacheboddigon becomes
more in-depth. Trusting relationships allow true professional development to occur.
Educators willingly share and try new ideas. In a non-threatening envirqrieestiers
can participate in rich reflective dialogue and collectively review, regise improve
teaching practices. Collaboration gives a sense that “we are ab togi@ther” which

provides motivation and hope for teachers.
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Eaker et al. (2002) contended that collaboration is an important aspect of
professional development, supporting the adage that two heads are better than one.
Professional development gives educators the tools and knowledge needed to meet the
complex needs of today’s students. Many studies demonstrate that students hirg a var
of learning styles and their learning is affected by an array of outsitteda Practices in
education change at a rapid pace. What educators learn during their gedegenay be
outdated by the time they begin teaching. In addition, school districts, aswell a
individual schools, implement different initiatives to meet the needs of thécyar
students. In order to keep informed about best teaching practices and the impgiementa
of new strategies, professional development and collaboration are essential.

Collaboration ensures and provides clear focus. According to Rolls (1995)
collaboration can empower teachers to take a more active role in the tearh@oid sc
enabling them to take a more integral role in the decision-making processigynenl
teachers to be part of the decision-making process, the school’s focus retaainasnd
there is greater communication and teacher buy-in.

Just as during the time of the Industrial Revolution, schools still strive to provide
students with the tools necessary to be productive citizens. As technology anchresea
continue to advance, providing students with the needed tools becomes more difficult.
Therefore, collaboration provides opportunities for teachers to share infamnaatto
how to integrate disciplines and select strategies to maximize instraldime.

Reeves (2004) stated that arguably the most important aspect of collaboration is
that teachers become more familiar with their students and are able to plactiors

that meets their specific needs. Since students learn in a variety of modesgkitnew
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entire student is critical. In addition, teachers have many demands, suSlessray
student learning, structuring learning around specific needs and “big ideasiadntich@
students to construct new understanding and meaning around concepts in our world.
Collaboration allows educators to pool their knowledge, experience, philosophies, and
research to meet teacher demands and student needs.

Elements that inhibit collaboratiohVith so many positive elements, school
support of collaboration would seem obvious. However, as DuFour and Eaker (1998)
stated, there are several factors which prevent effective collaboratmondking place.
Time, necessary training and support, insufficient buy-in, and lack of stractieefew
factors that inhibit collaboration.

DuFour and Eaker (1998) maintained that lack of time could be the prevailing
reason why teachers do not collaborate. Traditionally schools have not madeiiitya pri
to organize schedules and set aside time for teachers to discuss curriotkefiezt
upon teaching practices and student achievement. Reeves (2004) noted that sdting asi
time for reflection and discussion could be viewed as unproductive and a waste of time,
especially for those who prefer to teach in isolation. With the current trend of
accountability, teachers are finding themselves consuming large anobtinte
collecting and analyzing data, learning and implementing new practeedpding
assessments, and designing lessons which align with district and stdted$saTeachers
are also expected to communicate regularly with parents and adminsstsagtme on
committees, and plan and attend activity nights designed to educate and inareatse pa

involvement. Teachers must spend time developing professional growth goalsremd pla
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attending workshops and conferences, and pursuing advanced degrees. All of these
obligations in addition to instructing and supervising students are deter collaborati

The idea of schools becoming professional learning communities and utilizing
collaborative teams is a new concept for many educators. Even though the tthays of
one-room schoolhouse have disappeared, many teachers continue the practice gf teachin
in isolation behind closed doors. As Barth (1991) stated, “God didn’t create self-
contained classrooms, fifty minute periods, and subjects taught in isolation. We did
because we find working alone safer than and preferable to working together” (dn128)
addition, many administrators find it difficult to relinquish power to teacherfeéor
administrators’ beliefs may be compromised. For collaborative teams ftebive,

Reeves (2002) found that their purpose must be explicit. Training on curriculum gnalysis
common assessments, collaborative scoring, and data analysis is eaadntiaist be
supported by administrators. Training educators on the benefits of the teamiegspync
teacher and student performance in a non-threatening atmosphere may alleviate
apprehension.

(Lortie, 1975) noted differences in personality and beliefs can impede the
collaborative process. Some teachers have difficulty cooperating anailling to share
their expertise. Even if there are no personality conflicts, some teackeapprehensive
about participating collectively. If trust has not been fostered through tichsupport,
teachers will not participate in productive dialogue. Collaboration helps develgbtrus
extensive collaboration occurs after trust has been established.

Even though collaboration seems to increase student achievement, the strategy

has not been implemented effectively in many schools. Deterrents to collabcmter
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a wide range, some self-imposed by educators themselves and others the rgstalitrof s
constraints. Lack of time, supervisory tasks, school-community obligations, and
prescribed instructional responsibilities detract from scheduling opportufatieeachers
to collaborate. Other collaboration inhibitors include lack of buy-in, varying belief
systems, lack of trust, insufficient training, and lack of consistent strudtuese factors
require more crafting to make collaboration effective. A balance must be struck i
supporting autonomy yet providing guiding principles by which teachers can measure
success. By providing a set structure, teachers can assess the a#estofetheir
decisions that guide their work. The lack of a collaborating structure may keythe
factor preventing focus and preventing teams from achieving their dessdtsr
Problem Statement

Over the past four years, three administrators in the Hazelwood SchaoaitDist
located in North St. Louis County, Missouri, have tried to implement some form of
collaborative teams in each of their elementary schools. The district supperted t
concepts related to collaborative teams by making data teams one aintdistrict
initiatives beginning with the 2007-2008 school year. These data teams arergrade
department level teams that meet at a regularly scheduled time to exaanrcual
student work generated from common formative assessments. Discussions and decisions
revolve around the resulting data and the effectiveness of the teaching and learning

Effective teams are a topic that is important for various reasons. Firstythose
believe in learning communities feel they are the key to improved studenteroleiat.
Second, all of the schools have excellent teachers on staff and feel theise>xqaart

help other teachers become more effective. Third, all schools have teabbgyseter to
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work in isolation and do not work effectively with others (Schmoker, 2004). Having had
the opportunity to participate in and realize the benefits of effective teawes the
intention of the administrators involved in this study to replicate this experienak
the teams on staff.

All involved in this project had a common goal of implementing effective teams.
To do so, the project participants had to determine the characteristics ofefteatns
and how to construct a structure to develop those characteristics. Even after much
investigating it was difficult finding a definition for the teeffective(Lencioni, 2002).
During research and upon suggestion by the Associate Superintendent of Curaicdlum
Professional Developmernithe Five Dysfunctions of a Tedoy Patrick Lencioni was by
the administrators involved in the research. After reading this book andirgflent
what prevented collaboration, they decided that providing the correct structure was the
key to developing an effective team. A scheduled meeting time was an thspeabuld
be provided by an administrator. Providing the correct structure it wasi@gswould
create buy-in, overcome personality conflicts, and provide clear focus faatine The
project focus changed to researching structures that would positively itapar. The
Hazelwood School District was also in the process of implementing data tedefshad
by the Center for Performance and Assessment under the direction of chairman and
founder Dr. Doug Reeves. The use of the data team process requires teams tdluse a we
defined structure. Therefore, this research focused on the effectiveness ¢4 tieania
structure outlined by Besser, Anderson-Davis, and Perry, (2006), which included (a)
collecting data, (b) analyzing strengths and obstacles, (c) establgglalsgand

strategies, (d) selecting instructional strategies, and (e)trefjean results.



Structure for Effective Collaborative Teams 11

Purpose and Rationale

Collaboration is known to contribute to the success of public education and
student achievement in multiple ways. Collaboration provides opportunities for teacher
to select strategies and specific goals based on data, develop commanergsess
analyze student work, and set attainable goals (Reeves, 2002).

Data will validate whether providing the right kind of continuous, structured
teacher collaboration will increase student achievement as well as thg qtiali
instruction and teacher sense of effectiveness. This study will investwpather certain
structures will transform ineffective teams into effective teamstagr go on to describe
the structures needed to sustain effective teams. Teams will be formed hnmdmntbers
are not fearful of taking risks, teachers are engaged in rich dialogue pamsldee
motivated to work together until they are successful and have a positive effeatient s
achievement.

Research Question

Will implementing the structured data team process lead to effectivs that
develop trust, engage in conflict, improve group decision-making ability (cotmmit
group decisions), develop teacher leadership, and focus on results?

Null Hypothesis

If scores orThe Five Dysfunctions of a Team SuraegTheHazelwood School
District Data Team Self-Reflection Scoring Guate high and student Tungsten scores
are low, then effective collaborative then data teams will have no sartifthange on

student achievement.
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Alternative Hypothesis

If data teams are implemented with fidelity (group members will devalsp t
engage in conflict, commit to groups decisions, develop teacher leadership, and focus on
results), then effective teams will generate an environment promoting asvengent in
student achievement as measured by Tungsten scores, reditis Bive Dysfunctions of
a Team Surveyesults ofThe Hazelwood School District Data Team Self-Reflection
Scoring Guideand observation notes.
Independent Variables

The independent variables of this study included the following:

1. School Demographics - total number of students, race, gender, special needs,
teacher tenure, socio-economic status, transient rates, past efforébbskest
collaborative plan time, and overview of meetings.

2. Grade Level Descriptions - total number of students, race, gender, special
needs, teacher tenure, socio-economic status, transient rate, brieéstatem
regarding past efforts to establish common plan time and overview of
meetings.

3. Collaborative Team Descriptions - teacher tenure, years on the team, race,
gender, and personality

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables of this study included the following:

1. Increased student achievement.

2. Identification of structures which make teams effective as identified b

Lencioni (2002).



Structure for Effective Collaborative Teams 13

3. Effective, sustainable, and motivated teams.
Limitations in Instrumentation and Data Collection Techniques

One of the limitations of this study was movement among student populations
during the year and from one year to the next. Changes may also occur gaffahges
to internal movement, retirement or resignation. Such change may have impact on the
study. The staff at three schools participated in training for Data Drivesi@edlaking
and Data Teams. The teams at McNair and Lawson Elementary met wdaldyteams
at Twillman Elementary met twice a month. Support staff, special argzetsaand
special educators were assigned to teams within each of the schools. Thisstpdsed
one year of implementation of the data team structure compared to the prewaious ye
when teams were not in place. Continuing the study over a longer period of time may
have increased the reliability of the study results.
Delimitations of the Study

To assure manageability of the collected data, the survey instrumeshtznige
multiple-choice responses. Due to large number of potential participants in the study
scores from fourth and fifth grade students and their grade level teachers frachdbbs

involved in the study were selected.
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Key Operational Terms for the Five Dysfunctions Survey

The set of terms below are defined accordinghe Five Dysfunctions of a Team
by Patrick Lencioni (2002). They are listed in order based upon Lencioni’s beke®in |
of importance.

Trustis the confidence among team members that their peers’ intentions are good,
and that there is no reason to be protective or careful around the group.

Vulnerabilitiesare weaknesses, skill deficiencies, interpersonal shortcomings,
mistakes, and requests for help.

Productive ldeological Conflias conflict limited to concepts, ideas, and avoids
personality-focused, mean spirited attacks. It may include passion, emotion, and
frustration.

Commitments the function of two things in the context of a team: clarity and
buy-in. Team members clearly understand and support a decision despite Wissther t
may have voted against it.

Accountabilityis the willingness of team members to call their peers on
performance or behaviors that might hurt the team.

Resultsare the collective goals of the group, an unrelenting focus on specific
objectives and clearly defined outcomes. Goals and objectives are set by the team
members themselves.

Definitions of Terms

The following terms are words that are consistently used by educators but have

different meanings. Therefore, to be consistent and based upon the expertise of various

experts in the field of education, the following meanings will apply.
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Collaborationis the ability to work with another person towards a common
goal(s) where dialogue occurs.

Common Assessmeat® assessments collaboratively designed by a grade level
or department team that are administered to students by each particigzativey te
periodically throughout the year (Ainsworth & Viegut, 2006).

Common Plan Timis a period of time that is scheduled consistently
for team members, usually teachers on the same grade level, to participatessipnal
development activities and collegial work and planning (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).

Data Teamsre small grade-level or department teams that examine individual
student work generated from common formative assessments. These collaborative,
structured, scheduled meetings focus on the effectiveness of teaching amdlearni
(Besser, Anderson-Davis, & Perry, 2006).

Data Team Surveg an instrument designed by the Hazelwood School District to
rate the effectiveness of grade level or department data teams.

Dysfunction Surveig a diagnostic tool, designed by Lencioni (2002), for helping
evaluate a team’s susceptibility to the five dysfunctions: absence of éarsgffconflict,
lack of commitment, avoidance, accountability, and inattention to results.

Effective Teans a team that uses collaboration to increase their knowledge and
improve their practice. They are committed to team developed goals and théy pla
achieve them. Results are based on realization of team and school goals.

Professional Learnin€ommunity is a group of educators committed to working
collaboratively in ongoing processes of collective inquiry and action wstaachieve

better results for the students they serve (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).
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SMART Goalsire goals which are specific, measurable, attainable, realistic, and
timely (SMART) (O’Neill, 2000).

Structureis a detailed plan to organize a team to improve effectiveness.

Teamis a group of individuals on the same grade level or department working
toward a common goal.

Tungsten Benchmark Assessmangsongoing interim assessments designed by
Tungsten Learning, a Division of Edison Schools, in the areas of communicatiandarts
math, which provide regular ongoing monthly data on how students are progressing
toward grade level expectations measured by state annual assesEulisots $chools
Inc., 2009).

Summary

Every child’s right to a free education was a novel concept first embradeal in t
United States. This initial concept had exclusionary components, but eventualgethe
to deal with the far-reaching effects of immigration, urbanization, and inalizdtion
came to include all children. The limited one-room schoolhouse gave way to the
assembly line form of public education of the nineteenth century, which came into
guestion with the onset of the space age and inadequacy reports Audatam at Risk
Accusations abounded that the failing education system was a threat to naton#y s
and the United State’s position as a world leader. The latest cause focataenn the
form of No Child Left Behind legislation, which holds schools accountable for the
academic performance of all students.

As all academia searches for solutions to the decline of student success and the

one-size-fits-all approach, researchers have documented the positite @ffec
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collaboration and professional learning communities to improve student achievement
(DuFour & Eaker, 1998). Effective collaborative teams with structuregadhatomote

the building of trust, (b) expect commitment, (c) allow for productive conflictp{djdte
vulnerability, and (e) require reflection of results support the implementatithese
learning communities (Lencioni, 2002).

The implementation of data teams with professional development on Data Driven
Decision Making and Data Team Training may provide grade level teamsheit
structure to become effective teams. Implementation of the data team pvasess
monitored through participation, analysis of student performance on assessments, and
examination of collected artifacts.

Chapter Two will review the literature that relates to professioaatileg
communities, collaboration, and effective teams. Chapter Three will present the
methodology used to examine the research of this project. Chapter Four witiéubke
results and formulate concluding statements for this project. Finally, &Hape will

include discussion of results and offer recommendations for future practiceseacche
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Chapter Two - Review of Literature

Schools today are urgently seeking ways to help students be successful and
demonstrate proficiency of grade level standards. Educators are continuouslyiegami
research-based strategies for ways to help teachers improve theirgealgjalls,
which in turn can improve student achievement. Professional Learning Comsunikie
structures in place to provide time and support for effective collaboration can promote
growth and skills among teachers and students. A learning climate whiefsfgsiup
collaboration and involves all the members as learners provides the opportunity for adul
educators to expand and improve on their teaching skills. Within these groups, teachers
and administrators can discuss how children learn and engage in productive dialogue on
effective instructional strategies and authentic engagement.
Collaborative Culture

Ideas about education and reforms that questioned who, how many, and what type
of children can learn has varied throughout thi &ntury. Initially the idea of education
for all addressed the problem brought about by the rise of large cites due to thealndust
Revolution. Schools were called upon to educate the masses of illiterate amisigr
the righteous way of Anglo-Saxon beliefs and to produce productive workers. Student
success was deemed the by-product of aptitude and environment and not the result of
schooling (DuFour, et al. 2004).

The educational reform movements of the 1980s began to acknowledge that what
happens in schools does matter. Lezotte (1997) presented evidence which supported the
notion that all students could learn and that schools controlled the factors nettessary

ensure students mastered core curriculum. All too often, the solution for helping
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unsuccessful students master content was doing more of the same more often and with
greater intensity in a different location with a different teacher. Nanmeavative
strategies were developed or implemented.

Due in large part to the results of high stakes testing, educators and pkécyma
across the country realized that there was a real need to change theofjedalitgation in
our schools. With the dawning of the No Child Left Behind legislation (U.S. Department
of Education, 2002), not only must all children learn, but all must learn at high levels.
Proficiency by all students is expected, even in light of challenges suatkas la
resources, special needs populations, and economically disadvantaged groups. Poor
facilities or at-risk communities, environments with widespread availabfldrugs and
alcohol, or presence of gang activity and increasing disconnect with theutotyare
not considered viable reasons for failure to succeed.

A restructuring of schools is necessary which allows all stakehotuggther to
determine what is essential for children to learn. Administrators atgdate for
collaboration was not enough. According to the National Association of Elementary
School Principals (2008), administrators and teachers need to develop a collaborati
culture in schools. This transformed view of educational reform is not a paoacdia f
schools but certainly can be a foundation for change, improvement, and renewal in our
schools. The intended result is to develop consistent renewal of instructional methods i
supportive, professional culture that offers curriculum in an atmosphere afialije
trust, and shared mission. Through collaboration, team members work together tg identif

and apply innovative and effective practices to ensure student success.
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In their research, Schein (1985) and Deal and Petersen (1999) noted parents,
teachers, principals, and students seem to always sense something undefineguand uni
about the school they attend. Most schools have their own tone, or quality, that dictates
all activity in the school. It affects the way stakeholders act, dressthéyatalk about,
what they never talk about, and whether they seek out other colleagues for help. The
culture of a school is a vital aspect that formulates the values, beliefs, assismtd
traditions built up over time as all stakeholders work together, deal witls caise
develop unspoken expectations for interacting and working together.

Characteristics of collaboration in a school cultufdl schools are different;
many schools exist as isolated work places where teachers work largaiation in
their classrooms, interacting little with their colleagues, and keepind¢epnstof practice
to themselves. In schools in which these practices exist, teachers feel nctioonne
among or with one another. They seldom engage in professional conversations, share
ideas and strategies, or problem-solve together (Little, 1982; Lortie, 1975).

Yet in other schools, Little (1982) and Rosenholtz (1989) noted teachers engage
on a regular basis in professional dialogue with one another; these teacherdesdsr
knowledge, strategies, and solutions. In a collaborative school culture, the nmaisegre
are high levels of collegiality, teamwork, and dialogue about learning, prepénd
teaching strategies. Teachers come together to develop shared tdatmidablge and
generate common solutions to challenging problems.

A collaborative school culture is a professional community of learners where
teachers and administrators continuously seek and share learning and then attatpon w

they learn (Hord, 1997). A collaborative culture consistently implements inqudry a
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acquires results. The key components of acquiring results are (a) tearfnydokused
collaboration, (c) goals, and (d) selective and judicious use of data (Schmoker, 1999). A
collaborative school culture reacts well to change and actually seeldredethge to
improve student achievement. Teachers and administrators expand thetlydapaci
create the desired results. New, expanded, and creative patterns of thinkinguaee nur
Collective enthusiasm is set free, and people learn how to learn together. In a
collaborative culture, everyone is a learner.

Elements of collaboratiorCollaboration breeds collegiality and professionalism.
Deal and Kennedy (1982) noted the climate in a school is based upon an atmosphere
identified by the social and professional interactions of the individuals withirea gi
school. Collegiality is more specifically viewed as serious, intense, profes
interactions. This may look like a vertical team of teachers, with teagpeesentation
from grades immediately above and below, openly sharing successes and falures t
have occurred while teaching strategies. Marzano (2003) stated that educautd s
open and share good results, but equally important is that poor results, in which a
majority of the class received poor grades as a final assessmehirac as well.
During the dialogue, respect for others is demonstrated by sharing words of
encouragement as teams constructively analyze and critique procedurescaoespra
This practice of collaboration does not allow social interaction and friendshipgdtedi
or get involved in the dialogue. It is open, honest, respectful, and insightful.

According to Quinn (1999), the following are critical dimensions of teamwork
developed through collaboration: (a) a sense of meaning, (b) a sense of comfpatence,

sense of self-determination, and (d) a sense of impact. A collaborative cultolesdha
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empowered teachers to become more innovative, effective, reflective,oaead m
influential. As a collaborative culture is nurtured and developed, colleagues gearex cl
vision and openness to other team members’ ideas. Teams develop discipline and self
control as well as support each other to create a sense of security. To develop a
professional collaborative culture, one that truly empowers all stakeholdeng &fm
relentless dedication to alignment of mission, agreed-upon outcomes, focused problem
solving, participation of all members, and follow-through must be continuously
exhibited. Collaboration generates open staff relationships and trust buildifem (&
Hargreaves, 1991).

Practices that really support success are derivatives of collaboratiouiéss
that are viewed as negative in a non-collaborative school are positive and productive
assets in a collaborative school culture. According to Fullan and Hargreaves (1991)
failure, mistakes, and an unclear direction are not avoided or looked over, but openly
shared, discussed, and examined in order to provide support and help. They further assert,
broad agreement exists on educational values, but colleagues accept misatyead
generate new dialogue.

Fullan and Hargreaves (1991) also stated, “Collaborative school culteres ar
places of hard work, of strong and common commitment, dedication, of collective
responsibility and of a sense of pride in the institution” (p. 48). In this school c(ddure
the teacher is respected as a person; (b) there is a more saasiyinmpre productive
work environment; (c) students show improved achievement; (d) teachers havaah criti
eye for change, approaching it by carefully selecting and adaptingrgtkethat will aid

improvement in their work while rejecting those that will not; (e) leadership is
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widespread, not just within one cluster of educators; (f) the principal is nurturing and
supportive; and (g) interdependence is valued and fostered (Fullan & Hagjreave
Collaborative cultures experience success over a period of time. Thedacus i
long-term improvement. These cultures are not easy to develop but provide salbstanti
and meaningful settings in which teachers develop craft, knowledge, a plosesise of
efficacy, and deep connection to fellow educators, parents, and students.
Support for collaborationObtaining a clear understanding of success is critical in
establishing what is valued. What teachers, administrators, and others gegcess
will determine how teams spend their time, what problems they try to solve togettie
what needs their attention. To obtain common focus for collaboration, Fullan and
Hargreaves (1991) listed questions to ask, answer, and agree upon (see Table 1).
Table 1

Questions Asked, Answered, and Agreed Upon to Obtain Common Mission and Focus

What is a successful year?

What will good relations with colleagues look like and sound like?

When success in school improvement is achieved, what will have been accomplished?
What socio-emotional condition s for students, parents, and teachers would you like at
your school?

What would good relationships among students, staff, and community be like?

Note FromWhat's Worth Fighting For?: Working Together for Your SchogIM. G.
Fullan and A. Hargreaves, 1991, Andover, MA: Regional Laboratory for Educational
Improvement of the Northeast and Islands in association with Ontario Public School
Teachers' Federation.
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According to Deal and Kennedy (1982) and Petersen and Martin (1990), it is
important to have a network of key players who keep communication open, ideas
flowing, and information spreading in a positive manner. This network of peopléyusua
includes the gossip, the storyteller, the priest and/or priestess, and the liero and
heroine. Thegossipwill assist in sharing the important news-sometimes rumors and
sometimes key information-that is of interest to the schoolsidrgtellerkeeps the
history of the school available to others by telling and retelling the stdribe past,
especially when stories tell of hard work, collegial sharing, and collabenabrk. The
priestor priestesss a staff member who reinforces the traditions of the schoolh@&itoe
or heroinevalues his or her work as an educator, is well respected, and acts in the best
interest of the school. Heroes and heroines dedicate themselves to students and
colleagues; they are exemplars of the core values of the culture. Sontetnoes and
heroines are highly visible; at other times, they are quiet and unassuming.l|satf
members who hold these cultural roles train new administrators and new stdférse
in the thinking, interactions, and belief systems that are needed to be sudnessful
particular school. The cultural cast is often the first to approach new siidiflahem in
on how things really work around the school. In a collaborative school, that cast knows
that collegiality is valued and collaboration is the norm. This group goespush

another set of deeper questions that must be addressed. Table 2 lists the deeper questions
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Table 2

Deeper Questions Posed by the Cultural Cast in a Collaborative Culture

Who are the key players?

How can the school organize exemplars (students, teachers, administrators)?
How can you connect new staff members with the exemplars?

Is the cultural network supporting collegiality and collaboration? If not, how can the
network help?

Who are the staff and administrators that can help teachers transition atibarative
culture?

How can an environment be provided for staff members to support collegiality and

collaboration?

Note FromCorporate Cultures: The Rites and Rituals of Corporate, lojeT. E. Deal
and A. A. Kennedy, 1982, Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley; and “Developing Teaching
Commitment: The Role of the Administrator, by K. D. Petersen and J. L.ny1a8@0, in
P. Reyes (Ed.)Teachers and Their Workplaog@p. 225-240), Newbury Park, CA: Sage
Publications.

True collaboration breeds accountability among and within the school culture.
This is heightened when teachers actively participate in the developmeretaft, and
reporting of accountability. Success can be measured by identifyiagakdemic gains
within the school culture. Reeves (2004) identified nine characteristicsaedoeith
school success that include: (a) impact of collaboration, (b) value of feedbackp#c} i
of time, (d) action research and midcourse correction, (e) aligning teashgmraents

with teacher preparation, (f) constructive data analysis, (g) commseasasents, (h) the

value of every adult in the system, and (i) cross-disciplinary integrations.
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Fullan and Hargeaves (1991) noted that educators need to broaden the
commitment to collaboration and community beyond the walls of the school. If public
schools are to bring about significant improvements in teaching and learningsschool
need to develop strong, open connections beyond school with parents, communities,
businesses, universities, and other learning networks. Teachers and prmcigad®
wider and deeper if substantial change is to be achieved. Berry (2003) alddistat
collaboration must be a fixed part of the teachers’ and administrators’ poogdss
leadership roles in order to facilitate dialogue, work in teams, decide byites, and
interact with an extended group of involved parents, citizens, and community and
business leaders.

Barriers to collaborationAlthough collaboration plays an important role in
school improvement and student achievement, many components in public education
inhibit effective collaboration. School structures can prevent the development of a
knowledge base and condemn the idea of effective teams. Burney (2004) believed two
barriers that can have a lasting effect are the thought or belief tblainigs a low
skilled, low wage occupation and the belief of teachers that autonomy and creativity, not
rigorous shared knowledge, is the badge of professionalism.

Barriers usually mean that the necessary components of a well-functicammg te
are absent. Some of these barriers are ineffective leadership, lacktgforlar
disagreement about the goals, poor communication, personal agendas, team conflicts, and
a fear of change and failure to work towards the same goals. Some bamierkibit a
team from being effective, but signs can also identify an ineffective teame of these

signs are (a) team members do not have a clear understanding or focus on {l goal
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the team cannot make decisions, (c) team decision-making is impairecbsediments,
(d) team meeting attendance is low, (e) leaders are not engaged in the phoesss, (
members do not assist or support one another, (g) staff members display thcrease
dissatisfaction with leadership decisions, (h) individuals perform individually(iand
boundaries and roles are not established (Guide to Interdisciplinary Roles and
Responsibilities, 2005).

Many teachers do not feel that collaboration is supported. Teachers do not
consider their schools to sufficiently exhibit expectations of or support foraredigh
levels of collaborative involvement. Teachers’ work continues to be charactéy
competition and individualism and lacks the type of trusting, caring environmerg that
more conducive to collaborative practice. Leonard and Leonard (2003) stated #dtre ne
to be greater articulation of underlying values and beliefs about educatioraleptiaat
is tempered with respect for diverse professional opinions and practicebefieare
dissatisfied with scheduling and appropriations of time which helps to deter cdifadora
practice. Teachers need professional development directed at improving thei
collaborative skills. It is essential that a school consider these findimgs fostering a
culture to systematically address school improvement and student learning.

What will inhibit effective collaborative teams is merely a minor isbue i
educators can find out what works in effective teams. It is agreed that whagamight
and what can go wrong must be considered by leadership teams when initiating a
collaborative working environment. Larson and LaFasto (1989) cautioned that,in orde
to be effective, teams must combat frequent explanations for team fagara. thembers

can easily become distracted and lose focus on goals. This is caused by potitica
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personal agendas that are contrary to team goals. All too often, personal suooessbe
the issue instead of team success.

Successful structure for collaboratiofhe most powerful professional
development comes from on-the-job or job-embedded training. DuFour (2004) stated that
collaboration and collective inquiry does not just happen. It has to be taught, expected,
and a part of the everyday practice. Every teacher is a part of a teanustrizbm
provided with time to collaborate during the school day. Collaboration must focus on
critical questions of teaching and learning that involve the monitoring of both individual
and organizational growth. Professional learning communities is a syst@noagss in
which teachers work together to analyze and share ideas and strategiesve impr
classroom practice. Collaborations during professional learning commuaitiésad to
high student achievement.

According to Posnick-Goodwin (2007), collaborative structures enable teachers t
expand their knowledge by allowing them to hear different ideas and strdtegietheir
colleagues. They can make better decisions and increase ownership in decisig-ma
helping to reduce the apprehensiveness in trying new initiatives. DuFour (2394) a
noted teams can produce better solutions than individuals working alone, due to the
collaborative effort needed to solve problems, provide more assistance tedirst y
teachers, and boost confidence in the insecure teacher.

Creating a collaborative atmosphere is essential to effective caltatsor
teaming. Collaborative teams must be implemented by grade levels tleas&itants
and content area to foster professional development. The essentials needed to fost

effective collaborative teams are time for collaboration, a clear tefirof the purpose
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for collaboration, training and support, and participation by all team members (DuFour
2004).

Garmston and Wellman (2002) identified five energy sources of effective groups
efficacy, flexibility, craftsmanship, consciousness, and interdependernegnoted that
a unified commitment of the team is essential. Larson and LaFasto (1989)satd t
members must be dedicated, enthusiastic, trustworthy, and accountable when vgrking a
a collaborative team. They identified six characteristics of antefeteam:
(a) establishing a clear goal, (b) being result oriented, (c) having temhpeam
members, (d) possessing a climate conducive to collaborations, (d) seghrgjdndards
which support all stakeholders, and (e) having principled leadership. They also point out
four necessary features of a team structure: clear roles, accotymtakb#ictive
communication and monitoring, and feedback. To be effective, teams and their members
must display certain characteristics. These characteristicsléadhaving the ability to
perform at a high-expected level, the buy-in and strong desire to participdtbea
capabilities of communicating effectively. Some of these features caxtiesically
created from the team or organization, while others must come from within the intlividua
members.

Lencioni (2002) identified and defined his five rules of an effective team. The
first rule is to establish trust. All team members must be willing to tnestanother,
share ideas, and be open to suggestions. The second rule is to engage in conflict.
Productive conflict allows members to engage in passionate, unfiltered dbbatevhat
is needed to be successful. Meetings should not be described as boring. Teansmember

should feel enthusiastic and excited about attending a meeting. The third rule is the
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willingness to commit to group decisions. During conflict, everyone will not tisfied.
Each member must be willing to accept the fact that his or her opinion will notsab&ay
the one the group decides to support. Team members must be willing to disagree and still
commit. The fourth rule is that all members of the committee must be held acceuntabl
All team members should follow through on what is expected, and if members do not
follow through, the team members must acknowledge that the goal was not mddieand ta
steps to insure that each individual achieves his or her goal. The fifth and finalthde
team must focus on results. Team members should never lose focus on what the end
result should be. Results and data should drive decision-making. To be effective, team
members must adhere to all five rules. If members cannot hold themselves to the
standards, effectiveness is diminished.

Productive teams include teachers who do not see themselves as passive but as
active members of research teams. Schmoker (2004) related that produntiv@leea
design, research, evaluate, and prepare teaching materials togethexsiél§ seachers
on the team receive high quality solutions to instructional problems, demonstrate
confidence, compliment strengths and weaknesses of individuals on the team, and share a
vast amount of resources for lessons, ideas, methods and materials.

According to theGuide to Interdisciplinary Roles and Responsibili(i2805),
some strategies encourage the building of teams and, once those teams are built,
strategies that allow for the maintenance of well-functioning teams afidsforemost,
all individuals on the team should be well-qualified. It is important that teams have a
shared focus. Effective teams regularly analyze project goals, cocateipifectively,

and resolve difficulties or conflicts. Teams should meet regularly and t#asnshould
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be clarified. Each individual is an equal member of the team, and all team membe
should be heard and acknowledged. Accomplishments by individual team members or
teams should be acknowledged. Conflicts or potential conflicts should be addressed.
Team members should be recognized and opportunities to meet socially should be
provided.

There are five collaborative team-guiding principles according tM#rgland
Coalition for Inclusive Education (2006) (see Table 3).
Table 3

Five Collaborative Team Guiding Principles

Participation and All members must be viewed as equals and participation is
Leadership is expected and supported.
Development of Goals must be developed collaboratively to support

collaborative goals | team buy-in.

Communication Team members must be encouraged to share ideas apd
concerns with other team members.

Decision making Protocols must be developed when making decisions.

Brainstorming Brainstorming techniques must be clear and adhered to, in
order to save time.

Note From Collaborative Teams: Structures that Promote Succeddabyand
Coalition for Inclusive Education (2006).

Although the core structure of an effective team is obvious within the team, tea
members should take an active role in the meetings by holding a position on the team as a
facilitator, recorder, timekeeper, encourager, jargon buster, or obseitiallylthese
roles could take on a different name, but the jobs would remain similar. Theatacilit
distributes the written agenda, moves the discussion through the agenda items, and keeps

the team focused. The recorder needs to write down the minutes of the meeting and keep
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track of the time spent on each item. The encourager warmly encourages et@ryone
participate. The jargon buster reminds team members when they are usinghabedse
of casual language often not understood by team members. The observer observes the
team action and interaction and gives feedback to the team members as a group on how
well each individual did in their assigned roles and as collaborators (Marytated S
Department of Education, 2006). With each person assuming an active role in the
process, ownership and accountability will be instilled in all team members.
History of Adult Learning

Until relatively recently, there has been only one model of learning and the
characteristics of learning upon which educators could base their assumptions about
curriculum and teaching practices. According to Knowles (1980), pedagogy, ksown a
the art and science of teaching children, found its roots with ancient monks during their
observations of small children learning to read and write exams. In the sesefuity dn
Europe, schools were designed mainly for the purpose of preparing boys foueeligi
service. Their principal mission was to embed already developed doctrinets, lzeid
rituals into these young students. This concept about learning based its prerhese on t
notion that knowledge and skills are oftentimes transmitted in the form of drikzegui
memorizing, and exams. Knowles, Holton, and Swanson (1998) contended that by using
this model, the teacher had full responsibility for making decisions about what bas t
learned, how it would be learned, when it would be learned, and asses if it had been
learned. This notion continued into the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries as schools
spread through Europe and North America and included all levels of learning, even

higher education.
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In the 28" century, studies on learning were still limited to children and animals.
Studies targeting adult learning, andragogy, did not surface until after Warldl.W
Knowles (1980) noted that lack of research on adult learning is surprising corgsider
some of the greatest teachers of ancient times--Confucius, PlatogSp#aratotle, and
the Hebrew prophets--were all teachers of adults. From their experieticeslults,
they perceived learning to be a process of mental inquiry, a concept very dififenent
passive intake of content. They used techniques such as posing questions and dilemmas
in which group members would pool their thinking and experience to see a solution and
defend it. Beginning in the 1920s, scientific research was conducted by Thorndike (1928)
that concluded adults could learn, but they possessed different interests ard #ialiti
children. Another researcher, Lindeman (1926), was concerned more with how adults
learned. The key assumptions in his research were (a) adults are motvated s
they experience need and interest, (b) adult orientation to learning isnifexed, (c)
experience is the richest source for adult learning, (d) learning shouddfHoeracted,
and (e) individual differences increase with age. Similarly, adult leameollaborative
teams are self motivated to engage in collegial conversations to disc@ativeff
strategies to improve their pedagogical skill and thus impact the success stuithents.

It would seem pedagogy is for children and has a very submissive, restmcted, a
systematic set of beliefs to which educators feel the need to adhere. Cmethigaoid,
andragogy is for adults and is based on the belief that adults have a need to know why
and what they are learning and assume responsibility for their learning. &n@9i80),
however, acknowledges the two theories can be used with either group of learners

depending on the learning goals and situation. Perhaps the two theories are on a
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continuum ranging from teacher-directed to student-directed learning, and both
approaches are appropriate for children and adults.

Learning climateThe adult learning experience should be a process of self-
directed inquiry. Galbraith (2004) noted that resources and materials be ayaidble
should not be imposed on the learner. Learners should be active participants in their
learning with an environment created to support the free flow of ideas. Pautiscnzed
to be encouraged to willingly take risks, experiment, learn from their misiahkes
construct theories that can be changed and modified. The teacher should be more of a
facilitator, presenting ideas and attitudes they believe in but not hold as factelateabs
truths.

To create an effective adult learning climate where participagitadeepted,
attention must be paid to the physical and psychological environment. Knowles (1980)
identified various aspects of an environment conducive to creating a positivadearni
climate. The physical climate should make adults feel at ease and ctefo@thairs
should be comfortable and temperature satisfactory. Seating arrangeineuld be
informal with perhaps small tables or auxiliary supplies available. The démaidsbe
aesthetically pleasing and should be neither too crowded nor spacious. The psydhologica
climate should make the adults feel accepted, respected, supported, and fpees® ex
ideas and opinions. The climate should be collaborative, not competitive. There should be
a relationship of mutual respect between participants and the instructor where the
emphasis is on learning, not teaching. Attention needs to be paid to the way the
participants are greeted, introduced, and treated by the instructor. All of these

components contribute to the success of the adult learners. Collaborative scheol tea
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function in the same way. The physical environment should make all members feel
comfortable and supported. The structure of the meeting should allow for the exchange
ideas and opinions in an atmosphere of respect and collegiality where the imgmboweém
instruction and learning are the desired result.

Learning in groupsOne of the core principles of andragogy derived from
research is the adult need to know--what will be learned, how it will be learned, and why
it is important to learn. This notion of learning because there is a need to know is best
served when adults come together in learning groups or communities having the same
basic need. Knowles et al. (1998) stated, “The core principle that adults ‘need to know
why' before they engage in learning has led to the generally adge@eise that adults
should be engaged in a collaborative planning process for learning” (p. 133). Sharing
control over the learning in the form of planning, strategizing, and facilitegingpre
effective than prescriptive presentation. Engaging adults as collaboratinerpa
satisfies the need to know how, what, and why the learning is important.

John Dewey, perhaps the most well known educational theorist of“frceﬁury
according to Galbraith (2004), claimed that learning communities were nelilger a
product of educational innovation nor another educational methodology, but rather a
fundamental component of social life and growth. Further, Lindeman (1926) described
learning communities as:

Small groups of aspiring adults who desire to keep their minds fresh and vigorous,

who begin to learn by confronting pertinent situations; who dig down in the

reservoirs of their experience before resorting to texts and secondarywiac
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are led in the discussion by teachers who are searchers of wisdom and not oracles.

(p. 7)
Lindeman further described these communities as a “sitting-arounded-gablip of
mature students who employ discussion as their primary methodology arounte real-
situations, who share understanding gained through experience, and who consider
teachers as fellow inquirers. It is through this environment for learninghhagult
learner meets their needs and achieves their goals. As with collabteative teachers
come together to seek support and suggestions from colleagues to help them be more
effective. Through an exchange of ideas gained from prior knowledge anceaxper
members find solutions to obstacles preventing them from achieving theofgoal
improved student achievement.

Involving the learneKnowles (1980) stated the primary goal of every adult
educator is to help individuals satisfy their needs and achieve their gdalsti9és
these goals are stated in terms of developing a new competence or perhaps meeti
standards for advancement which includes a monetary gain. While significaat, thes
goals fall more into the realm of wants and interests rather than needs. Gdreedagst
when what was learned as a youth sufficed throughout one’s life span. In today’s fast
paced world, the goal of an adult educator is to help individuals realize that deigrain
lifelong process. Each experience should heighten curiosity to carry on leardihglp
adults develop their full potential. Adult orientation to learning is more lifeecedt
They either perceive learning as a way to perform better or deal \eigitlifations more

effectively, or they are intrinsically motivated to keep growing and dewejop
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In the workforce, Knowles, Holten, and Swanson (2005) addressed the issue of
control-organizational versus individual as useful in exploring the role of aduitriga
in human resource development. There is some debate as to whether the goal of human
resource development should strictly be designed for performance improvement, as it
relates to the organization, as opposed to fostering opportunities for learning in and of
itself. Upon examination, the two views may complement each other. When the adult
learning takes place and is practiced within the organization, a mutual beoefg.oc
Likewise, when collaborative teams work effectively learning is erdthboth for the
teacher and the students. This line of thinking coincides with the beliefs of Ididegr P
Follet, management pioneer, consultant, and guru in the field of organizationaldhdory
behavior, who expounded on the notion of power-with versus power-over. Using her
theory, when organizations share power with workers, they become a more functional
unit with both sides receiving the benefit (Graham, 2003). The structure of collaborati
teams parallels this notion of power-with versus power-over whereby mehawers
assigned roles, but all have equal power within the team. The administra&s agan
additional member of the team allowing teachers to arrive at decisiondinggeffective
practice.

Adult learning was defined by Knowles (2005) “as the process of adults gaining
knowledge and expertise” (p. 124). He goes on to identify four phases adult learners go
through in an effort to control their learning including (a) determining vd@ahing is
needed, (b) creating a strategy to achieve learning goals, (c) implegntistrategies,
and (d) evaluating the attainment of the learning goal. Throughout this process, the

learner is an active participant in the development of their learning.
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History of Pedagogy

Pedagogy, a term derived from the Greek wpaldion (meaning, child) andgo
(meaning, to lead), literally means the art and science of teaching ohiddreording to
Knowles (1980), its set structure of beliefs originated between the seventh Htid twe
centuries from religious schools out of their experience teaching basiaskitsing
boys. Knowles (1998) noted this pedagogical model assigned all responsalpility f
decision-making about what was to be learned, how and when it would be learned, and
how the learning would be assessed to the teacher. Content was typicaltygorasa
one-size-fits-all fashion usually in the form of lecture, content readingseatd/ork.
Memorization, drills, and repetitive skill work were some of the basic stesteged. All
education was teacher-directed, with the students’ role to be totally subm§givehe
spread of schools throughout Europe and North America and the rest of the world, this
model was adopted and reinforced. Even for most of the nineteenth century, our entire
educational system, even higher education, was fixed in the model. Not untiethe lat
twentieth century, with social cries for accountability and improved studdotipance
was attention paid to strategies that would improve learning and to how the students
themselves have to be engaged participants in their learning.

Effective teaching strategieAround the 1970s, researchers began taking a new
look at the effects of instruction on student learning. Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock
(2001) noted that the 1960s was marked by the belief that school made little diffenenc
student achievement. The now-famous report, Equality of Education Oppaqrtunity
commonly called the Coleman Report (Coleman, et al., 1966), stated that the quality of

schooling had only about a 10% effect on student achievement. Data were collected and
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analyzed from over 60,000 students, 6,000 teachers, and 4,000 schools. The conclusion
maintained that no matter how good or bad was the quality of school and its teachers, the
school environment made only a ten percent difference in student performance. Two
decades later serious flaws were noted in the report’s findings. Instead afjlaoki
percentage gains, a more meaningful interpretation was derived by lookiagantile
gains. Review of the data indicated that the quality of the school does impact student
achievement and individual teachers can have a powerful effect on student sut¢eass. A
percent gain by an average student in a good quality school could equate to a 23
percentile point higher gain than a student in a poor quality school (Marzano, et al., p. 2).
Within a school there can be a great variation in teacher effectivehtbgsstrategies
used by highly effective teachers can be identified then greater gaibs e&hieved.
Collaborative teams provide the opportunities to teachers to discuss theggestiatd
talk about how to implement them effectively in their lessons.

Marzano et al. (2001) compiled a list of the nine most effective instructional
strategies based on results from selected research studies in kiteshetigarugh grade
12 classrooms. The technique of meta-analysis was used to combine results frain seve
studies to determine the average effect of a given strategy. Resdtsanslated into
effect size, which expressed the increase or decrease in achieveméet tésted group.
Effect sizes were translated into percentile gains for interpretatitre @iassible benefits
of each study. The nine instructional strategies (Marzano et al., 2001) in order of
effectiveness research are

1. Identifying similarities and differences

2. Summarizing and note-taking
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3. Reinforcing effort and providing recognition

4. Homework and practice

5. Non-linguistic representation

6. Cooperative learning

7. Setting objectives and providing feedback

8. Generating and testing hypotheses

9. Cues, questions, and advance organizers
These strategies work in all content areas in all grade levels and, if usgneffehave
a high probability of improving student achievement.

Student engagemeiitigh quality teachers using research based strategies cannot
improve student achievement alone. Schlechty (2002) stated, “Schools cannot bg great b
great teacher performance. They will only be made great by great studennpace”

(p. xiii). Teachers have tried a variety of approaches to improve student paré@Em

ranging from bribes to threats to pleading. Principals have tried the aetics bn

teachers to improve student scores by offering merit pay, evaluations, and various
monitoring schemes. None of these strategies sustain success ovensitead of

teachers trying to motivate students and principals trying to motivateetsathe key

should be to work on the tasks given to students. Schlechty (2002) also asserted, “The
key to student success is to be found in identifying engaging schoolwork for students” (p.
Xiv).

In an earlier work, Schlechty (2000) identified five types of engagement
responses that students might make in response to any task. Students may respond with

(a) authentic engagement in which outcome has clear meaning for the studetuial(b) ri
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engagement in which learning has no inherent meaning except for extrinsic oyt@mes
passive compliance where students complete the task to avoid confrontation, (d)
retreatism in which the student does not become involved with the task but does not
inhibit others from completing the task, and (e) rebellion in which the student reduses
complete the tasks and interferes with other students’ learning. To ineregagement,
motivation of the student and their need to respond to the activity must be addressed.
Harmin (1994) addressed the shrinking attention span of today’'s students and the need to
create high involvement lessons. His research on active learning suggkeatadvaork

for lessons which include (a) action flow lessons organized so they flow smodathly wi
high student involvement, (b) quick paced lessons to keep all students involved, (c)
scaffolded lessons, layering topics and activities that are revisiteanaitery occurring

over time, and (d) lessons of limited variety to keep student interest but not so diverse to
confuse and unsettle students.

Engagement precedes learning and improvement. With the work of skillful
teachers who know how to create lessons that are authentic, motivating, well-pdced, a
varied, and who are able to sustain this type of work student performance wal/enpr
Improved teacher performance leads to improved student performance activeolle
school improvement. In a team setting teachers can collaboratively desarsledsch
are authentically engaging, well-paced, and provide the type of redegeti strategies
that will improve student performance.

Summary
Schools face many complex challenges that require educators to “pinetes

together” to reach the best possible solutions. A review of the framing literatlicated



Structure for Effective Collaborative Teams 42

that collaboration is not a common practice in many schools. This may not be the fault of
educators, but instead, a system design flaw. Lack of belief, lack of leiggensd
system constraints are just a few factors inhibiting collaboration. Collaorn
flourish with strong instructional leadership. Perhaps, administrator and teacher
leadership should develop an environment that encourages collaboration. There is
evidence that by increasing capacity in all educators, leadership IsgEd¢hroughout
the system. The data team structure could create an environment that e¥sourag
collaboration and combats many of the factors that inhibit collaboration. Data tea
could generate a clear focus and help educators realize the need to work.tdgethe
data team process outlines the essential steps that can act as a guiddféatiae team
and provide the structure for collaborative practices. The data team processsaldlar
roles, an accountability system, an effective communication network, and adieedba
loop. Data teams may create shared learning that should ultimatelyimdsgher
student achievement.

Within a collaborative structure, opportunities could be available for setfteltre
adults to participate in an environment which encourages the free flow of idpgsrts
risk-taking, and allows previous theories to be changed and modified. Collectively,
highly engaged lessons can be designed that include effective researchrotsgies

resulting in improved teacher and student performance.
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Chapter Three - Methodology

The purpose of this study was to determine whether providing the right kind of
continuous structured teacher collaboration would increase student acméveme
significantly, as well as the quality of instruction and teacher sensaa#agif The study
determined if the data team structure, when implemented with fidelitydvi@uisform
ineffective teams into more effectual teams with sustainability.oirkiwg with these
structures, teams could be created in which members are not fearful ofrtsk#ng
teachers could be engaged in rich dialogue, and teams could be motivated to work
together until they are successful.

Since 2004 several administrators within the Hazelwood School District have
tried to implement effective grade-level teams within their schools. THeybée that
learning communities based on research was key to student achievementhBath sc
had some excellent teachers on their staffs, and they believed collabworadidinhelp all
teachers become exceptional. Each school also had teachers who worked individually a
did not work effectively with others. Several of the administrators in the siadly
previous experience with effective teams and realized the benefit diaaiteon. Their
goal was to replicate this positive experience for each school.

The administrators dealt with the aspect of providing time for teachers to
collaborate by creating rotating schedules with built-in, daily 50-miblaieks of
common time. One administrator with more sections provided an after-schooldime s
by making adjustments to staff meeting schedules or compensated tinfecdlhmoint
then became providing the correct structure that would create buy-in, overcome

personality conflicts, and provide a clear direction for teams.
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After four years of working with standards-based instruction and data-driven
decision making under the direction of Dr. Doug Reeves from the Center of Raréam
Assessment, the Hazelwood School District implemented data teams ticavdide
initiative beginning with the 2007-2008 school year. The use of the data team method as
outlined in the Data Team manual and training required teams to use its wedbdefi
five-step process. The focus of the data team process was on specifiegeachi
curriculum, and leadership practices that impact student achievement. Theetitime
allowed teachers and leaders to collaborate effectively in seleahignplementing
those actions that would improve student performance. It was not an exercise in
classifying or evaluating teachers. It was also not an exercise ipenwmunching. The
spirit of the process was one of continuous improvement and a no-fault reflection on
educational practice (see Table 4).

Table 4

Five Step Data Team Process

The team collects and charts data collected from a common forr
Step 1 assessment generated by the team.

Strengths and weaknesses are analyzed usm? student work. Trends, |
Step 2 g]lsconce tions, and lack of proficient levels of skill application are
iscussed.

The team sets goals and makes revisions as necessary. The : o
Step 3 |2€ based on goal criteria that is: specifieasurable, attainable, realistic,
timely (SMART).

The team examines a list of effective instructional strategies amaidees
Step4 |1© determine which methods will have the desired outcome. The team agrees

upon the selected strategies and the manner in which they will be
implemented by the entire team.

Step 5 [The team determines the result indicators expected upon implemente
the previously selected strategies.

Note FromData Teamsby Besser, L., Anderson-Davis, D., & Peery, A., 2006,
Engelwood, CA: Advanced Learning Press.
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The teams met at regularly scheduled times with the number of meabgirsgy
from four to seven. They were comprised of grade-level teachers, speaité¢achers,
and special education teachers. Additional team members who attended reywarby
rotating basis included such positions as literacy coaches and readingigpesiadia
center specialists, principals, and assistant principals. A teacherieaeaim served as
the team leader. The roles of the other team members included recordemdodtios,
timekeeper, and engaged participants. These assignments would rotgte yearl

The team selected an area they were concerned about in their grads kevel
result of examining other data available such as benchmark assessments, stat
assessments, and quarterly assessments. The team designed or dige@xision
formative assessments to give as both a pre- and post-test. These avéfadbrought to
the team meeting for analysis.

Research Setting

District description.The Hazelwood School District is located in North St. Louis
County, Missouri. It is the second-largest district in the St. Louis Mettapoirea
covering 78 square miles. It includes the communities of Hazelwood, Black Jack,
Spanish Lake, as well as portions of the cities of Florissant, Bridgetdefdd¢hine
Neighbors, and Ferguson. It also includes areas of unincorporated St. Louis. County

In 2006 the Hazelwood School District had 19,556 students enrolled in
kindergarten through twelfth grade (Missouri Department of Secondary anerisemn
Education, 2007). Students are educated in three high schools, six middle schools, and
twenty elementary schools. The Hazelwood School District has moreititbes) many

of the districts within the state. Of the 19,556 students, 62.3% are Black, 35.5% are
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White, 1.3% are Hispanic, 0.9% are Asian, and 41.1% students qualify for free and
reduced-price lunches. Ninety-nine percent of the teachers within thetdistridighly
Qualified as defined by No Child Left Behind. The average experience efsprohal
staff is 10.4 years. District Communication Arts Missouri AssessmentdPnodVAP)
score data indicates proficiency of 48% of fourth grade students and 46% of fiféh gra
students. The high district transient rate of 71% for grade levels seventh threlft/h tw
is a challenge for educators tracking student progress.

School descriptiond/cNair, Lawson and Twillman Elementaries are three of the
twenty elementary schools in the Hazelwood School District serving students
kindergarten through fifth grade. Each school operates on a traditional nine and a half
month school calendar.

McNair Elementary School is positioned in the west section of the Hazelwood
School District. It is located in Hazelwood, Missouri in the center of a rasatle
neighborhood where the majority of the students live within close proximity to the
school. More than 75% of the students are either car riders or walk to and from school.

At the time of this study, McNair Elementary School had an enrollment of
approximately 430 students. Historically, McNair has had a very stable student
population: however, in recent years, the student population has become more diverse
and transient. The student population was ethnically and economically diverse, edmpris
of 71.2% White, 22.7% Black, 5% Hispanic, and 1% Asian students. Approximately 40%
of the students were eligible for free or reduced-price lunches.

The teaching staff was comprised of 21 general education teachereaiing

teachers, one resource teacher, one self-contained teacher, one Englislgedrearner
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teacher, and one speech/language teacher. In addition, the McNair staff had one
administrator, one instructional specialist, and one counselor. Class sizesfrang&6

to 27 students per classroom with the student-to-teacher ratio 20:1. One hundned perce
of McNair teachers were considered highly qualified as defined by No GéfildBehind.

The average experience of the professional staff was 11.4 years and 62%dvaxdd
degrees. McNair Communication Arts MAP score data indicated 38% proficaemnayg
fourth grade students and 40% for fifth grade students. The school’'s transemhsat

40% for the 2007-2008 school year.

Lawson Elementary is located in Florissant in the west side of the disthiat
sixteen general education classrooms, two autistic classrooms, two hegraiged
classrooms, and one special education resource classroom. At the time afl§his st
Lawson served an ethnically and economically diverse population of 325 students, with
68.6% White, 28.3% Black, 2% Hispanic, and 1% Asian. Thirty-seven percent of
students qualified for free and reduced-price lunches. Lawson had one prindipal a
student-to-teacher ratio of 17:1. One hundred percent of Lawson teachers were
considered highly qualified as defined by No Child Left Behind. The averagaenqee
of professional staff was 14.1 years. Sixty-eight percent of Lawseechiers held
advanced degrees. Lawson Communication Arts MAP score data indicated prgfafienc
40% of fourth grade students and 47% of fifth grade students. Lawson’s transient rate
was 46%.

Twillman Elementary is located in Spanish Lake on the east side of thetdtri
the time of this study, Twillman had 23 general education classrooms, twecautist

classrooms, and one special education resource classroom. Twillman served a
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significantly less diverse population of 416 students, with 1.6% White, 97.5% Black,
0.5% American Indian, and 0.9% Asian. Ninety-two percent of students qualifieddor fre
and reduced-price lunches. Twillman had one principal, an assistant principal, and a
student-to-teacher ratio of 18:1. One hundred percent of Twillman teackrers w
considered highly qualified as defined by No Child Left Behind. The averagaenqee

of professional staff was 8.4 years. Forty-one percent of the Twillmdretdf

advanced degrees. Twillman Communication Arts MAP score data indicated proficie
of 45% of fourth grade students and 29% of fifth grade of fifth grade students.
Twillman’s transient rate was 54%.

Grade level team descriptiorfsourth-and fifth grade-level teams from McNair,
Lawson, and Twillman Elementary Schools in the Hazelwood School District were
targeted for the purposes of this research. All teams consisted of highfieduabhchers
as defined by No Child Left Behind. Five of the seven fourth-and fifth-gradbdesaat
McNair were tenured, and four of them held advanced degrees. All but one of Lawson
Elementary’s fourth- and fifth-grade teachers were tenured and held@atl/degrees.

At Twillman Elementary, only one of the fourth-and fifth-grade teachersemasdd,
and none of them held advanced degrees.

Changes in grade-level teams were made at all three schools at thergeginni
the 2007-2008 school year. Two of the four members of the McNair fourth-grade team
were new to the team. The fifth-grade team had worked together for two Hears.
fourth-grade teachers at Lawson Elementary worked together asréfie-tgachers the

previous two years before moving to fourth grade. The fifth grade tedmhatawson
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and Twillman Elementary were newly formed at the beginning of the schao(see
Table 5).

At McNair Elementary, the fourth-grade teaching team consisted otHetesa 3
White females and 1 White male. All teachers were highly qualified aseddiy No
Child Left Behind. Teacher A was tenured and had been teaching sixth or fourth grade
for the last four years at McNair. Previously she taught fifth grade foryans at
another Hazelwood school before transferring to McNair. She had a totahoyeays of
teaching experience. Teacher B, a non-tenured female teacher, tatigbtasile for
three years before moving to fourth grade that year. She had a total of fauofyear
teaching experience. Teacher C was a non-tenured female who was cani@et
second year of teaching. She taught sixth grade before moving to fourth gracieerTe
D, a male, was tenured and had been teaching sixth or fourth grade for tberlgstfs
at McNair. Previously he taught fourth and fifth grade levels for thres yta@nother
Hazelwood school before transferring to McNair. He had a total of seven years of
teaching experience. Teacher A recently completed an advanced degesaentaly
Education with reading certification, while teacher B was working on an agdalegree
in counseling. This team worked together for one year at the fourth gradeTleaethers
A, B, and D worked together in sixth grade during the 2005-2006 school year. Teacher B
and C worked together in sixth grade, one year before moving to fourth grade for the
2007-2008 year.

At Lawson Elementary, the fourth-grade teaching team consisted ofauoltets,
1 White female and 1 Black male. All teachers were highly qualified asediefiy No

Child Left Behind. Teacher A, a female, was a tenured fourth-gradesteabb had
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been teaching fourth or fifth grade at Lawson for 18 years and had a totajedralof
teaching experience. Teacher B, a male teacher, taught fifth gradefpears before
moving to fourth grade. Teacher A held an advanced degree in Speciali@uaocait
teacher B was working on an advanced degree in Elementary Administratiotedrhis
worked together for two years in fifth grade before moving together to teac¢h fpade.

At Twillman Elementary the fourth-grade team consisted of three tesadhe
Black female, 1 Black male, and 1 White female. All teachers were higlalyfied as
defined by No Child Left Behind. Teacher A, a Black female, was non-tenuictteka
teaching fourth grade at Twillman for three years, and had been teashatptal of 10
years. Teacher B, a Black male teacher, taught first gradeilin@w before moving to
fourth grade for the 2007-2008 school year. He had been teaching for two yearsr Teache
C, a White female, had taught three years at Twillman with the last twofdthtgrade
level. Although the fourth-grade team shared a lot of talent and potential, ndveenof t
had pursued advanced degrees at the time of this study.

The fifth-grade team at McNair consisted of three teachers; allWete females
with advanced degrees. They had worked together as a team for the prieata/0Al
teachers were highly qualified as defined by No Child Left Behind. Tedchad 13
years of teaching experience, all at McNair. She had experience anthifousth grade
but had taught at the fifth-grade level for the prior six years. She haetlesmradvanced
degree in Elementary Education. Teacher B had taught fifth grade for firseatea
McNair. She previously taught third and fourth grade at another Hazelwood school
before transferring to McNair. She had a total of nine years of teactpegence.

Teacher B had completed an advanced degree in Elementary Education andkives wor
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on library certification. Teacher C had nine years of experienceMiMair. She had
previously taught at the third- and fourth-grade levels, but had taught fitte tira last
two years. Teacher C had an advanced degree in Elementary Administration.

The fifth-grade team at Lawson consisted of three teachers, all of whem we
White females. All teachers were highly qualified as defined by No ChitdBehind.
Teacher A had six years of teaching experience at Lawson Elesnanth20 years of
total teaching experience. Teacher B had five years at LawsonriE&sand 10 years
total experience teaching. Teacher C had taught at Lawson Elementseydaryears.
All three teachers were tenured and held advanced degrees. The team wdsrmesd
during the 2007-2008 school year.

The fifth-grade team at Twillman consisted of three teachers, 2 Whakefeand 1
Black female. All teachers were highly qualified as defined by No ClaftdRehind.
Teacher A, a White female, was pursuing an advanced degree in counseling and had
taught fifth grade at Twillman for five years. Teacher B, a White lemeas a certified
Reading Specialist and had worked at Twillman two years prior as a ReaaiciglSt.
She had looped with her students and taught fourth grade the previous year. She had been
teaching for six years. Teacher C, a Black female, was pursuing an aedviegree in
administration and had taught fifth grade at Twillman for two years. She badbe
certified teacher for four years. Changes in grade level teams \aeleeanall three
schools. All four members of McNair’s fourth grade team were previous sixde gra
teachers at McNair, but this was their first year working togethefasth grade team.
The fifth grade team had worked together for two years. Although tbleetiesaat Lawson

had worked on the same team in the past, grade level changes were made so team
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members were new to either their team or grade level. Both Twillmde tgaels were

newly formed in 2007-2008, with this being their initial year working togethergrade

level team. Table 5 illustrates the teacher comparison.

Table 5

Comparisons of McNair, Lawson, and Twillman Teacher Teams

Elementary Schools

McNair

Lawson

Twillman

Number of Teachers

7

5

6

Fourth Grade Teachers

D

Fifth Grade Teachers

Race

Black

Whitg

Fourth Grade Teachers

Fifth Grade Teachers

Gender

Female

D

Fourth Grade Teachers

5 3

Fifth Grade Teachers

Tenure

Fourth Grade Teachers

Fifth Grade Teachers

Advanced Degree

Fourth Grade Teachers

Fifth Grade Teachers
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Grade level student descriptioMcNair’s fourth and fifth graders comprised
42% of the students in this study compared to 29% each from Lawson and Twillman
Elementarys. Sections varied among the fourth-grade level in the threesséhaishir
had four sections in its fourth grade, while Lawson had two, and Twillman had three. All
three schools had three sections in their fifth grade. Student-to-teanberasied from
17:1 in Twillman’s fourth grade to 28:1 in McNair’s fifth grade (see Tahle 6)

Differences were also noted in racial/ethnic composition, studentsleligr free
and reduced-lunch, students receiving special education services, and Enylishdea
Learners. McNair’s racial/ethnic composition consisted of 67% White, 27%,Blad
6% other. Lawson’s make-up consisted of 56% White, 41% Black, and 3% other,
compared to Twillman’s population where 100% of students were Black. The percentage
of students qualifying for the free and reduced-price lunch program was 47%lairMc
42% at Lawson, and 72% at Twillman. Twenty-five students from McNair inttioy s
received special education services, and 19 each from Lawson and Twillman. T
English Language Learners group was small in this study with 10 pating from

McNair, three from Lawson, and none from Twillman.
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Comparison of McNair, Lawson, and Twillman Students

Elementary Schools McNair Lawson Twillman
Number of Students 430 325 417

Fourth Grade Students 74 51 51

Fifth Grade Students 86 59 58
Ethnic Composition White Black Other | White Back Other | White Black Other
Fourth Grade Students 45 24 b 29 21 1 0 51 0
Fifth Grade Students 62 19 34 23 2 0 58 0
Gender Male Female Male Female Male Female
Fourth Grade Students 34 40 31 20 29 22
Fifth Grade Students 40 46 30 29 28 30
Free/Reduced Lunch

Fourth Grade Students 28 19 36

Fifth Grade Students 47 27 43
Special Needs

Fourth Grade Students 14 8 10

Fifth Grade Students 11 11 9

Gifted

Fourth Grade Students 9 2 5

Fifth Grade Students 5 3 2
English Language

Learners

Fourth Grade Students 4 2 0

Fifth Grade Students 6 1 0
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Sampling Procedure

This research study applied the two sample independent t-test to compare the
average difference on Tungsten Communication Arts scores between fourtitihand fi
grades at three different elementary schools during the 2006-2007 and the 2007-2008
school years. The researcher analyzed the disaggregated data of thentiokse sc
involved in the study. From the results of the t-test, the researcher deterntireed if
alternative hypothesis would be accepted or rejected.

This study also included a qualitative closed, fixed response survey to be
completed by all fourth and fifth-grade teachers from the three partngathools. The
teachers were presented with the pre-and post-dysfunction survey to compgrequerce
of their effectiveness as individual members of the team before and afstudliye
Teachers were identified by grade level and assigned a number. Pirecteat/post-test
survey was administered, a dependent t—test, also called a paireddgestministered
(Runyon, Coleman, & Pittenger, 2000).

The third measurement used was the Hazelwood School District Data Téam Sel
Reflection Scoring Guide modified by Dr. Mary Piper, Associate Superintendtdré of
Hazelwood School District with permission from Dr. Doug Reeves, who had worked
with the district for five years. The scoring guide was designed forsteaevaluate their
degree of team implementation in thirteen areas. The reflection wBsahthe
beginning of the school year and again at the end of the first year of impddiorent
Throughout the study, qualitative data was also collected. Observation nateskesr
on the collaborative team process and interactions among team members.rData tea

agendas, meeting minutes, and charted results were reviewed.
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Research Design

The researcher used a quantitative casual-comparative approach to the design of
this study. The researcher collected, studied, and analyzed data and deté#iméned
was a casual relationship existed between providing continuous, structured teache
collaboration for student achievement to increase, as well as improvement inlitye qua
of instruction and professional morale. The researcher also tried to discoegainh
structures transformed ineffective teams into more effective teansh Wwad
sustainability. In working with these structures, teams were createdich members
were not fearful of taking risks, teachers were engaged in rich dialogue, arsdvtese
motivated to work together until they were successful.

The researcher examined assessment data collected over a tworgebamed
behavioral data collected during the 2007-2008 school year. Data collected fodthe st
consisted of Tungsten Communication Arts scores for fourth- and fifth-giadienss
over a two-year period, pre/post individual teacher surveys, and team pre/pos} scori
surveys. Additional data collected consisted of observational notes by thehesear
team agendas, and data team minutes. The following ten steps describg thedeta
professional development, structure implementation, and the collection of ppesind-
data utilized throughout the year of the study.

1. Train data teams. Data team training consisted of training staff mearbe

the purpose and process of data teams (Appendix A). Administrators and team
leaders were trained in June, 2007. Team leaders were selected by building

administrators. McNair, Lawson, and Tillman’s administrators chose one
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classroom teacher from each grade level to be a team leader. Dumitedh li
number of data team trainers, McNair, Lawson and Twillman provided staff
training at different times. McNair and Lawson staffs were trained @ugtu

8, 2007. Twillman’s staff was trained on September 14, 2007.

Develop building schedule. McNair, Lawson, and Twillman’s building
schedules were developed in May 2007. However, after being trained in the
data team process, schedules were revised in July, 2007, to accommodate data
team meetings.

Assign staff to data teams. Data teams consisted of classroom téachers
particular grade level. In addition, other specialized educators could be
assigned to data teams. McNair, Lawson, and Twillman assigned sgestiali
educators (art, music, physical education, reading, and special education
teachers) to data teams. All three schools assigned the specialized sdocator
data teams based on their availability and amount of exposure with the
students on a particular grade level. McNair and Lawson’s data teams were
finalized on August 14, 2007. Twillman’s data teams were finalized on
September 17, 2007.

Conduct first data team meetings. McNair’'s and Lawson’s data teanmgseeti
began the week of August 13, 2007. McNair’'s data teams meet on Tuesday of
each week. Lawson’s data teams met every four days. Twillman’s data-te
meetings began the week of Septembé&t Twillman’s data-teams met two

times per month.
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5. Conduct team leader meetings. Team-leader meetings consisted oftaach da
team leader who met with the building principal and instructional specialist
one time per month. Twillman also included an assistant principal during
team-leader meetings. McNair and Lawson did not have assistant psncipal
Team-leader meetings focused on the implementation of the data-team
process and steps that needed to be taken in order to make the process
successful. In addition, each team leader shared what goals their team had
focused on and what data they had collected during the past month.

6. Collect Communication Arts Tungsten data. Tungsten is a computerized
formal assessment that correlates to the MAP. It is administered monthly,
September through May. In May 2008 the researcher collected data from 2006
to 2007 and 2007 to 2008 School-wide Longitudinal Reports by Subject from
all three schools. Tungsten results in Communication Arts were compared
using a paired t-test to determine if the data team process had anypeffect
student achievement.

7. Administer Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey. The Five Dysfunction of a
Team Survey (Appendix B) indicates behaviors a team has or behaviors that
need to be developed to be an effective team. All three schools administered a
pre- and post-test. Surveys were numbered and completed by all teachers
participating in the study. McNair administered the survey the week of
October 16, 2007, while Lawson administered the survey the week of October
1, 2007. Twillman administered the survey the week of November 5, 2007.

The Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey was administered again by all
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schools in April, 2008. Results from the pre-and post- surveys were collected
to determine if the data team process had any effect on collaboration
(Appendix C).

8. Administer Hazelwood School District Data Team Self-Reflectionii&gor
Guide. The Data Team Scoring Guide indicates if the data team process is
being implemented as written. All three schools administered a pre-and post-
survey. McNair administered the survey the week of October 16, 2007, and
Lawson administered the survey the week of October 1, 2007. Twillman
administered the survey the week of November 5, 2007. The Data Team
Scoring Guide was administered again by all three schools in April 2008
(Appendix D).

9. Record observation notes and review team meeting agendas and minutes.
Observation notes were recorded on the interactions among the team members
during the data team meetings. Notes indicated interactions among team
members and their commitment to the data team process. Team meeting
agendas and minutes were collected and reviewed to note fidelity to the
process and its purpose.

10. Plan to analyze data. In order to determine if the structure of data teams
affects collaboration, three types of data were collected. Yearly and monthly
Tungsten data was collected for two years to find out if the data teamsroces
positively affected student achievement. The 2006 - 2007 year Tungsten data
reflects the result of a year with no data team process in place. The 2007 -

2008 year Tungsten data reflects the results of the implementation otahe da
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team process. The Five Dysfunctions of a Team survey was collectad whe
the data team process began and seven months later to find out if the data
team process affected collaboration. The Data Team Scoring Guide was
collected to conclude if the process of data teams was implemented as
intended. Observation notes, team agendas, and meeting minutes were
collected and analyzed to document personal interactions among team
members and continued commitment to the data team process.
Instrumentation
Three tools were selected to measure student achievement, collaboration, and
structure implementation. Tungsten Benchmarks measure student aclmewveeardime.
The Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey indicates if the behaviors existehateded
for collaboration. The Hazelwood School District Data Team Self-Refle&coring
Guide measures the degree in which the data team structure was implemented.
Tungsten Assessmentingsten’s Benchmarks (Appendix E) are interim
assessments. An interim assessment gives regular, on-going data, mwoteothatd, on
how students are progressing toward expectations measured bylMAdgaten
assessments aid teachers in ensuring that their students are maggregptoward end-
of-year standards, for the state of Missouri. By providing regular assassatigned
with those standards, teachers have meaningful diagnostic data to changeanstruc
This assessment focuses on standards-based instruction and provides purposeful
instructional action.
Key benchmark features include (a) 20 questions in reading and 25 questions in

math; (b) questions written to end-of-year Missouri Framework standards and MAP
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expectations; (c) flexible, drill down reporting indicating the standard besggaed by

item number; (d) teaching notes that indicate how the concept was tested; and (e)
professional development describing strategies for teachers to use imsgrean to re-

teach the concept. Each month’s benchmarks are loaded via the internet onto the school-
based server by the first of the month. Data is in the system as soon as studpldtec

an assessment and are available for viewing by the classroom teacheildnd and

Central Office administrators.

Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survéle Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey
was developed by Lencioni (2002), an author, consultant, and the president of a
consulting firm called The Table Group that specializes in team developroestetd, he
has written five books that focus on team aspects. Lencioni theorizes thatesst
focus on five behaviors to be successful. Team members must have trust in one another,
the ability to engage in productive conflict, understand and commit to team dedi@ons
accountable to one another, and focus on specific goals and results.

The team survey was administered individually with each member and individual
results were tabulated for a team score. Individual surveys ensured thatrsxdmbet
influence one another’s answers. Members were asked to rate how their teoméanc
on fifteen questions using the rating scale as usually, sometimes, or Tarely.
randomly placed statements focus on each behavior. The survey results indicatied if ea
of the five behaviors wasot a problem, could be a probleor,needs to be addressed.

Data Team Scoring Guidelazelwood School District Data Team Self-Reflection
Scoring Guide was developed by Doug Reeves and modified by Dr. Mary Piper,

Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum and Development for the Hazelwood School
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District and edited and revised by the district Data and Assessment Ceenimi®007.
The scoring was based on the work Doug Reeves and the Norfolk Public Schools in
Norfolk, Virginia (Reeves, 2000). The instrument was designed for team metmbers
evaluate their degree of implementation in 13 specific areas: membeipadidi,
norms, minutes, scheduling, collect and chart data and results, analyze strengths and
obstacles, goals, instructional strategies, determine results indjcagenslas, data,
follow up and administration. Teams collaboratively reflected on their implatn@mt
measured as advanced, proficient, or emerging. Teams had to agreectheiaalieristics
listed were present before choosing a specific ranking.

All data collected was inserted into excel spreadsheets to creabg e
graphs and charts for comparison purposes.
Validity of Instrumentation

The research study collected monthly Tungsten Benchmark assessraent dat
Students completed these assessments via computer with results coleattediedlly
and stored on the district server. The Five Dysfunctions Survey by Patriciohiezied
the Data Team Self-Reflection Scoring Guide designed by Dr. Doug Re®&les a
modified with his permission by the Hazelwood School District were coded and
completed for anonymity Observation notes and collection of agendas and mirgites wa
completed by the researcher.
Reliability of Instrumentation

The instrumentation was reliable and administered to the appropriate.groeps
Tungsten data was criterion and norm referenced (Edison Schools, Inc. 2009). Students

using school computers completed assessments monthly. Electronicallpteglscores
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were automatically stored on the district server. No staff membermefeadministered
assessments given to the students. A closed-ended survey from The Fivecbys$ of
a Team Survey was completed by participating teachers in the studySwere
completed just prior to the use of data teams and one year after implenneikatia
pre/post situation, a paired dependent t-test was given. The researcher madéabserva
notes and collected agendas and meeting minutes on a weekly basis.
Validity of Study

The administrators in the elementary schools involved in the study used this
information to make decisions regarding structure of grade level teams, mérabges,
and team meeting procedures. Grade level teams and building administrators
participating in this study designed procedures for analyzing student wtdcted data,
and made recommendations of strategies to drive instruction. Administnatideachers
determined modifications to this process for the next school year.
Method of Study

Tables and graphs helped compare fourth and fifth grader Tungsten scores in
Communication Arts one year prior to use of data teams to one year after
implementation. A two sample independent t-test was administered to test random
samples for two independent populations of differing sizes. To assure rgliabrisults
the researcher also checked confidence intervals about the mean. A pesteddas
applied to the teacher pre-test/post-test data collected from The FitenEh@ns of a
Team Survey to determine if there was a statistically significaiereifce between the
surveys. The Data Team Scoring Guide was a pre and post collaboragegaefby

each team on their degree of implementation of the data team process during tfie yea
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study. A bar graph compared team reflections at the time of initiation @mdaé year
of implementation. A narrative was composed on researcher observation notes, team
meeting agendas, and minutes.
Statistical Treatment of Data

The study compared two groups of fourth and fifth graders one year prior to
implementing the data team process and in the initial year of treatrhenpopulations
of students included in the study were from three elementary schools within the
Hazelwood School District during the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 school years. The
sample sizes included 198 fourth graders and 214 fifth graders representative of the
schools involved in the study. The schools included in the study had administrators
interested in determining if effective collaborative teams effectiveahmmbitive impact
on student achievement. Data pertaining to the student sample was collected from a
district server which stores Tungsten data for the entire district. $barcher used the
two sample t-test for random samples from two independent populations. Results from
the whole population of students from the three schools, as well as from individual school
scores, were compared. Qualitative data in a pre/post survey was dodiecte
participating teachers in the study. A dependent t-test was used to detéthene was
significant difference in individual perceptions of team member effectbganwben data
teams were initially put into operation and one school year after implemeantat
Rationale for Selected Statistical Treatment

The study showed a comparison of student achievement data one year before and
one year after the data team process was put into place. The researehed bied

collaborative data team process would positively impact student achievemest sc



Structure for Effective Collaborative Teams 65

Data was analyzed as an entire population from all three elementary scitbats a
disaggregated data from each school. The researcher also allowed famtiegison of
teacher perceptions of their effectiveness as individual team membegsaderdevel
teams as well. Randomly placed statements on five behaviors for efteetme were
rated before and after the implementation of data teams. The researcheiliaéd
results from a team scoring guide completed by individual teams to evéleategree of
implementation of the data team process in thirteen specific areas.
Explanation of Data Treatment for Variables

The independent variables included (a) following the steps of the data-team
process with fidelity, and (b) the degree of implementation by memb#re gfade level
teams of each participating school. Administrators and team leadelsaged staff
members to participate in the data-team process with the expectatidralght
effective collaboration, analysis of student work, and no-fault reflection on exhadat
practice there would be a positive impact on student achievement. Agendas and minutes
of data team meetings were collected on a weekly basis. Samples of stodent w
formative assessments, graphs indicating progress toward selecteasgeeall as
observational notes were collected as artifacts.
Summary

The data-team process provided a specific continuous structure to ensure grade-
level teams focused on specific teaching and curriculum and provided structuedd tim
allow teachers and administrators to effectively collaborate intsejeand implementing
actions that would improve student performance. The administrators of the schools

involved in the study believed that if the structures were implemented witityfide
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ineffective teams would transform into effective teams with a positive ingpestudent
achievement. Each school involved in the study was trained in the five-stepaiata t
process. Administrators developed building schedule to provide consistent common time
for grade-level teams to meet. Grade-level teams consistedavhdeader with each
member selecting a supporting role in the process. The researcheedrstiydent work
and data for patterns, trends, and proficiency levels. Data teams seteglegigd
strategies, and determined results indicators. The researcherecbllectgsten
Benchmark data to determine impact on student achievement. Results from pre--and post
team dysfunction surveys and data team scoring guides were used by tluheedear
determine effectiveness of individual team members and the degree of team
implementation of the data team process.

Chapter Four will report the results of this study. Chapter Five wdlidsresults

and conclusions and suggest recommendations for future practice and research.
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Chapter Four - Results

The concept of collaborative teams has been a part of the educational culture for
decades. The function of such teams was for teachers to respond to data which woul
require a sense of mutual accountability and changing classroom praatias.for this
purpose that the administrators of the schools involved in this study attempted fal seve
years to set up common times for grade-level teachers to collaborate. Hospewsic
organization of the teams was lacking and did not provide the direction needed for
success with team collaboration or student achievement. The purpose afdhiwas to
examine whether providing a specific data team structure would develop andagecour
collaboration, create effective teams where teachers would takentsksgage in
productive dialogue, and have a positive impact on student achievement.

The schools involved in this study had attempted to develop collaborative teams
for several years. In June, 2007 the Hazelwood School District introduced the concept of
data teams as a district- wide initiative at its annual districe\Ridta and Assessment
Meeting. The data team format provided a specific structure for collalmtatims.

Training was provided to all staff members on the purpose and process of data team
Schedules were developed to provide consistent collaborative meeting times; tea
leaders were selected, grade level members assumed specific roleseamthand
information was shared at monthly team leader meetings. With specifitustsim

place, this study explored if ineffective teams could be transformed intdiwedfezams
who were motivated to work together until they were successful.

This chapter will present the results of academic data collected for two

independent student samples of fourth and fifth grade students from three elementary
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schools in the Hazelwood School District during the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 school
years. The 2006-2007 school year represented the year prior to the initidhieedata-
team structure and 2007-2008 the year of implementation. A two sample independent t-
test was administered to compare findings. Additional quantitative tedatsewas
collected during the 2007-2008 school year in the form of a pre and post survey of team
members’ perceptions of their effectiveness as team collaboratotkig-oomparison on
pre/post data, a dependent t-test was used. The researcher developguhsdogra
document pre/post survey results of the individual behaviors of team members addressed
in the Five Dysfunctions of a Team survey. The researcher collectedrdgam
perceptions of effectiveness in the form of a pre and post self-reflecivesisoring
guide. The researcher tabulated the data and created a bar graph to dispiyTitee
researcher wrote a narrative reflecting observations made by thecreeduring team
meetings and on meeting agendas and minutes.
Results

The researcher performed a two sample independent t-test on the achteveme
data collected which compared the fourth and fifth grade scores from MtBaspn,
and Twillman Elementary Schools for the 2006-2007 school year, prior to datagedms
2007-2008 scores, one year after implementation. This test was used to cevopare t
independent data sets that were drawn from populations that followed a normal
distribution with varying sample sizes (see Tables 7 and 8). For eacbrtedeted on
academic performance, the null hypothesis statement and the alternatieebigot

statement were
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Ho: Mean (2006-2007) = Mean (2007-2008)
Hi:: Mean (2006-2007¢ Mean (2007-2008)
Table 7

Comparison of Fourth Grade Tungsten Communication Arts Scores

2006-2007 2007-2008
Sample Size 214 173
Mean 64.3 63.5
Standard Deviation 16.0 17.4
Standard Error of Mean 11 1.3

Estimated Mean Difference 0.76

95% CI for Difference (-2.61, 4.14)
t-Stat 0.45

DF 353

P Probability Value 0.328

Analysis of the fourth grade data does not show any statistically sagrtifi
results. The t- value for the combined scores of all three schools was 0.45 which is less
than the t* critical value of 1.984. The p-value 0.656 indicates this result could occur
about 66% of the time. Statistically, the mean score for 2006-2007 is about the same as
the mean score for 2007-2008. However, since the scores for 2007-2008 were not greater
than the scores for 2006-2007, the null hypothesis that data teams would have minimal

effect is accepted.
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Table 8

Comparison of Fifth Grade Tungsten Communication Arts Scores

2006-2007 2007-2008
Sample Size 198 219
Mean 70.2 66.7
Standard Deviation 18.3 17.3
Standard Error of Mean 1.3 1.2
Estimated Mean Difference 3.56
95% ClI for Difference (0.12, 7.00)
t- Stat 2.03
DF 404
p Probability Value 0.022

Analysis of the data for fifth graders shows that the scores for 2006-2007 are
significantly higher than the 2007-2008 scores. This is evidenced by the postiore t-s
of 2.03 and also by the confidence interval used which estimates the mean difference
between the two populations. The confidence interval shows that out of 95% of all
samples that could be taken, the 2006-2007 scores would have a mean score higher than
the 2007-2008 scores. In addition, the p-value of 0.022 is less than the significance level,
a of .05, which indicates that the null hypothesis is rejected. Therefore, a sighific
change in student achievement is measured when comparing 2006-2007 scores to 2007-
2008 scores. However, the average 2007-2008 scores were lower, so it can be concluded

that data teams had minimal effect on student achievement.
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Analysis was also performed on the disaggregated fourth grade data from the
three participating schools (see Tables 9, 10, and 11).
Table 9

Comparison of McNair Fourth Grade Tungsten Scores

2006-2007 2007-2008
Sample Size 73 73
Mean 61.6 64.6
Standard Deviation 16.5 18.7
Standard Error of Mean 1.9 2.2
Estimated Mean Difference -2.95
95% ClI for Difference (-8.72, 2.83)
t- Stat -1.01
DF 141

p Probability Value 0.158




Table 10
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Comparison of Lawson Fourth Grade Tungsten Scores

2006-2007 2007-2008
Sample Size 63 51
Mean 64.7 66.2
Standard Deviation 17.8 16.3
Standard Error of Mean 2.2 2.3
95% CI for Difference (-7.88, 4.80)
Estimated Mean Difference -1.54
t-Stat -0.48
DF 110
p Probability Value 0.316
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Table 11

Comparison of Twillman Fourth Grade Tungsten Scores

2006-2007 2007-2008
Sample Size 78 49
Mean 66.4 59.1
Standard Deviation 13.5 16.1
Standard Error of Mean 15 2.3
95% ClI for Difference (1.83, 12.79)
Estimated Mean Difference 7.31
t- Stat 2.65
DF 89
p Probability Value 0.005

The researcher also analyzed the disaggregated data from the tticggpag
schools. The disaggregated data shows some conflicting results. McNae\asaoinL
Elementary Schools have higher mean scores for the 2007-2008 school year when data
teams were implemented. This is evidenced by the negative t-score andhthaéedst
mean difference in each of the confidence intervals. The calculatedgatdioth
schools, however, is greater than the significance lewal,05, which indicates the null
hypothesis is not rejected. No significant change in student achievementasisred
when comparing 2006-2007 scores to 2007-2008 scores. Therefore, collaborative
teaming had no impact on student achievement. Twillman Elementary scores are
completely different from the other two schools. It has a positive t-score ofrftlGb@a

value of 0.005 which indicates the null hypothesis is rejected.
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Analysis was also performed on the disaggregated fifth grade data from the thre

participating schools (see Tables, 12, 13, and 14).

Table 12

Comparison of McNair Fifth Grade Tungsten Scores

2006-2007 2007-2008
Sample Size 62 84
Mean 66.5 66.5
Standard Deviation 18.0 17.9
Standard Error of Mean 2.3 2.0
Estimated Mean Difference -0.01
95% ClI for Difference (-5.96, 5.94)
t- Stat 0.00
DF 131

p Probability Value 0.499




Table 13
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Comparison of Lawson Fifth Grade Tungsten Scores

2006-2007 2007-2008
Sample Size 73 63
Mean 76.1 67.4
Standard Deviation 12.0 18.7
Standard Error of Mean 14 2.4
95% ClI for Difference (3.27, 14.12)
Estimated Mean Difference 8.69
t-Stat 3.18
DF 102
p Probability Value 0.001
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Table 14

Comparison of Twillman Fifth Grade Tungsten Scores

2006-2007 2007-2008
Sample Size 62 71
Mean 68.0 66.0
Standard Deviation 21.3 15.3
Standard Error of Mean 2.7 1.8
95% ClI for Difference (-4.44, 8.48)
Estimated Mean Difference 2.02
t- Stat 0.62
DF 109
p Probability Value 0.269

The disaggregated fifth grade data from the three schools show some interesting
results. Both McNair and Twillman Elementary did not show any significanlises
when, the year without data teams was compared to the year when datevéeams
implemented. There is no mean difference at all between the two yearblair Mhere
was a slightly higher mean score, 2.02, at Twillman Elementary but still ngriiicgint
result. Lawson Elementary scores were very different from the other semabise the
reason why the collective analysis indicated the scores for 2006-2007 werethégher
the scores for 2007-2008. The large t-score of 3.18 and the small p-value of 0.001 are
conclusive evidence that the scores for Lawson were significantlghiagiiore teams

were implemented. Because of this drastic difference, Lawson scaesble to pull
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the aggregate results in that direction. The disaggregate data indicatab typothesis
is accepted.

The data from the Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey were analyzed as a
combined set of data and also as independent sets of fourth and fifth grades tesmeher
Tables 15, 16, and 17). Since this is a pre-test/post-test survey, a dependerdg-test w
used. The purpose of the test was to determine if the teacher percepti@ctoferfess
was significantly higher between the pre-and post-test. For eaclotgsleted on team
survey the null hypothesis and the alternative hypothesis were:

Ho: Mean (September 2007) = Mean (April 2008)

Hi: Mean (September 200#)Mean (April 2008)

The test indicates there was not a significant difference betweeroties.sthe t-score,
0.46, is far less than the t* critical value of 2.110. The p-value, 0.648 is larger than the
significance levelg, of 0.05, and the mean difference is just slightly less than 0O, -
0.444. The test results therefore, indicate no difference in teachers’ perceptiugis of

effectiveness as team members when analyzed collectively pte-pestt-test.
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Table 15

Comparison of Teachers’ Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey

Pre-Test Post-Test Difference
Sample Size 18 18 0
Mean 34.44 34.89 -0.444
Standard Deviation 4.83 4.51 4.062
Standard Error of Mean 1.14 1.06 0.957

95% CI for Difference (-2464, 1.575)

t- Value 0.46
p-Probability Value 0.648
Table 16

Pre/Post Fourth Grade Teachers’ Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey

Pre-Test Post-Test Difference
Sample Size 9 9 0
Mean 33.89 32.56 1.33
Standard Deviation 5.09 3.78 3.50
Standard Error of Mean 1.70 1.26 1.17

95% CI for Difference (-1.36, 4.02)
t- Value 1.14

p-Probability Value 0.286




Structure for Effective Collaborative Teams 79

When isolating the fourth grade teachers’ scores, there was not a aignific
difference between pre- and post-test mean scores. The p-valuelMagsetithan the
significance levelg, 0.05 for the tests; although, the evidence indicated that the fourth
grade teachers had slightly higher perceptions about their effectivenessramembers
post-test than when all of the teachers were compared. This is indicated bytitie pos
mean difference of 1.33, which indicates the fourth grade teachers had a higher

perception overall of their effectiveness post-test.

Table 17

Pre/Post Fifth Grade Teachers’ Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey

Pre-Test Post-Test Difference
Sample Size 9 9 0
Mean 35.00 37.22 -2.22
Standard Deviation 4.80 4.09 3.96
Standard Error of Mean 1.60 1.36 1.32

95% CI for Difference (-5.27, 0.82)
t- Value -1.68

p-Probability Value 0.131

As with the fourth-grade results, there was not a statistically signifresult
when isolating the fifth-grade scores. The p-value is much larger thamgtiicance
level of 0.05. The negative mean difference of -2.22 indicated the teachergtioerod

their effectiveness was much lower pre-survey versus post-survey, but notarghyjfi
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Bar graphs were generated to illustrate pre-survey and post-survey results
depicting the five specific behaviors addressed in Lencioni’s Five Dysfasatf a
Team Survey. Teachers rated themselves in the areas of trust in one anoduetiver
conflict, commitment to team decisions, accountability to one another, andoattenti
results. Using a rating scale uwdually, sometime®r rarely, members rated themselves
and then results were compiled to formulate a team score.

Figures 1, 2 and 3 illustrate the ratings from the survey among the fourth grade

teachers in the study.

Dysfunction 1: Absence of Trus Pre Survey @3 to 5 indicates
Post Survey dysfunction needs to
be addressed
Dysfunction 2: Fear of Conflict re Survey
Post Surve 06 or 7 indicates that
. ) dysfunction could be
Dysfunct|on. 3: Lack of Bre Sirvey a problem
w Commitment Post Survey
E . . . @8 or 9 indicates
E’ Dysfunction 4: A\_/(_)ldance of Bre Slrvey dysfunction is not a
E Accountability Post Surve problem
n
>
0O Dysfunciton 5: Inattention of
Pre Survey
Results Post Survey |

0O 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Scores

Figure 1.McNair fourth grade Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey.
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Figure 2.Lawson fourth grade Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey.

Dysfunction 1: Absence o

Trust Post Survey

Dysfunction 2: Fear of

Conflict @3 to 5 indicates

2]

S Post Survey dysfunction needs to
5 be addressed

c .

..3 Dysfunctlon_ 3: Lack of 06 or 7 indicates that
E Commitment dysfunction could be

a problem

@8 or 9 indicates
dysfunction is not a
problem

Dysfunction 4: Avoidance of
Accountability

Dysfunciton 5: Inattention of
Results

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Scores

Figure 3.Twillman fourth grade Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey.
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When comparing survey results, trust among fourth-grade team members
decreased at all sites. Post-survey scores indicated trust could be a pooddielress at
McNair and Twillman and was identified as a problem area at LawsoreBtang. Fear
of conflict improved at McNair but had the opposite result at both Lawson and Twillma
Lawson teachers identified this as a problem area. Commitment to teamardecis
decreased at both McNair and Twillman but improved at Lawson. None of the schools
identified commitment as an area of concern. Results on accountability to reeyhtyer
team varied at all three schools, but none identified this as an area that needed to be
addressed. Focus on results also had varied results with McNair identifgggntarea
that could be a problem and Lawson an area that needed to be addressed. Comparing the
results collectively at all three schools, scores declined in eleven fifte¢lea assessed
areas in the post survey.

Figures 4, 5, and 6 illustrate the ratings from the survey among fifth grade

teachers in the study.

Dysfunction 1: Absence o ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Trust Pre Survey
Post Survey
@3 to 5 indicates
. . dysfunction needs
Dysfunction 2: Fear of Conflict Pre Survey to be addressed
Post Survey
06 or 7 indicates
o Dysfunction 3: Lack of e ST that dysfunction
S Commitment Posiaun ey could be a problem
§ @8 or 9 indicates
‘% Dysfunction 4: Avoidance of dysfunction is not
> - Pre Survey a problem
a) Accountability Post Survey
Dysfunciton 5: Inattention of
Results Pre Survey
- ‘Pos‘t Sm"vev‘ -
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Scores

Figure 4.McNair fifth grade Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey.



Structure for Effective Collaborative Teams 83

Dysfunction 1: Absence o ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Trust Pre Survey
Post Survey
Dysfunction 2: Fear of Conflict | @3 to 5 indicates
Post Survey dysfunction needs
to be addressed
w Dysfunction 3: Lack of Bre Suvey 06 or 7 indicates
S Commitment Post Survey dysfunction could
= be a problem
S . . @8 or 9 indicates
> .
Z Dysfunction 4: At\)\_/lc_)ldance of Bre Sirvey dysfunction is not &
A Accountability Post Survey problem
Dysfunciton 5: Inattention of
Results Pre Survey
-
O 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Scores

Figure 5.Lawson fifth grade Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey.

Dysfunction 1: Absence o ‘ Bre Sivey ‘

Trust Post Survey
; . B3 to 5 indicates
Dysfungt(l)onr]:“ii Fear of Pre Survey dysfunction needs
@ Post Survey to be addressed
il
2 Dysfunction 3: Lack of Bre Sivey Elfihg{g Igfctijlﬁgttiisn
5 .
§ Commitment oSt Survey could)é)e .
@) problem
Dysfunction 4: Avoidance of Bre Survey @8 or 9 indicates
Accountability Bost SUFVeY gy;:gglc;t:gn is not

Dysfunciton 5: Inattention of

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Scores

Figure 6.Twillman fifth grade Five Dysfunctions of a Team survey.
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Fifth-grade results indicated a more positive trend among the teams. &vdph.
and Twillman indicated a behavior as a possible concern in the pre-test survey, and none
of the schools had areas to address in their post-test surveys. In analyzinglth & oes
all three sites, six areas showed improvement in scores, while eighteareased the
same, and only one category, fear of conflict, decreased at McNair. Postiaswks
suggest the fifth-grade teams did not view the five behaviors as an impedrtiesit t
effectiveness.

Grade-level teams at each of the participating schools also completefpagtre
assessment of their performance as a team using the Hazelwood Schaoxdil Daséri
Team Self-Reflection Scoring Guide (see Figures 7, 8, and 9). This scoring gside w
based on the work of the Norfolk Public Schools in Norfolk, Virginia, in collaboration
with Dr. Doug Reeves (2000) and was edited with his permission by Dr. Mary Piper
Associate Superintendent of the Hazelwood School District. The instrumentallowe
team members to evaluate their degree of team implementation in thirtegic sypeas.
Areas evaluated included member participation, norms, minutes, schedulincfjraplle
and charting data and results, analyzing strengths and weaknesses in student wor
obstacles, goals, instructional strategies, results indicators, agertdagltaw-up, and
administration. Teams collaboratively reflected on their degree of mapitation
measured as advanced, proficient, or emerging. Point values were five focediva
three for proficient, and one for emerging. Teams had to agree that alltehatias

were present before selecting a ranking.
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Figure 7.McNair Data Team Self-Reflection Scoring Guide.
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Figure 8.Lawson Data Team Self-Reflection Scoring Guide.
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Figure 9.Twillman Data Team Self-Reflection Scoring Guide.

Results from the Hazelwood School District Data Team Self-Refte&coring
Guide indicate increases in post-assessments among all teams in ttegiti pef
effectiveness as teams. Fourth grade teachers overall had higher scordésengre-
assessment was taken at the beginning of the 2007-2008 school year and had the largest
increases in post assessment scores. Fifth-grade teams made a movatognse
assessment of their effectiveness, but increases were made amoagsll te

Throughout the study, the researcher recorded observation notes on the
collaborative process among grade level team members. The reseacloailatted
team meeting agendas and meeting minutes to determine fidelity to theatatprocess
and continued focus on the team purpose. Observations indicated that during the course

of the year, study teams varied from authentic implementation of the datateeess to
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little more than mimicking the steps of the process. One team used resultsoimmon
assessments as a challenge to attain higher percentages of prpfaid¢heir students.

They consistently raised their SMART goal targets, brainstormed addlinstraictional
strategies, reallocated resources, and sought parental support to ergitevgla

success. Agendas and minutes consistently noted the steps of the data-teammitocess a
each member’s function and responsibility. Throughout the year, members efthis t
sought other opportunities to collaborate as a team and seek each others’ advice and
support.

Another team initially had difficulty selecting effective stra¢ésgo address their
selected goal. Upon continued collaboration, based on results from a common
assessment, a more narrowed and effective approach was taken. Some metmisers of t
team were frustrated when their students did not reach their target percentage
Collaboration was a little more strained with this team, but eventually teesediresults
as a need to change instructional practice rather than the result of inefteathing.
Sometimes teams prepared agendas that noted the process but observations and minute
noted they veered from the intended purpose.

Analysis of Data

For several years the administrators of the participating schools isttiaty
attempted to implement effective collaborative teams within their schoadgniidng
with the 2007-2008 school year, the Hazelwood School District began implementing the
data-team initiative throughout the district. The concept of data teams is one of
continuous improvement with no-fault reflection on educational practice. The dipe-st

process includes collecting and charting data, analyzing work for trendstterdga
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goal setting, selection of effective instructional strategies, anctisgl®f result
indicators. Teachers involved in this study were provided professional development in
Data Driven Decision Making and Data Team Training prior to implementingduifis
data-team structure.

Tungsten Benchmark Assessment scores from fourth and fifth grade student
from three elementary schools within the district were used to analydenst
achievement. 2006-2007 scores, before data teams were implemented, were used as a
baseline for comparison of 2007-2008 scores, one year after implementation. The
Tungsten data collected and analyzed showed no significant increase in student
achievement one year after the implementation of data teams. Collectitredoade
scores indicated a slightly higher mean average in 2006-2007, the yedo jpiaba
teams. When analyzing the disaggregated school data, McNair and Lawsory aetdiall
higher mean scores for 2007-2008. While the difference in the scores was not enough to
reject the null hypothesis, Twillman’s scores were so completely opposieskibeed
the results for the collective group. The fifth grade aggregate results alsiedevea
significant increase in achievement scores after data team impleiorentétNair and
Twillman showed little or no difference, while Lawson scores were significhigher
for 2006-2007. The large difference in Lawson scores compared to the other two schools
was able to distort the aggregate results.

Results from The Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey denote a slight inocrease
the post-survey mean scores but not enough to indicate a significant differerazhaer te

perceptions of individual effectiveness as team members. Fourth grade téachars
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slightly higher perception of their effectiveness as team members whgraced to the
collective group. Fifth grade teachers, on the other hand, had the opposite result.
Data regarding the degree at which the components of the data teamestugrtur
executed indicated grade level teams at all three schools showed improvement i
implementation. Fourth grade teachers’ perceptions of effective implenoantadre
higher than those of the fifth grade teachers.

Results from observations by the researcher and review of meeting ageddas
minutes indicate that while implementation of the data team process wastsime
awkward and challenging for some team members, after awhile, the majdegchers
became more comfortable and effective with the process. Discussions foauseatl ar
selected goals, strategies, and assessment results. However, tieestlvgome team
members who needed consistent monitoring to participate in the process.
Deductive Conclusions

The null hypothesis stated that if scores on The Five Dysfunctions of a Team
Survey and The Hazelwood School District Data Team Self-Reflectiom§cduide
were high and student Tungsten Benchmark scores were low, then effectigenteh
minimal effect on student achievement. Due to results of the two sample independent t
test, data teams had no significant effect on student achievement. Therefore, the
researcher accepts the null hypothesis.

Summary

Research supports the need for a collaborative culture in schools. A collaborati

culture allows teachers and administrators to interact collegially afespianally to

seek needed change to bring about improved student achievement. In effective
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collaborative teams, members display trust in one another, engage in prodoctiic,
commit to team decisions, are accountable to one another, and focus on results. When
these behaviors are consistently displayed and specific team structeredaith an
improvement in student achievement should occur. The results of this study did not
support the effect of effective teams on increased student achievement.

Chapter Five will discuss results and conclusions and suggest recommendations

for future practice and research.
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Chapter Five - Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations

The Hazelwood School District is not unlike many other large districtsraptki
find ways to increase student achievement and proficiency of all students, even whe
confronted with challenges such as economically-disadvantaged groups, lack of
resources, and special needs and at-risk populations. To address needed philosophical
changes and provide assistance and support for teachers and the community in the shif
toward standards-based instruction, data-driven decision making, and asses&ment, t
district elicited the assistance of Dr. Douglas Reeves from the Céfterformance
Assessment. Beginning with the 2002-2003 school year, Dr. Reeves’ assooratdsef
Center of Performance Assessment, and key Central Office staff beghireesathe
arduous task of educating, developing, and creating a shift in the existing pacddige
certified staff. Annual District Data and Assessment Meetings éakas initiatives for
the upcoming year including leadership and making standards work, unwrapping
standards, power standards, collaboration, data-driven decision making, and the data-
team process.

Effective grade-level collaboration was a concept that principals invatvibdsi
study had tried to implement for several years. Grade-level teachiengeridy to
discuss student performance on varied assessments, plan lessons, and discuss
performance concerns. Seemingly the weekly meetings had grade-lehelrsetalking
and planning together, but decisions were not based on analyzing student work, focusing
on results from data, or goal setting. The data-team process introduced in the 2007-2008
school year provided a well defined five-step structure which focused on cgldetia

from common assessments, analyzing student work, goal setting, selfettiges
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instructional strategies, and identifying result indicators of success. t@at¢eachers
received data-team training, the process was used consistently angnagedllevel
teams involved in this study.

Comparing Results to the Literature

Based on the research, collaboration is vital to meet the individual needs of all
students and adults. According to Lencioni (2002), in order for a team to effectively
collaborate, all members must be (a) willing to trust one another, (b) adigage in
productive conflict, (c) dedicated to team goals, (d) accountable to each othe), and (e
results oriented. In addition, Larson and LaFasto (1989) stated effective tesntidaa
roles, accountability systems in place, effective communication and mogjtand
provide feedback to individuals.

The Data Team Process focused on specific teaching strategies andhipaders
practices that impact student achievement. The Data Team Struadwedateachers to
examine data, look for trends, set goals, and implement strategies with dlidetievel
team in a non-threatening environment. This process allowed educators the opportunity
as adult learners, who shared a common understanding of student needs, to engage in
relevant discussions and arrive at solutions to improve instruction and student
achievement.

The alternate hypothesis of this study stated that if the data-testuss was
implemented, then effective teams would be created as measured by improvedscore
the Tungsten Benchmarks Assessments, The Five Dysfunctions of a Teeay Sod
The Hazelwood School District Data Team Self-Reflection Scoring Gunaeder to

know if the Data Team Process impacted student achievement, a comparison was made
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of the results from Tungsten Benchmark Assessments for fourth- andrafie-gtudents
for the 2006-2007 school year before data teams and the 2007-2008 school year after
implementation. Results of the aggregate data for both grade levels did narshow
statistically significant results in favor of data teams. Perhapsifngparison had been
made of the same group of students, fourth grade students from the 2006-2007school year
to fifth graders in the 2007-2008 school year, results may have varied. Disagdrega
data showed slightly improved fourth grade scores at McNair and LawsoeriEm
Schools, but opposite results at Twillman Elementary. Fifth grade mean atMeBNlair
Elementary remained the same with slight increases at TwillmareEtany. Higher
mean scores at Lawson Elementary pulled aggregate scores to a higher raéa6-for
2007. As the research indicated time was addressed as an essential compdreent for t
implementation of collaborative teams. Additional longitudinal data is necdssary
determine a more definite imapct of collaborative teams on student achreveme

All grade level teams implementing the Data Team Process belieted tha
collaboration would increase based on the Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey. Each
grade-level team member evaluated themselves based on five charex s
effective team. Results of the dependent t-test indicated no significanéddéein
teachers’ perception of effectiveness as team members when analyrest pogost-
test. When looking at the five specific behavior areas of the survey, fourth gaatieits
rated themselves lower on 11 of the 15 behaviors among all three schools. Béth gra
teachers, however, rated themselves higher in six areas, remainathéhim ®ight, and
declined in only one area. Based on principal observations, it is believed thatseache

may not have had an understanding of the terms and behaviors of the Five Dysfunctions
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Survey. Pre-survey results were based on social rather than professatiaiskips that
resulted in inflated perceptions of how their teams collaborated. The resdselotesd
that teachers had a better understanding of the terms and expectations during the
implementation of the post-survey. After the year-long implementatiorheéeac
perceptions about the Data Team Process shifted over time from social ssipraie
from an opportunity to socialize to an opportunity to solve real problems based on real
data. The Data Team minutes and principal observations revealed that teaiha@nsle
and topics of discussion evolved from opinions to data driven. Observations included (a)
teachers were more focused on learning outcomes, (b) teachers wemmmpetent at
evaluating the effectiveness of implemented strategies, and (c¢teaotre more self-
reflective and realistic about expectations. Based on these observationatafe&m
Process did have a positive effect on collaboration.

In order to determine if the Data Team Process impacted collaboration and
student achievement, an assessment of the level of implementation of the prases
conducted by each grade-level team. Based on the results of the Hazelwood School
District Data Team Self-Reflection Scoring Guide, every grade ieseeased in overall
implementation of the Data Team Process. Fourth grade teams rated vkeerhgglest
both pre- and post-assessment; however, all grade levels demonstratendaaed
on test results, though, the Data Team Process had no significant effect.
Implications for Schools

Shifts in the focus of education, accountability mandates, and proficiency
standards for all are presenting enormous challenges for educatorslioessy.

challenges require teachers, administrators, and professional developleirsktoutside
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the box.” Educators should shift from teaching isolated content to helping students
develop the necessary skills to problem solve situations beyond the content. Utilizing
effective instructional strategies (Marzano, et al., 2001) and providing op pieduor
students to be involved in authentic engagement (Schlechty, 2000) could assist with this
shift in instructional practice.

A restructuring of schools may allow educators to decide what is edgenti
students to learn. According to Bella (2004), by creating an effective, caltatgor
culture in schools, teachers can experience a greater depth of learningnigy ha
continuous artifacts of analysis, progress, strategies, and patternsedgssan which to
improve pedagogical skills. In a collaborative culture, teachers continuessstgs their
effectiveness designed to fit into their everyday routine. This continuoastred!
practice and adjustment of strategies and instruction should have a positiveampac
student achievement.

Educators within the Hazelwood School District believed in the idea of a
collaborative culture but did not have the structures in place to implement the process on
a consistent basis with a common framework. By providing professional develapment
Data-Driven Decision Making and the Data Team Process for all ceifdf, the
district provided the foundation to build effective collaborative teams. Howswetess
is not often realized immediately. Reeves (2008) noted (a) developing trusg am
colleagues, (b) holding them accountable, (c) framing professional coneessaind (d)
adhering to consistent expectations takes time. As teachers and adrorsiiegin to
feel more comfortable with the process and structures are consistepligyriented and

monitored, it seems more likely that student achievement and collegialioceur.
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Recommendations

Schools that want to meet the challenges of educating today’s students, who need
to know not only content but process and be prepared to tackle future problems, should
draw upon the collective talents of all stakeholders within the school community. To
continue with and improve upon this research the following recommendations should be
considered:

1. The length of time for the study should increase from one to three or more
years. This would provide adequate time to recover from the implementation
dip. The implementation dip or adoption curve, according to Fullan (2001), is
a naturally occurring or inevitable part of the adoption of any new program.
During an implementation dip, data will decline before showing growth.
Providing teachers with information on the change process will help keep the
implementation dip as short and shallow as possible.

2. Analyzing data over multiple years would also allow for student-to1stude
comparison to realize the impact on achievement for student whose teachers
consistently use the data team process.

3. Schedules were developed to allow teachers to collaborate during the school
day. Sometimes extenuating circumstances prevented the quality tohertea
needed without other distracters. Perhaps the district could provide time for
data-decision meetings within the contractual school day for collaboration. At
the elementary level, this would allow the inclusion of special area teachers

and also provide opportunities for vertical-team collaboration.
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4. When implementing new initiatives, the organization suffers a gap to some
degree between what is real and what is not real. Instead of using feedback
from annual summative assessments, short-term wins from SMART goals
should be identified and celebrated. Short-term formative assessments can
provide more immediate feedback which can recognize effective practice a
allow for change in effective practice. Through recognition of effective
practice evidenced by attained short-term goals and improved student
achievement, the staff will be motivated to continue data-team structures
because of professional desire not compliance to school or district mandates.

5. When grade levels are limited to only a small number of members, ideas may
become limited over time. Additional resources for effective strategees an
opportunities for modeling and observation should also be part of the process.
Thus, the process of vertical teaming would be an effective new structure.

6. Educators need to respond to the changing demographic populations of their
school communities. Opportunities should be provided to help teachers
acquire culturally responsive pedagogical strategies and implemant the
when possible and appropriate with the specific culture of the children they
teach.

7. In addition to Tungsten scores, discipline referrals and student attendance
could be collected to determine if collaborative teams had a positive impact on
these areas.

8. Principals must continue as strong instructional leaders of faculty, amd gro

professionally with their staff. Opportunities need to be created that enable
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teachers and administrators to participate in varying teams and learning
communities inside and outside of school. Restructuring the school day would
provide opportunities for collaboration, discussion, and shared research with
school data teams and other district teams.

9. During the 2009-2010 school year, Assistant Superintendents will monitor one
grade level data team meeting every other month. This will give them a more
in depth view of how data teams are functioning in buildings they supervise
and provide the opportunity for input and clarification of data team practice.

Conclusions

Collaborative teaming can be an effective strategy for schools to edsesttors

as they shift from comfortable teaching practices to strategiesréhatieside the
educator’s toolbox. The Data Team structure provides the venue for a collaborative
culture which encourages teachers to concentrate on what is best for tleeinell
students giving teachers support to rethink, reflect, and refine their teachatige.
Teachers can no longer work in isolation determining their own objectives, teaching
practices and independent assessments. No longer can teachers justdedéss of
information, but rather they must be the stimulus motivating students to understand
process and apply concepts to new situations beyond the classroom.

Education has moved from individual school and local accountability to state and

even federal accountability through standards that prescribe what childred khowl
and be able to demonstrate with proficiency. Teachers exert significant iompioe
performance of their students but also have tremendous influence on theiruzsdleag

Educators benefit from working with people (a) they trust, (b) who arenddea to the



Structure for Effective Collaborative Teams 99

process, (c) who are reflective of their practice, (d) who use reseath ftaategies, and

(e) who set goals based on data. The results of this study did not conclusively support the
positive impact of the data team structure. However, based on (a) obser{h)idiasa

team agendas, (c) review of data team minutes, (c) implementation oftaajge
recommendations, (d) continued student data collection, and (e) using thedata te

structure, student achievement will improve over time.
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Appendix A: Data Team 5-Step Process

Data Team Meeting

Step 1: Collect and Chart Data and Results

Grade Level # Students # Students # Students % Students
Content Area Who Took Proficient or Non-Proficient |Proficient
Teacher Names |Assessment |Higher or Higher
Totals:

Enter Data Points:

Percentage of Group Proficient or Higher

Percentage of Group Not Proficient or Higher

Actual Number of Students Proficient or Higher

Actual Number of Students Not Proficient or Higher
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Data Team Meeting
Step 2: Analyze Strengths and Obstacles

Examine student papers in order to identify strengths and obstacles.

Strengths of Proficient or Higher Student |Obstacles of Non-Proficient Student
Performance Performance

Consider:

v Issues related to ethnicity, gender, or language acquisition

v' Trends, patterns

v' Exceptional performance

v

Individual students/student groups
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Data Team Meeting Steps and Structure
Step 3. Goals

Example:

Goal statement — The percentage of grade 6 students proficient or higtahin
problem-solving will increase from 52% to 65% as measured by a math performance
assessment focusing on short-constructed response, administered on February 15 or 16.

Goal percent _82%

Current results _ 60%

______ Metgoal or_Segoal Percentage Points Above Goal
_____ Did not meet goal Percentage Points Below Goal

At this point, the goal has been set.

v' What are the ramifications if the goal is changed to reflect a highewer |
outcome?

Is the goal still relevant and necessary?

Is this a skill that is still considered very important?

Are there other urgent needs to focus on?

Is it possible to re-set the goal higher and if so, is it achievable?

Is the time frame too short, just right, or too long?

Which students are consistently non-proficient?

ANANE NN
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Data Team Meeting
Step 4. Select Instructional Strategies

Possible Instructional Strategies

Brainstorm and discuss possible strategies:
v Analyze each effective teaching strategy/technique in terms of irapatudent

learning

v Consider what other teachers are implementing to cause a high degree g succe
replication

v Discount strategies that deviate from what teachers do (accounjability

Agreement:

v Have team collaborate on the one or two strategies that they all agree to
implement during the next teaching period.

v Mark with an X and give team copies of the strategies discussed and agreed upon.
v Model ALL strategies that the team has determined. So that the modeling does not

always fall on the data team leader, ask other team members to demonsréitaiar
strategy. What will the teacher ds he/she uses this strategy?
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Data Team Meeting
Step 5. Determine Results Indicators

Results indicators answer the question, “When this strategy is implaetethen we
expect to see the following evidence . . .”

Selected Strategy Determined in Step 4:

Results Indicators: (What your team expects to see as a result)

Selected Strategy Determined in Step 4:

Results Indicators: (What your team expects to see as a result)
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Appendix B: The Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey

COLLABORATIVE TEAM SURVEY

Instructions: Use the scale below to indicate how each statement applies to your grade level
team. It is important to evaluate the statements honestly and without over-thinking your answers.
Return Brenda Rone ASAP. Thanks
3 = Usually 2 = Sometimes 1 = Rarely
1. Team members are passionate and unguarded in their discussion of issues.

2. Team members call out one another’s deficiencies or unproductive behaviors.

3. Team members know what their peers are working on and how they contribute to
the collective good of the team.

4. Team members quickly and genuinely apologize to one another when they say or
do something inappropriate or possibly damaging to the team.

5. Team members willingly make sacrifices (such as budget, turf, head count) in
their departments or areas of expertise for the good of the team.

6. Team members openly admit their weaknesses and mistakes.

7. Team meetings are compelling, and not boring.

8. Team members leave meetings confident that their peers are completely
committed to the decisions that were agreed on, even if there was initial
disagreement.

9. Morale is significantly affected by the failure to achieve team goals.

10. During team meetings, the most important—and difficult—issues are put on the
table to be resolved.

11. Team members are deeply concerned about the prospect of letting down their
peers.

12. Team members know about one another’s personal lives and are comfortable
discussing them.

13. Team members end discussions with clear and specific resolutions and calls to
action.

14. Team members challenge one another about their plans and approaches.

15. Team members are slow to seek credit for their own contributions, but quick to
point out those of others.

Lencioni, P. (2002). The five dysfunctions of a team: A leadership fable. San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.



Appendix C: Scoring Sheet for Five Dysfunctions of a Team Survey

Scoring
Combine your scores for the preceding statements as indicated below.

Dysfunction 1:
Absence of Trust

Dysfunction 2:
Fear of Conflict

Dysfunction 3:
Lack of Commitment

Dysfunction 4:

Avoidance of Accountability

Dysfunction 5:
Inattention to Results

Statement 4:

Statement 1:

Statement 3:

Statement 2:

Statement 5:

Statement 6:

Statement 7:

Statement 8:

Statement 11:

Statement 9:

Statement 12:

Statement 10:

Statement 13:

Statement 14:

Statement 15:

Total:

Total:

Total:

Total:

Total:

A score of 8 or 9 is a probable indication that the dysfunction is not a problem foegour t
A score of 6 or 7 indicates that the dysfunction could be a problem.
A score of 3to 5 is probably an indication that the dysfunction needs to be addressed.

Regardless of your scores, it is important to keep in mind that every team nedastagosk because without it, even the best ones
deviate toward dysfunction.

Lencioni, P. (2002).The five dysfunctions of a team: A leadership falfan Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.



Appendix D- Hazelwood School District Data Team Self Reflective Scoring Guide

Steps Advancec Proficient Basic
o Datais assembled and organi: o Data is assemble o Data is not assemble
o Multiple data sources 0 Pre-test/post-test data is used 0 A common pre-test/post-test is not
Collect and 0 Pre- and post-test results indicate the o Results usually include the number of used
Chart Data number of students who are proficient students who are proficient o Proficiency level is not defined
and Results o0 Team members agree on what 0 School, Grade Level, Team, 0 Group results are analyzed
proficient performance looks like Department, or Classroom results are
o0 Results are disaggregated and analyzed
individual student data is analy:
o0 Targeted needs have an impac! o ldentification of strengths ar 0 lIdentification of strengths ar
Analyze multiple subject areas (leverage, enduranocgeaknesses are within a teacher’s contrglweaknesses is inconsistent
Strengths skill needed for the next grade level) 0 Needs are prioritized within a content o Blame for performance is attributed tp
and o Team members collaboratively analy| area factors out of school and/or teacher control
Obstacles student work o Needs are identified but not prioritized
o Needs are prioritized across content
areas
o Goals reflect consideration of stude | Group goals are o Established goals are academit
who are “almost proficient” e Specific e Relevant behavioral but may not be specific,
Goals 0 SMART goals established for each e Measurable e Timely measurable, achievable, relevant, or timely
targeted student in need of sup e Achievablt
0 Strategies are resea-based an 0 Strategies reflect actions of adults 0 Strategies are identified but are |
impact multiple content areas (MSIP IV | the school or district that can change the| identified as significantly impacting
Observation Form or Marzanao’s Nine) thinking of students student achievement
Instruct.ional 0 Strategies prioritized for impacton | o Strategy instruction is observed 0 Teacher introduces strategies but doges
Strategies student achievement 0 Teacher usually models strategies | not model instructional strategies with
o Differentiating to meet individual consistency
needs is evident
o0 Teacher always models strategies
o0 Teacher reflects through journaling or
peer observatio
o0 Indicators monitor the impact the 0 Indicators describe teacher and stuc | 0 Result indicators are identifie
strategy behaviors that will be seen if the selected changes in student and teacher behavior|are
o Indicators describe the change in strategies are implemented not identified or monitored
Determine student performance to be expected if the o  Indicators describe the change in
Results strategy has the desired impact student performance if the expected
Indicators o Course correction is evident if studentstrategy has the desired impact

achievement does not impre




Sieps

Advancec

Proficient

Basic

Member
Participation

o Team members apply practices to
classrooms and serve as models for othg
team members or teachers

0 Action research is evident as team
members use and modify strategies and
delivery models

o Team members actively solicit ideas
from each other

0 The purpose of Data Team Meetings
clear
o Team members bring appropriate

documentation to the Data Team Meeting
o Fidelity to implementation is
consistent

0 Team members actively seek to
runderstand instructional practices descril
in Data Team Meetings

0 Team members openly reflect upon
strategies and instructional delivery modé
0 Team members share ideas, succes
and challenges

0 Team members adhere to Data Tear
idMeeting times and purpose

0 Team members bring evidence and

other required resources to the Data Teajmy

jMeeting to insure fidelity to
implementation

0 Team members have an inconsis
yanderstanding or inconsistently apply
instructional practices described in Data
Team Meetings
0 Team members discuss strategies af
lhstructional delivery models
5€5, Team members share some ideas,
successes, and challenges
no Data Team Meetings are scheduled
and agendas are written; adherence to
times, agenda, and Data Team purpose
beginning
Team members bring random eviden
of student performance Data Team
meetings

nd

o Norms are collaboratively developed| o The Data Team operates by clearly | 0 Norms of behavior are externa
o Norms are internalized defined and collaboratively developed imposed
Norms o Norms are modified as necessary | norms of professional behavior 0  Norms are understood but not
o0 The Data Team serves as a model fgro Norms are referenced prior to each necessarily agreed upon
professional behavior for other teams in thBata Team Meeting
school and/or district
o0 Minutes are detailed 0 Minutes are an accurate representation  Minutes of Data Team Meetings ¢
o Minutes include a list of the team of the meeting process available; minutes relay items discussed
members present, contributions of each | 0 Minutes include a list of the members 2nd un?erstood by the Data Team memQ
member, and communication methods for present and the contributions of each Dal resl\e/lr(]ambers include a list of members
Minutes those not present Team Member present

0 Minutes describe the agreed-upon
strategies and results indicators as well g
modifications that happen between Data
Team Meetings if the strategies do not
meet student needs

0 Results indicators reflect desired
changes in both student and teacher
behaviors

0 Minutes are available within one wee|

0 Minutes describe the agreed-upon

sinstructional strategies and results
indicators Data Team Members will utiliz
0 Results indicators reflect desired
changes in student and/or teacher behav
0 Minutes are available to Data Team
Members within two weeks

=

of the Data Team Meeting

0 Minutes describe some instructional

strategies and results indicators that Data

» Team Members will use
o Result indicators reflect desired
i&lganges in student behaviors
0~ Minutes are available to Data Team
Members within three weeks

ers




45

Steps Advancec Proficient Basic

o Agendas include the Five Steps of 0 Agendas outline the Five Steps of | 0 Agendas list the topics to |

Data Team Process with an outline of the timédata Team Process discussed in the Data Team Meeting

available for each step of the process 0 Agendas indicate targeted 0 Agenda topics may or may not be

0 Agendas indicated targeted instructional instructional area completed during the Data Team meetipg
Agendas area and accompanying Hazelwood School | 0 Agendas include the date of the nexto  Agendas indicate a window of time

District Power Standard Data Team Meeting and the date of the in which a Data Team Meeting may take

0 Agendas indicate the 1) date of the next| next assessment place

Data Team Meeting; 2) the date of the next | o Agendas are focused mostly on thg 0 Agendas are focused on the

assessment, and, 3) a list of documentation | collaborative analysis of student work | collaborative analysis of student work but

needed for the next Data Team Meeting the Data Team Meeting does not adhere

o Agendas are focused entirely on the to the agenda

collaborative analysis of student work

o Agendas include reflections of current

team status against the gc

o Interim meetings are schedulec o Data Team Meetings are held atle | o Data Team Meetings are held at le

. collaborate on strategy implementation and fotwice a month and are scheduled for at| monthly and are scheduled for at least

Scheduling make required adjustments to instruction least 45 minutes of uninterrupted time | minutes of uninterrupted time

o Data Team Meetings are held weekly and

are scheduled for at least 45 minutes of

uninterrupted tim

0 Results are availabwithin one (1) weel | o Results are available withintwo ( | 0 Results are available within three

of the assessment weeks of the assessment weeks of the assessment

0 Results are disaggregated by school, 0 Results are disaggregated by schoplp  Results are disaggregated by school

Grade Level, Team, and Department, Grade Level, Team, or DepartmeAdD | AND Grade Level, Team, or Department
Data significant subgroup#AND individual student | significant subgroups 0 Results are not consistently availahle

o Data supports timely, specific, relevant | o All team members have results, to all

feedback to teachers and students to improveincluding support personnel o Data does not supports timely,

performance; supports independent student| o  Data supports timely, specific, specific, relevant feedback to teachers to

goal setting relevant feedback to teachers to improveimprove performance

o Allinvolved stakeholders have access tq performance

the dat

0 Support is available to Data Tea 0 Clear time lines and responsibiliti | o0 Data Team Meetings are beginni

o When needed, coaching is provided are outlined in Data Team Meetings; o Data Team Leaders meet with the

o Data Team Leaders meet with the resources and support are also identifigdBuilding Data/PDC Committee to discugs
Follow Up Building Data/PDC Committee, which o Data Team Leaders meet with the | building strengths and weaknesses

includes the Building Leadership Team, to
discuss building-wide accountability (vertical
teams

Building Data/PDC Committee to discu
building-wide accountability (vertical
teams

5S




Steps

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Administration

0 Leadership Team is present during
Data Team Meetings

0 Leadership Team has clearly
identified action steps to support Data
Teams

0 Leadership Team serves as a mode
for administrative support of the Data
Team process

0 Action Research is the basis of facu
learning that links student achievement
results to adult variables

0 Administrator anticipates and coach
Data Team Leaders about Data Team
goals and identified, prioritized areas of
need

0 Leadership Team researches the
instructional practices selected by the D
Teams

0 Leadership Team is aware of and
provides regular opportunities for team
members to publicly share instructional
practices during faculty or other meeting
0 Leadership Team provides structure
that allow coaching, teacher modeling,
observations, or WalkThroughs to allow
teachers to learn from teachers

0 Leadership Team always celebrates
the successes of BuildifgfND Grade
Level, Team, or Department Data Team
with external and internal stakeholders

0 Leadership Team is knowledgeable
least every other Data Team Meeting
0 Leadership Team provides time for
collaboration on a scheduled, consistent
basis
0 Leadership Team models an inquiry
based attitude, which is evidenced in so
tyction research-based learning of the
faculty that begins to link student
achievement results to adult variables
e®  Leadership Team is aware of Data
Team goals and identified, prioritized
areas of need
0 Leadership Team is aware of the
instructional practices selected by the D
atieam
0 Leadership Team is able to articulat
the resources and/or materials identified
by the Data Team that support selected
practices
so Leadership Team promptly provides
ssupport identified by Data Teams
0 Leadership Team frequently
celebrates the successes of BuildiigD
Grade Level, Team, or Department Datg
Teams

"2

about the Data Team Process; attends atLevel, Team, or Department Data Team

0 Leadership Team attends at Grade
Meetings at least monthly
0 Leadership Team provides time for
collaboration
0 Leadership Team is aware of Data
+ Team goals and identified, prioritized
mareas of need
0 Leadership Team is aware of the so
of instructional practices selected by the
Building Data Team
0 Leadership Team sometimes provid
support (time and/or materials) identified
by Data Teams
0 Leadership Team occasionally
ateelebrates the successes of BuildiidgD
Grade Level, Team, or Department Datg
e Teams

me
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Appendix E

Sample of Tungsten Communication Arts Benchmark Assessments

Grade 4 MO Reading No. 3 Nov 2008

Use the following information for answering questio(s): 1, 2, 3, 4,5

My Cat, Rascal
by Jan Jones

Last week when | got on the bus
And sat down next to my friend Gus,
My cat jumped in and sat with us.

Oh no, | thought, this will not do.
5 Rascal, who's stubborn as a mule,
Has gotten a ride to school. Not cool!

When it was time to go to class,
My cat decided to trespass
And sneaked inside without a pass.

10 Ilooked for him while we did sing --
My cat is not a real small thing.
That's when | heard a faint purring.

Between my feet, under my chair,
My cat sat quietly -- that was rare.
15 | wondered how long he'd stay down there.

While we did math, he decided to sneak
From desk to desk 'til Johnny shrieked.
Since Johnny had been in trouble all week,

My teacher said, "Don't fool around.
20 Johnny, don't make another sound.
Noises are for the playground.”

Later that morning, we went out for recess.
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Rascal was wild, as you might have guessed.
He meowed to play, and the children yelletgs!"

25 So far, my cat had not been seen
By my stern teacher, Elizabeth Green,
Or by any other adult on the scene.

But that was all about to change,
For when our seats were rearranged,
30 Rascal's behavior became very strange.

He crouched, he sprung, then landed on top
Of Miss Green's head. She fell, kerplop!
| yelled to Rascal, "This must stop!"

But Rascal was tired of being good
35 And behaving as nice visitors should,
So he hid inside of my jacket hood.

For just a few minutes, he stayed out oftsigh
Then he leaped at the fish bowl with all @ imight
And swallowed our goldfish with just one hite

40 Miss Green got up from her place on the floor
And pointed her finger at the door,
"That cat is not welcome here anymore!"

That night, my dad asked, "By the way,
Did you have fun at school today?"
45 "Not really," was all | decided to say.

Permissions pending. Sourdeun for Kidz March/April 2003, Volume 2, Issue 2.

Question #1

Which could you leave out if you were summarizing t he poem for your class?

I:‘ The narrator sat next to a friend named Gus.

I:I The narrator has a pet cat named Rascal.
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Error!

Hyperlink

reference

not Rascal jumped on the bus and followed the nartatschool.

valid. |:|

I:I Rascal did many bad things in the narrator's abassr

Question #2

Near the beginning of the poem, the author says tha t Rascal is
"stubborn as a mule" to --

I:l tell what kind of animal Rascal is

I:‘ help show how Rascal looks

I:l show what Rascal sounds like

I:‘ help show how Rascal acts

Question #3

Read this line from "My Cat, Rascal."
That's when | heard a faint purring.

Based on the following dictionary entry, which defi nition of "faint" is used




Structure for Effective Collaborative Teams 121

here?

faint (fant) v. 1. to pass out or lose consciousnas§. 2. pale, light in color3. quiet,
soft in sound4. weak; without energy or strength.

|:| definition 1

|:I definition 2

|:| definition 3

|:I definition 4
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Question #4

Read these lines from "My Cat, Rascal."
For when our seats were rearranged / Rascal's behav  ior became very strange.

Adding "re-" to the word "arranged" makes a new wor d that means --

I:l to put in order again

I:‘ without order

I:l before putting in order

I:‘ to order

Question #5

Which does Rascal do last?

I:I He lands on someone's head.

I:l He eats a pet fish.

He hides inside a hood.

[

I:I He jumps into a bus.
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Use the following information for answering questio(s): 6, 7, 8, 9, 10

n The Fox and the Crow

e FOX once saw Crow fly off with a piece of cheesbén beak and settle
on a branch of a tree. "That's for me, as | am hyhgaid Fox, and he
walked up to the foot of the tree.

"Good day, Mistress Crow," he cried. "How well yate looking today: how glossy your feathers; how
bright your eyes. | feel sure your voice must bestgerior to that of other birds, just as youruigas;
let me hear but one song from you that | may gyeatas the Queen of Birds."

Crow lifted up her head and began to caw her besthe moment she opened her mouth, the piece of
cheese fell to the ground, only to be snapped updsy

"That will do," said he. "That was all | wanted.drchange for your cheese, | will give you a piete
advice for the future. Always remember, never teuiatterer!"

Question #6

Why does Fox give Crow so many compliments?

I:l He wants to get her cheese.

I:‘ He thinks she is very beautiful.

I:l He wants to hear her sing.

I:‘ He wants her to be his friend.
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Question #7

How is Fox different from Crow?

I:l Fox is shy, but Crow is bold.

I:‘ Fox likes to sing, but Crow likes to play tricks.

I:l Fox is tricky, but Crow is trusting.

I:‘ Fox likes to eat cheese, but Crow does not.
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Question #8

When this story was written, the author thought it was importantto  --

|:| entertain children with funny stories

|:I teach children to beware of people who might bmgryo trick them

|:| give children instructions for taking cheese fromves

|:I teach children that foxes are smart but tricky adsm

Question #9

Read this sentence from the passage.
"Always remember, never trust a flatterer!"

What is a "flatterer"?

I:I someone who is not well-rounded

I:l someone who is easily fooled

I:I someone who is very clever

I:l someone who gives compliments

Question #10
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What will Crow most likely do in the future?

I:l not trust Fox

use compliments to trick someone

spend more time singing

[]
I:l eat less cheese
[]

Use the following information for answering questio(s): 11, 12, 13, 14, 15

Peeper Keepers
by Donna P Dowdy

Jeepers, creepers, what amazing peepers! Youry@gwork hard to let you see
the world around you.

Eyes are like tiny cameras with special parts tdgmt them and keep them
orking. You could call these special parts "pedgapers."”

One of your peeper keepers is called an orbis. thé socket, or cup, that holds the
eye. Feel the hard bone all around your eye. Ttia'srbit. It protects the eye
from hits and falls.

The hairy eyebrows above the orbits are peeperekeeiwo. They shade your eyes in sunlight and ke
sweat from rolling into them.

D
©

The little rows of hair on the top and bottom lafs/our eye are eyelashes. These peeper keepebs cat
tiny bits of dust and dirt.

At the first sign of danger, another peeper kespats tight. Quick as a flash, your
eyelid closes. It protects your eye with a softhiois of skin.

When your eyelid shuts, tears ooze into your epeylcome from little glands
under your lid and at the corner of your eye. Tteaes keep your eyelid movin
smoothly.

Tears clean your eyes, too. If a speck of dirt geteour eye, your tears will was
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out. Tears are mostly salty water, but they alseetsagerm killer in them. Every time you blink, ger
killing tears spread over your eyes. And since gy blink as many as thirty times in one minuts, b
wonder that your eyes are two of the cleanest plaoeyour body.

You don't have to do anything to get your peepepkes to work. These special little parts of yorgse
are always at work, protecting and cleaning yo@sey hey work so well, you hardly even notice them.

But the peeper keepers cannot keep your eyes hedlthy themselves. You must be a peeper keeper,
too. Learn the peeper keeper rules below.

Keep your amazing eyes healthy, and they will anyazewith wonderful sights for a long, long time.

Follow these peeper keeper rules:

o Protect your eyes from accidents. Wear safety gsgghen you play sports or when you are
near someone using power tools.

o Protect your eyes from too much sun. Wear sungiasse block harmful UV rays.

o If something gets in your eye, rinse it out witbarh cool water. Never rub your eye.

o See your eye doctor for regular check-ups.

From Humpty Dumpty, copyright © 1993 by ChildreBé&tter Health Institute, Benjamin Franklin
Literary & Medical Society, Inc., Indianapolis, liasha. Used by permission.

Photos courtesy of the National Eye Institute

Question #11

This article mostly tells about -

|:| how your eyes are able to see

|:| how your eyes keep healthy

|:| how to protect your eyes from the sun

|:I how tears kill germs

Question #12
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At the beginning of the article, the author compare seyesto --

[ =

|:I cameras

|:| planets

Dms

Question #13

Which question cannot be answered by information gi ven in the passage?

|:| How do eyebrows help protect the eye?

|:I Why are tears important to the health of the eye?

|:| Why do eyes come in different colors?

|:I What should you do if something gets in your eye?

Question #14
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What is probably the reason you shouldn't rub your eye if something gets in
it?

I:l Rubbing might help wash out and clear your eye.

I:‘ Rubbing might cause the salt in your tears to sfmgr eyes.

I:l Rubbing might cause germ-killing tears to flow.

I:‘ Rubbing might scratch your eye more.

Question #15

The most information about how the eye  works would be found in -

I:I a thesaurus

I:l an atlas

I:I a dictionary

I:l an encyclopedia
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Use the following information for answering questio(s): 16, 1°

Microphone -

picks up sounds

Receiver, or Loudspeaker -
z2nds the sounds to vour ear

g N

A hearing aid has three main parts: on Of'f/
1 - Microphone Switch _
2 - Amplifier Amplifier -
3 . Receiver o ___/ makes the

sounds louder

L Battery _Earmnld
f,--“ Mext, the eledrical signals are Th iver of loud ket ““».,'I
. amplified by the amplifier. The & TECEIVET, O I0UGSREaler,
The microphone _ amplifier increases the H 1 ansful ms_the an_mllﬁed
changes sounds into electrical signals from the o electrical signalsinto
_ electrical signals. microphone into bigger signals. | l | sounds.
I 1 J f|| _ 3
i
icrophone l‘AJ |||" Receiver I
\ /

Question #16

Based on this diagram, which part of the hearing ai  d changes the electrical
signals into sounds?

I:l the receiver

I:l the amplifie

I:l the microphon

I:l the battery
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Question #17

This diagram was created in orderto ~ --

|:| tell how hearing aids are made

|:I describe how ears work

|:| explain how a hearing aid works

|:I show how a hearing aid looks

Use the following information for answering questio(s): 18, 19, 20

Pedro's teacher asked the class to write a paragrapout a funny experience they have had with an
animal. Here is Pedro’'s first draft.

Andy's Favorite Chair

(1)My cat, Andy, is large, orange, and a littlerde (2)He is very old. (3)He doesn't move very
quickly. (4)Well, last thanksgiving, my grandmottveais visiting from Mexico. (5)She is a very small
woman who doesn't weigh very much at all. (6)Whemeais time for dinner, my grandmother sat in he
chair. (7)Right away, she got a very strange looker face. (8)Just then, we heard an angry grgwlir
sound. (9)My grandmother screamed jumped up anthtarthe yard. (10)We looked at her chair.
(11)There sat Andy, looking very angry about havimghare his favorite chair with anyone!

=

Question #18

Read sentence 4 from Pedro's paragraph.
Well, last thanksgiving, my grandmother was visitin g from Mexico.

Which part of the sentence contains an error in cap  italization?
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Well, last thanksgiving,

my grandmother

was visiting

from Mexico.

I T I I R

Question #19

Read sentence 9 from Pedro's paragraph.
My grandmother screamed jumped up and ran into the yard.

What is the correct way to write this sentence?

I:l My grandmother, screamed, jumped up, and ran @yéard.

I:‘ My grandmother screamed, jumped up, and ran irtgdnd.

I:l My grandmother screamed, jumped up and, ran irggdnd.

I:‘ My grandmother screamed jumped up, and ran intyag.
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Question #20

What is the best way to combine sentence 2 and sent  ence 3?

He is very old, but he doesn't move very quickly.

[

I:‘ He is very old, so he doesn't move very quickly.

I:l He is very old he doesn't move very quickly.

I:‘ He is very old and, he doesn't move very quickly.
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