AN EXPLORATION OF THE COLLABORATIVE PRACTICES WITHI
LEARNING NETWORKS OF NEW ZEALAND SCHOOLS

BY

REBBECCA SWEENEY

A Thesis
submitted to the Victoria University of Wellington
in fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of

Master of Education

Victoria University of Wellington

2011






Abstract

This thesis investigates the practices of partitipan three “clusters” of New Zealand
schools associated with the Extending High StarslAmtoss Schools (EHSAS) project
funded by the Ministry of Education from 2005 ta020 The investigation addresses
four questions: (i) What collaborative practicegevesed by the participants in the
EHSAS clusters? (ii) Do the research participaetegive the collaborative practices
that they used as making a difference to studdneaement? (iii) What do the
participants perceive as the benefits and limitetiof collaborative practice? (iv) How
consistent are participants’ perceptions with regefindings in the field?

The thesis begins by searching national and intemel research in order to define
effective collaboration. It is argued that acrosgain relevant studies, the key
purposes of collaboration are for teachers ancestisdo learn and improve in order to
reach the common goal set by the cluster. Assatiatactices can be used to build
skills and knowledge in teachers, school leaders,ciuster members. Following this,
a Grounded Theory approach was used to analysmtandret data that emerged from
the three clusters’ milestone reports and intersiemth cluster members. The analysis
found that the leaders of EHSAS clusters beliehatl shared leadership across
principals is essential to cluster work, and thhatesarchical cluster structure is the best
way to transmit knowledge from leaders to teach@tsey also believed that if they
shared resources, ideas, strengths and expertis@me another they would then have
knowledge that would be useful to teachers wartbnghange and improve their
practices, and raise student achievement. Despite of their beliefs being consistent
with research literature on effective collaboratiaccording to the literature, many of
the EHSAS leaders’ practices would not have enatbledearning and improvement
that they espoused to be leading. The final chagbténis thesis identifies where
EHSAS leaders’ beliefs and practices were incoasisaind what this means for future
research and the implementation of similar projagting to promote collaboration
across schools.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

The purpose of this study is to investigate thefzas in three clusters of schools
associated with the Extending High Standards AcBz$®ols project (hereafter referred
to as EHSAS). In response to my requests to thaseols for people to participate in
my research, each cluster volunteered Lead Teaoh&msncipals. This research is

ultimately about the perspectives cluster leaders.

EHSAS was a project funded by the Ministry of Ediarafor New Zealand schools
interested in working together towards common gotltasted four years. The
EHSAS project was announced in late 2005 and wasetlad in 2009 as part of the
National Government’s “Budget 2009”. Funding tHere ceased for all 87 clusters
from the end of 2009 with around two thirds of thesters only half way or less
through their four year plans.

The EHSAS project was similar to other national artdrnational projects that have
been investigated by researchers to determineeafetiveness. For example,
following several years involvement in a developtreerd research programme in
North America and the United Kingdom, Katz, Eartia@aafar (2009) found that in
schools that worked together as “Networked Lear@ogimunities...togetheanbe
better — but it can also make no difference abraélven make things worse” (pp. vii-
viii). The Ministry of Education provided clustarembers with many resources and
articles available from the Networked Learning Camities programmeincluding
articles that offer practical guidance for settiqa cluster, and tools to help clusters
review their practices in relation to self-reviemdanquiry. These were sent to cluster
leaders by e-mail or were placed on the EHSAS Wdge (an online environment set
up by the Ministry of Education to encourage EHIé&lers to share ideas, problems

and resources with each other).

Within New Zealand, as part of an evaluation oféffectiveness of Schooling
Improvement clusters between 2007 and 2010, Tiraperhd Parr (2010) co-

! The resources and articles from the NetworkedhingrCommunities programme are available at
http://www.nationalcollege.org.uk/index/about-ugioaal-college-initiatives/previous-
initiatives/networked-learning.htm



constructed a series of “position papers on varaspects of schooling improvement”
(p. 5) with school leaders, teachers and professidevelopers. The purpose of this
was to share the thinking behind the findings @sdes that emerged from their
evaluation. These papers were then transformediibbok which included case
studies as illustrations of effective school impment, and tools that schools could use
to improve student achievement, either individuallyn clusters. The results of the
evaluation are highly relevant to the EHSAS consad its focus on raising student

achievement.

Annan (2007) conducted an investigation into theesanost effective national and
international examples of school improvement. Tinctuded two initiatives in New
Zealand, one of which was a cluster of schools mgrkogether to improve academic
achievement for disadvantaged students. Throughritical analysis of the
development and implementation practices of thems@vitiatives, Annan outlined the
key collaborative practices that were common. atiglysis of the New Zealand
examples in particular are relevant to this stuldike the key studies mentioned above,

the schools in Annan’s study were grouped in chssteorder to raise achievement.

This study will compare the collaborative practidescribed by EHSAS participants
and those described in the literature in ordeistatdish how effective the participants’
collaborative practices were. The resulting infation may add to national and
international findings about the successes andligitbf collaboration for school

improvement and effectiveness.

The EHSAS Policy: Context

A paper addressed to the Minister of Education aré?t 2005 entitled “Extending High
Standards in Schools: Policy Framework” (MinistfyEalucation, 2005a) referred to
school effectiveness and school improvement. Hpepattempted to link the EHSAS
project to existing Ministry policy developmentsch as “Schools Planning and
Reporting”, “Schooling Improvement Policies”, anthe Schooling Strategy” (pp. 4-
5). According to the paper, the initiative woultteurage schools to work together to
engage in continuous improvement and to share goed practices. In emphasising

the importance of consistency between the EHSAf@rand existing Ministry policy
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developments, the paper provided advice that tbegrshould be positioned
“alongside Schooling Improvement programmes” whiteouraging effective schools
in the EHSAS project to “be creative in developidting edge, evidence-based
practice” (p. 5). The paper gave no informationwtlwhat was considered effective
about the existing foundations or how the EHSASgmtoshould be positioned

alongside them.

The original principles and objectives of the EHS#8ject were outlined in several
papers to the Minister of Education and New Zeal@adinet, and clear links were
made between collaboration and student achievenidré.intended outcomes of the
EHSAS project were taken from these papers andotidated into a table by Multi
Serve Education Trust who completed an analysiseopapers (see Table 1). This
study will focus on the first and third outcomesTiable 1, and will attempt to identify
the participants’ perceptions about whether theisgaf best practice, increased

collaboration, strengthened professional learnmmmunities and improved student

outcomes.
Table 1
Intended Outcomes for EHSAS Clusters
For Schools
Outcome Indicator of Success
Improved student Schools, through boards of trustees and principals,

outcomes, through | should be able to show evidence of improved student
sharing best practice | achievement — particularly in critical areas anhss
broad student groups.

Improving teacher Schools, particularly through principals, shouldale
quality to provide information to demonstrate:

() teaching practice is informed by evidence-based
decision-making

(ii) teachers, principals and boards are collegting
collating, analysing, discussing and using quality
information to inform changes to teaching andrieay
in classrooms, across syndicates/departments, Ischpo
wide and between schools

(iii) professional development budgets are alloddte
support the desired changes in teaching and legarni

-

Strengthened Schools’ project applications and project reporting
professional learning | should include evidence of current and intended
communities and collaboration at varying levels — within schoolsthin




increased partnerships of schools, and outside of formal
collaboration partnerships with other interested groups in the
education sector such as other schools, othergeoi
research institutes and the Ministry.

A developing Schools applying to participate in EHSAS will be

knowledge base of | expected to agree to projects and the outcomes of
models of projects which will contribute to a knowledge b&se
effectiveness and the rest of the system - to increase understariging

examples of practices teachers, principals, students, school commuratieis
and processes that carthe Ministry about what works to improve student
be used to enhance | achievement.

school performance

Note. From “Extending High Standards in SchoolsiBess Plan’by Multi Serve
Education Trust Limited, 2005, p. 13

The March 2005 paper to the Minister of Educatimtuissed collaboration across
participating schools as being most effective whging the model of a “lead school”
(Ministry of Education, 2005a, p. 5) in which a noated school would manage the
partnership and share its more successful strategi@ practices with the other “partner
schools” (Ministry of Education, 2005a, p. 6). Tiheent behind the lead school model
was to ensure the spreading of school effectivetwesther less effective schools in the
system and to place responsibility for managingadenership on the lead school.

A paper addressed to the Minister of Education ay¥005 entitled “Revised
Submission: Extending High Standards in Schoolsr@mmal Policy” stated that the
EHSAS project would provide researchers and pahekers “with an opportunity to
work alongside practitioners to further investigatel report on the best means for
supporting improved outcomes for the schooling@&¢Ministry of Education, 2005b,
p. 2). The paper provided an initial framework ttois to happen through a small
project team with a project manager who would imp@at a “strong support structure”
(Ministry of Education, 2005b, p. 3) for participag clusters that would ensure first
that the cluster learning was shared with the esithool sector, and second that
clusters would be provided with tools and evidetacsupport their collaboration. It
was also intended that the cluster learning woeddifinto a research and evaluation
component for the initiative and a scoping proceas to take place for this before the

launch of the project in February 2006.



The March 2005 paper to the Minister of Educateienred to “international evidence
about system transformation” (Ministry of Educati@005a, p. 4). The paper briefly
noted some similar projects operating in the UnKetgdom and Australia that had
been designed to promote innovation and the tran§towledge between schodls.
Relevant research by David Hargreaves, and Timgerte/ork on professional
learning communities” (p. 4yere referred to briefly in the paper, and thedass
learned from Ministry funded Schooling Improvemelutsters and Information,
Communications Technology Professional Developr{i€it PD) clusters were
mentioned but not described in any defailhe practices associated with an
“Assessment for Learning” approach, and the “ATe&eaarch project” (p. 13) were
emphasised as having made significant improvemerssident achievement levels.

A Ministry of Education paper entitled “Cabinet RglCommittee: Minute of Decision:
Extending High Standards in Schools” (Ministry afu€ation, 2004) discussed a
“Funding Model” for the EHSAS project. It was int#ed that additional funding would
be provided to clusters as an “incentive for highfgrmance”. The paper stated that
the funding should be “equivalent to approximately per cent of...existing per-pupil
funding component and base funding component emtéht”, and that schools would
“not be constrained regarding the use of this &mttid funding” (pp. 6-7}.

2 These initiatives were the Leading Edge PartnprBhbgramme in the United Kingdom and the
Leading Schools Fund in Australia.

® The paper references Hargreaves as follaMarking Laterally: how innovation networks make an
education epidemiclnnovation Unit. DfES. 2004, but does not providéerence to Timperley’'s work.

“ Base funding and per pupil funding are componehtsschool’s operational funding. Operational
funding is “money a board of trustees receives ftbengovernment to implement the goals of a sckool’
charter and for the running of the school” Furtidormation about per-pupil funding and base fuidin
can be found at:
http://www.minedu.govt.nz/NZEducation/Educatione@s/Schools/SchoolOperations/Resourcing/Reso
urcingHandbook/Chapterl/OperationalGrantComponasps#base




From Policy to Implementation

The EHSAS project was implemented through an ansyalication process where the

Ministry of Education invited schools to apply tor] the project. Initially, there were

three phases to the application process. The ‘@ipeal Policy” paper (Ministry of

Education, 2005b) described these phases, as sisechbelow:

1.

Identification: Schools nhominate themselves, omamaminated by other
schools or stakeholders and are preliminarily assk®or eligibility to move
to the second phase of the process. Assessmemtecrequired the Ministry
to assess each school’s “professional capabilitgtegyic direction” and
governance and management capability, “includingrftial management”
(p. 5). Evidence of these criteria could be gaifnech Education Review
Office reports, Ministry of Education staff with &wledge of the school and
data held by the Ministry of Education.

Schools that passed stage one assessment weiswited to complete an
“expression of interest” as one school or as aguadschools, but in both
cases, they were required to have a plan for collon across nominated
schools. The expression of interest involved ‘iahee between using data
and narrative to identify a group of schools thethdnstrated high
performance across a range of indicators” (p.Té)ese indicators included
evidence that schools were using student informatglan teaching and
learning programmes, and that they could show irgirent in student
outcomes. They also had to provide evidence thett school was
committed to collaborating with other schools. Bxpression of interest
also had to provide a brief outline of the group@n, should they be

approved.

Shortlisted schools were then invited to submietaided “proposal” which
included the intended outcomes for their four ywaject, how their project
would extend school performance and how that cbaldhared across the
system, how they would collaborate with other s¢tficand how the funding

would be used.



Cluster files show that from 2006 the applicatioogess was refined from three stages

down to two stages. These were:

1. Submission of an expression of interest by intexkstusters of schools
(no individual schools could apply).

2. Shortlisted schools invited to submit a detaileopmsal
Cluster files contain evidence that personal suppas provided to
shortlisted clusters by the Ministry of Educatiarridg the writing of
proposals through e-mail correspondence and tetepballs to discuss

and critique the plans and the evidence.

At the same time, funding levels were reducedtierdecond round of applications.
While policy guidelines indicated that funding shibbe “equivalent to approximately
ten per cent of...existing per-pupil funding comeohand base funding component
entitlement” (Ministry of Education, 2004, p. Mfeérnal meeting minutes show that the
implementation team positioned the EHSAS projeatgs$ide Schooling Improvement
programmes, as recommended by the “Policy Framéwpagier (Ministry of

Education, 2005a). Funding provision was revigel@s$s than ten per cent of the above
mentioned funding components, based on what waskmo achieve positive shifts in
student achievement in Schooling Improvement prognas, while allowing a little

more funding for schools to “be creative in devatgpcutting edge, evidence-based

practice” (Ministry of Education, 2005a, p. 5).

The EHSAS Cluster Context

By February 2008 there were 87 EHSAS clusters addesv Zealand. Each cluster of
schools designed its own four year project throaiglapplication process. If
applications were approved, cluster representathas negotiated with the Ministry to
agree on an additional operational funding amodite funding was paid to one school
representing each of the 87 clusters in six-morddlyances.

EHSAS clusters started their four-year projecwiff¢rent times. There were three
application rounds that resulted in the clusters@phased in over three years. Each



round started at the beginning of each year fro8620 2008 (see Table 2). The 87

clusters were made up of 537 schools and rangsidenfrom two schools to 15

schools.
Table 2
EHSAS Clusters
Application | Start date Number of Number of schools
Round clusters involved
One April 2006 28 193
Two April 2007 28 171
Three February 2008 31 173

The Role of the Ministry of Education

In 2006, the Ministry of Education employed a Pcojdanager for the EHSAS project.
At the same time | was employed by the Ministryediication to assist the Project
Manager to implement the EHSAS project. My titlasiOperational Policy Adviser.
As a team, the Project Manager and | provided supp@chools involved from the
application process, to project planning, desigt iamplementation. We also
monitored the work of the clusters through vigispne calls, e-mails and the critique
of milestone reports. Prior to accepting applaagi | travelled around New Zealand
with the Project Manager to promote the EHSAS ptoged answer questions from
members of the sector who attended these publitimyee During the application
process | was a key point of contact for the ajpplis and | liaised with them by e-mail
and telephone to answer questions and assist witipleting forms. | then worked
closely with the Project Manager and a panel ofggsionals from within and outside
the Ministry of Education to assess each applioatiod then advise clusters of the
outcome. The professionals from outside the Mipist Education were school

principals nominated by representatives of teagh@ns and principals’ associations.

In 2006 the Project Manager role was filled by ianary school Principal who was
seconded into the Ministry of Education for 12 ni@nt In 2007 the Project Manager

role was taken up by a secondary school Principal emained in the position until



the EHSAS project ended. In 2008 a third positi@s created in the team and a Senior
Adviser was employed to assist with monitoring gnewing number of clusters

entering into the project.

In 2008 the Ministry of Education contracted Madenkins and Associates Limited to
scope and define an evaluation plan in order tesasthe feasibility of any future
evaluation of the EHSAS project. The resulting &ksability Assessment” indicated
that Ministry monitoring of the clusters was lighgflecting a “high trust model” (Ogier
and Sankar, 2008, p. 8). Monitoring by the Minisif Education included annual visits
to every cluster. Notes were made on a clusteafier the visit. | attended almost all
monitoring visits with at least one other colleadpoen the Ministry of Education
EHSAS team. My role was to ask questions relatdtie information that we had on

file about the cluster projects and take writtetes®f the cluster members’ responses.

The Focus on Student Achievement

Some EHSAS clusters had stated project outcomeésellased only indirectly to
improving student achievement through intermedaantgomes. For instance, some
intended outcomes stated a desire to improve st@hgagement, teacher practice, or
the use of “Key Competencies” as outlined’lre New Zealand Curriculu@inistry

of Education2007, p. 12). Other EHSAS clusters had projeatames that directly
related to improving student achievement. Forainsg, some outcomes stated a desire

to improve students’ reading and writing.

While every cluster had to include at least onénlugrforming school (a “lead” school
that had demonstrated success in improving leamuhgpmes for all students), EHSAS
cluster projects were diverse. All projects shahedsame broad purpose to link to
EHSAS policy outcomes, but each cluster had theliiy to choose a focus and
desired outcomes according to the preferencesadhools involved. For example,

Table 3 shows the stated outcomes from two diffeckrsters:



Table 3
EHSAS Cluster Outcomes

Cluster name & number/ type of

schools involved

Stated Outcomes from Proposal document

Central Region Special
Schools

This was a cluster of five Special Schools.
aim of the Cluster is to develop an expan
Level One curriculum framework with 3
emphasis on numeracy. This framework
enhance Level One and link with curre
assessment tools.

The Normal Schools

This was a cluster of 15 Nor8dlools. The
aim of the cluster is that all students will have
deeper understanding of each key competen
and how the key competency relates to their
achievement and daily lives.

The schools involved will investigate the impa
of their approaches to the implementation of
key competencies on student learning. (The)
will explore various methods of planning for,
and teaching the key competencies across
curriculum areas at a variety of levels in orde
to discover examples of practice that have
effective outcomes for students.)

Teachers will examine their practices in the
teaching of key competencies through the

The

ded
n
vill
2Nt

Act
the

curriculum content and context.

Note. From Ministry of Education. (2011, Janua?y. Round 1 Clusters [Document].
Retrieved from http://www.minedu.govt.nz/goto/exdemy

The Evaluability Assessment by Martin Jenkins aisdadkiates Limited described how

the EHSAS initiative operated at that time. Theort noted some key points about

how the initiative had been implemented and howad evolved over time:

The practice shared has not always been ‘provetgsted within the lead

school. The practice may be innovative but ydig¢evidenced as ‘good’
through the EHSAS project. This challenges theafling principles of EHSAS

as an initiative that extends high standadsss schools.

Clusters appear to have assumed a role as developgractice...This

signals a shift in the role of clusters from shaexisting knowledge to

collectively creatingknowledge.
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Initially EHSAS was structured around a lead scrsbalring their
experiences with a cluster of schools. That isvWledge is transferred from
one school to many schools. However, in realitg, Ministry has formed the
view that no one school is an ‘expert,” and thhsethools in the cluster have a
range of expertise/experience that can be shdtedd schools] no longer have

the role of leadingther schools. (Ogier and Sankar, 2008, p. 9)

The Evaluability Assessment report also noted dfleving in relation to the focus on

student achievement:

Whilst the intention of EHSAS is to fund practitet has a demonstrable
impact on student outcomes, the link between thetjge being implemented in
EHSAS and student outcomes is not always explitident data has been used
as a ‘general indicator of health’, rather thardewce of effectiveness of
practice. This means that there is not enougheexe to show that the practice
being shared...has an impact on student achieveréetrefore the link

between good practice and student outcomes is W@gler and Sankar, 2008,

p. 12)

My interest in the effectiveness or otherwise @&f tollaborative practices used by
EHSAS clusters is driven by my previous role asomitoring and support person for
the EHSAS clusters. | held this role while clusterere implementing their four year
plans to ensure that they were reaching their degdroutcomes. In supporting the
clusters | located relevant research and resoafo@st collaboration that clusters could
access through a “Virtual Learning Network” tharéated as a way to connect the
EHSAS cluster members with one another in an oritinem? | also took the lead role
in organising face to face meetings with clustenrbers in the four regions (centred at
Auckland, Hamilton, Wellington and Christchurch)deannual conferences in
Wellington for representatives from all clustersattend. This involved arranging
appropriate keynote speakers and workshops baste: areeds of the clusters

attending.

®> More information can be found about Virtual LeagiNetworks at http://www.vin.school.nz
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Research Questions

Throughout my involvement in the EHSAS projectethme curious about the
effectiveness of the collaborative practices edgster was using and was interested in
knowing how and why each cluster chose to workttogre As the Ministry of
Education was not closely monitoring the clusteivdees, it was difficult to find out
about these things and | therefore decided to dpwelsearch questions in relation to

them.

My overall research question is:
What collaborative practices were used by the gpgints in the EHSAS clusters?

Sub-questions are:
a. Do the research participants perceive the colldlveraractices that they used
as making a difference to student achievement?
b. What do the participants perceive as the benaiidianitations of collaborative
practice?
c. How consistent are participants’ perceptions wagearch findings in the field?

In keeping with my interest in the effectivenes&£bfSAS clusters, and to ensure that
the scope of this study is manageable, my resdaccises specifically on the first and
third anticipated outcomes in Table 1: “Improveddgint outcomes, through sharing
best practice” and “Strengthened professional lagroommunities and increased
collaboration”. An initial consideration of the @HSAS projects’ monitoring and
reporting information, and project outcomes heldil@s at the Ministry of Education
indicated that a focus on the two selected areaddymrovide a rich source of data for
analysis. Cluster milestone reports on studerdaraes, also held by the Ministry of
Education, provided a further source of data. Haxet was not possible to collect,
collate and compare data about student outcomessatire clusters in the time
available, due to the varied project foci and thfeent assessment practices and tools

used among clusters.
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| therefore investigated the perceptions of thoselved in the EHSAS project and any
evidence they had as to whether or not their cotiaive practices made a difference to
student outcomes. Because | was not asking ftrdudata that could have been seen
by cluster members as additional monitoring foroatability purposes, | avoided
conflict of interest between my role as a monitgramd support person, and my role as
a researcher. It was particularly important tesemssitive to any perceptions about
additional monitoring through this research asjdn after the unexpected cancellation
of the EHSAS project in the National GovernmenBsitiget 2009” announcements.

Research Methodology

The research questions focus on the reports aemerns of people who were
participating in the EHSAS clusters. Thereforaualijative paradigm underpins the
data collection and analysis in this study, allagyvam overall understanding of the
social behaviours being investigated. Quantitagévielence would not have provided
the understanding of perceptions about social hebathat | was looking for.
Furthermore, the evidence available within EHSA®Ers on the actual effects of
collaborative practice on student achievement coatchave been measured. There
were also issues with the reliability and validfythe achievement data collected
within the clusters because of the lack of baselata or a comparison cohort of
students within clusters, and the lack of constshéed comparable data available across
clusters. Moreover, cause and effect relationsbgtaeen collaborative practices and
student achievement were too difficult to measwangtatively in the time that | had
due to the complex nature and varied settings aindtares of each cluster.

Grounded Theory is the chosen methodology forghidy as it can be used to
investigate qualitative evidence. It does not &esypothesis but instead allows the
researcher to discover what theory accounts fositlhation being researched. The
main aim of Grounded Theory method is to understhadesearch situation. It is well
suited to investigating experiences through theafiseterviews and document analysis
as Suddaby (2006) suggests in pointing out thedkésrences between Grounded
Theory and Phenomenological approaches:
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Although grounded theory retains some sympathypf@nomenological
assumptions and techniques, researchers usingdgduheory are less focused
on subjective experiences of individual actorsgeeand are instead more
attentive to how such subjective experiences caabb&racted into theoretical

statements about causal relations between ac8uddaby, 2006, p. 635)

The Grounded Theory that emerges from the dataeithutlined in Chapter 4: Results
and refined in Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclsiehich will also consider
implications for future collaborative work in Nevedland schools. This chapter will
also take account of key research and literatureotiaborative practices in educational

settings and build these into the final Groundedori.

Grounded Theory method emphasises the qualitatfeennation found, rather than the
specific methods that are used to find it. Dataysis occurs throughout the data
collection process in an iterative way that allds theory to emerge gradually. The
data analysed in this study came from interviewdcaipts, cluster milestone reports
and monitoring notes by the Ministry of Educatiorhe full process used for data

collection and analysis is outlined in Chapter Ztivbdology.

Research Participants

The patrticipants in this research project come ftorae EHSAS clusters. They include
two teachers from each cluster who have been nutlseifivolved in the project, plus
one key leader in each learning community (usualbyincipal or a facilitator) who has
been involved from the design stage of the proj@tius, there is a total of nine
research participants. The selection processtosglibose the clusters themselves are

described in more detail in Chapter Three.
Organisation of the Thesis
This thesis is organised into five parts. The robwpter locates the EHSAS project in

national and international contexts by providingaew of the literature about

collaboration within and between schools. It owg# the purpose of collaboration in

14



educational settings and then differentiates batvesiective and ineffective

collaborative practices.

Chapter 3: Methodology provides an overview of Giied Theory methodology used
to explore the research questions and Chaptergul®Rerovides the results of my
analysis of the data, ending with a Grounded Th#wat/represents the experiences and

perceptions of the EHSAS cluster members who ppatied in the research.

Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions refines &aualiglses the Grounded Theory that
emerged from the data. It compares the perceptindsexperiences of the research
participants with relevant literature in order ®vdlop an understanding of the links
between these. Finally, the implications of suckd are discussed, recommendations
for further research are made, and propositioraafleal model for future cluster work

are stated.
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Chapter 2

Literature Review

In order to investigate collaborative practice lusters, it is necessary to review
previous key research and literature about colkimor between adults in educational
settings. This can then be taken into account vdmssussing the implications of the
Grounded Theory in Chapter 5: Discussion and Camuhs. This chapter draws from
relevant theories and research in national andnatenal educational settings in order
to provide an overview of how collaboration is emtly defined and practiced, whether
effectively or ineffectively. Two purposes for @doration are commonly referred to
in the literature. The first purpose is for schdeacher and student learning and
improvement and the second is to reach common .gddlese purposes are discussed
in this chapter, and then effective collaborativacgices are distinguished from those

that are ineffective with a particular focus on nayang outcomes for students.

Collaboration: Competing Terminology and Definitions

The literature about collaboration in educatioretisgs does not offer one clear
description of what it constitutes. De Lima (200discusses the lack of clear
description and the disparities between researatiees they use terms like
“collaboration”, “collegiality” and “co-operation(p. 99). In highlighting the disparities
between researchers, De Lima describes how sorearobers believe that cooperation
is a “key component of the concept of collabordtign 99), while others believe that
“collaboration is more than mere cooperation” ocasnpletely distinct from
cooperation (p. 99). De Lima refers to Little’®8) argument that collegiality is
collaboration that is “basically occasional, megitess, and lacking in rigour” (pp. 98-
99). Hall and Wallace (1993) see collegiality asbaboration between equals while
Hargreaves (1995) states that collegiality is ffam being a synonym of
collaboration” (p. 32). Hynds (2007) has also dssed “competing definitions” (p. 11)
used for collaborative work. She has noticed afigsing array of terms” (p. 12) used
for collaboration and has noted that some desonptfocus on collaboration as a

concept “with different interacting dimensions evéls” (p. 11), while other
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descriptions emphasise the need to consider theemdes of social context, such as

existing relationships and cultures in a group.

Different terminology, definitions and descriptionfscollaboration not only occur
between researchers, but also within single pietessearch. For example,
Wohistetter, Malloy, Chau and Polhemus (2003) hsentords “networks” “clusters”
and “collaboratives” synonymously in one articledscribe schools learning from and
supporting one another through sharing “ideas, mepees and strategies” to achieve
outcomes (p. 402). Like De Lima (2001), Toole &sdshore Louis (2002) believe that
varying terminology is confusing. They provide tb#owing illustration of this and

identify the terms commonly used and their sources:

Adding to the confusion, researchers use a vaoetgrms to describe how to
organize schools for teacher learning: collegigiggrth, 1990; Little, 1982,
1990; Sergiovanni, 1994) collaboration (Nias etE#89; Rosenholtz, 1991,
Zellermayer, 1997), professional community (Loui¥K&iuse, 1995; McLaughlin
& Talbert, 2001), discourse communities (Putnamdk®, 2000), teacher
networks (Lieberman, 2000), professional learnioignounity (Hall & Hord,
2001); democratic communities (Kahne, 1994), amdals that learn
(Leithwood, 2000; Senge, Cambron-McCabe, Lucastt§mutton, & Kleiner,
2000). (p. 247)

Overall, therefore the lack of clarity about whali@boration actually is appears to be
largely due to competing terminology and descripgioHowever, it may be possible to
gain some clarity through focussing first on thegmses of collaborative practices, and
second on what is and is not effective about thetpres used when groups of schools
work together. There is some commonality acrogsriany definitions in the literature
which builds a picture of effective and ineffectis@laboration in educational settings.
An understanding of these common themes and a fmtpsirposes and practices,
allows for sense to be made of the competing id8a&fore describing practices, it is
first important to gain an understanding of thedorpurposes for collaboration in
education settings. Effective and ineffective picas can then be clearly linked to

those purposes which are relevant to this study.
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The Purposes for Collaboration

Two broad purposes for effective collaborationraferred to across the literature that
was reviewed. They are first, for teachers andesits to learn and improve (Annan,
2007; Katz, Earl and Jaafar, 2009; Timperley and, R@10; and Timperley, Wilson,
Barrar and Fung, 2007), and second for those wgrtigether to reach a common goal
(Head, 2003; Katz et al.; Timperley, McNaughtoni, Eeohepa, Parr and Dingle, 2009;
and Wenger, 1998). These purposes are intercagthecthat an effective collaborative
group does not only have common goals, but alseseakanges to current processes
and practices related to teaching and learningderao improve. Making changes to
processes and practice for improvement will noadeffective without the group
working towards a common goal. The literature thaiports these ideas is outlined in

more detail below under the two broad purposes.

Collaboration for learning and improvement.

Collaborative practice for the purpose of learrémgl improvement at the school,
teacher and student level is highlighted by sevar#ie studies reviewed. Katz et al.
(2009) researched the way professional learninghwonities work in educational
contexts to find out what should be emphasisedderdor these groups to be
successful and productive. They focussed on 1E5@fish schools (132 networks)
taking part in a programme called “Networked Leagh€Communities” (NLCs
programme) (p. 4). The findings presented thefkajures of effective learning

communities and how they worked in practice.

Katz et al. (2009) devised a “theory of action”20) based on the most effective
professional learning communities in the NLCs paogme (those that improved
student outcomes). The theory of action includaegal key practices that enabled
teacher learning, and change in teacher pracficeording to Katz et al. the most
effective learning communities demonstrated thatmthanges occur in thinking and
practice after teacher learning takes place adatitjges improve and lead to
improvement in “student learning, engagement, aredesss” (2009, p. 20).
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The overall emphasis in the data that Katz e2&l09) collected about school practices
and shifts in student achievement therefore supmmitaborative practice that enables
focused professional learning and thus improvedesttioutcomes. EHSAS clusters
were required through their contracts with the Igliry of Education to meet similar
goals: to improve teacher quality and student augduring their four year projects.
Although it was difficult for EHSAS cluster membegslink their collaborative
practices to raised student achievement, Katz ébakd their theory of action on
evidence that when networked schools worked togetihere was an impact on student
learning. They noted in an earlier article relatethe same research that associations
found between networks and student outcomes sughasiconnection between the
participation in a network and improvements in pagainment” (Earl, Katz, Elgie,
Jaafar and Foster, 2006, p. 8). Therefore, thénignof collaborative practices to
student outcomes is a useful way to assess thectropaollaborative projects between

schools.

Annan’s (2007) investigation into the seven mostesssful national and international
examples of school improvement referred to twadtiites in New Zealand, one of
which was a Schooling Improvement cluster workimgether to improve academic
achievement for disadvantaged studé&nfhrough critical analysis of the development
and implementation practices of the seven initegtiand their effectiveness, Annan
developed a theory about how they acceleratedifepamd improved student
achievement. Like Katz et al. (2009), Annan atsmubsed on schools that were

collaborating to improve teacher quality and studencomes.

The New Zealand Schooling Improvement cluster imauis (2007) study
demonstrated non-hierarchical learning connecti@t@een the participants. Annan
termed these “horizontal learning connections”1@4). In this case researchers,
government officials, professional development pteks and national policy makers
developed knowledge with, rather than for schoatptioners as part of a community
of practice. “Lead practitioners” (p. 164) devetdthese learning connections with

other practitioners in the cluster schools and “ensare that the knowledge and

® The seven most successful initiatives were seldicten the available literature about schooling
improvement at the time of Annan’s study. Annaadua criteria for effectiveness that allowed him to
locate evidence of gains in student achievemeeaah initiative and then rate each initiative aarg
either “strong”, “promising” or “insufficient” evidnce of effectiveness (Annan, 2007, p. 57).
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practices agreed to...were adopted and used bdbk individual schools” (Annan,
2007, pp. 164-165).

The other six national and international initiavdemonstrated strong “vertical
learning dimensions” (Annan, p. 140) which mearad thandates were driven by
national policies and independent researchers tharethey were driven by horizontal
learning connections. While all seven initiativesre effective, it may be that the
findings related to the New Zealand cluster areamelevant to the EHSAS context.
The revision of New Zealand’s Education Act in 12&Solved the responsibility for
governance and management of schools from a cé&wprtment of Education to
schools with Boards of Trustees. Since this edowcaeform in New Zealand, schools
have had far fewer external accountabilities plagaoh them by a bureaucracy when
compared with schools in other countries. It wilo be important to consider whether
or not both vertical and horizontal learning cortitets occurred in EHSAS clusters in

order to establish the degree to which the EHSA$ept was effective.

While Annan’s (2007) study is broader in scope ttis study (he investigated
collaboration across researchers, government alficprofessional providers and
school practitioners), his major findings do rdfethe practices and approaches used by
effective school practitioners in raising studesttiavement. Learning and
improvement were the key purposes in all of theatives, and all partners in the work
developed knowledge with each other. Annan’s amalyrovided a different view to
that of Katz et al. (2009), in that the practicesxcbnsidered were at both the
development and implementation phases of the clpstgects. Annan was therefore
able to clarify the roles involved in planning antblementing effective practices. For
example, what parties agreed to do in their schaatswhat they actually did could
potentially be two different things if checks werat in place to ensure that knowledge
and practices were actually used in schools.

With the same focus on the improvement of teachatige and student outcomes,
Timperley and Parr (2010) worked alongside theiiversity of Auckland and Ministry
of Education colleagues over the years to suppattimvestigate schools involved in
“development projects that were designed to impsiudents’ learning and

achievement” (p. 5). They then led a Ministry afu€ation funded research and
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development project that began in 2007. The ptoyes “designed to build evaluative
capability in schooling improvement across clustérschools in New Zealand” (p. 5).
Timperley, McNaughton, Lai, Hohepa, Parr and Din(@@10) explain that “evaluative
capability” is “the capability to evaluate the effiweness of particular activities in an
ongoing way” (p. 31) and that it requires schoolsige evidence during teaching and
learning so that practitioners and leaders in sishcen engage in inquiry and
knowledge building cycles. Unlike Annan (2007),ondelected only the effective
examples of New Zealand Schooling Improvement elssthe Timperley and Parr
team worked with all New Zealand schools that tpak in the Schooling Improvement

clusters.

The effective practices identified through thesearch allowed Timperley et al. (2010)
to emphasise the importance of self review prasticeschools and clusters. They built
on Annan’s (2007) work which kept the focus on ficas within the spaces of
development and implementation. They regardedaggplarly important the part of
the inquiry process that requires a group to cloecthe impact that their changed
practices are having. In this they contrasteddtrket al. (2009) who emphasised the
importance of the entire inquiry cycle. All threidies provide valuable information
on the key collaborative practices that are necgdsalearning and improvement in
schools. The timing of each study allowed eadbuitd on what had gone before, with
Timperley et al. (2010) honing in on an area ofipalar weakness in schools. That is,
evaluative capability and checking for the imp&etttchosen practices have had on

teacher practice and student achievement.

Like Annan (2007), Du Four (2007) discussed impletagon issues in building
professional learning communities in schools arplared that the main purpose of
such communities should be to have a positive itmgache learning of the students
and adults involved. He stated that a schoolithiatvolved in the change process of
becoming a professional learning community muselstaff that “focus on learning
rather than teaching, [on working] collaboratively matters related to learning” (p. 5),
and on aiming for continual improvement. While fiaore explicit, Du Four placed the
same emphasis as Annan on learning rather thahingacDu Four’s critical
examination of teaching and learning within themézg community context adds to

Annan’s findings. Both are relevant to EHSAS pics which were definitely focused
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on the learning of students and adults involvedweler, it is not so clear as to
whether or not they were explicitly engaged in arge process to become a

professional learning community.

In conducting their “realist synthesis” of interivaial and national evidence on how to
“promote teacher learning in ways that impact otc@mes” for students (p. xxiii),
Timperley, Wilson, Barrar and Fung (2007) identifteow and why participants in
different teacher professional learning and develeqt programmes achieved positive
outcomes for students. To do this, they identifedlies that had both successful and
less successful outcomes and compared these hyfydenand analysing
characteristics that were associated with succkesstoomes. Through their analyses,
Timperley et al. (2007) found that professional camities that provided
“opportunities for teachers to plan and negotiagerheaning of new knowledge and
skills” (p. 175) resulted in positive change indgnt outcomes. Further analysis by
Timperley et al. of how such opportunities occunregealed that the members of the
professional communities had to have an “unrelgnpireoccupation with teaching-
learning or teacher-learner connections” (2007,7%). By this, they meant that
changes in teacher practice must always be “refeckto their impact on students”
(2007, p. 175). Effective professional communitaesse found to promote learning for
both teachers and students (2007, pp. 202-203).

Other smaller or less recent studies also refegaiming and improvement as key
purposes of collaboration. In her study of schaaisersity partnerships, Hudson-Ross
(2001) discusses the need for contexts where grarpbers can confront limits to their
own knowledge, learn from common difficulties, daabe their beliefs and build on
their existing knowledge. Firestone and Penn@97) concluded from their case
studies of teacher networks that “capacity-buildiegworks contribute more directly to
teacher learning, motivation, and empowerment thapolicy-supporting networks”

(p. 263). Wenger (1998) developed a “social thedgarning” (p. 3) based on many
years of experience and anthropological researahftarent “communities of practice”
in California. His description of communities abptice places learning at the centre
through claims that communities of practice are“fiievileged locus” (p. 214) for the
acquisition and creation of knowledge. In his exalion of research and theory about

collaboration, Head (2003) discusses “effectivéatmration for learners and
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professionals in communities of support, practice l@arning” (p. 47). He argues that
effective collaboration is for several purposesjuding the purpose of supporting the
learning of all students. Thus all these earliedies have commonalities with the key
studies | have previously considered. The prastattached to their findings are
discussed later in this chapter in the sectiortledtiEffective and Ineffective

Collaborative Practices”.

Another less recent study by Little (2002) focusaccollaboration for learning and
improvement and questioned how to measure the imayhkich professional
communities supply resources for teacher learnlitle suggests a framework that
exposes and then focuses on the improvement digeeacactice and that finally
establishes norms for effective professional irtigoas involving the “describing and
analyzing [of] the learning resources of selecteld/gies in everyday collaborative
work among teachers” (Little, p. 936). Using hespgosed framework to trace
evidence, Little believes that teacher learning la@lcome apparent. It is interesting
that Little’s focus is solely on collaboration fille purpose of teacher learning and
improvement, when others (as noted in this chapliscuss collaboration for the
learning and improvement of students, leaders,ofimer adults, as well as teachers.
This may be because Little has assumed the limk femcher improvement to improved
student achievement is obvious. Perhaps Littlerpised a focus on teacher learning
and improvement because at the time of her stu@@@2, other researchers such as
Hattie (2003) were discovering and presenting ficant patterns in educational
research indicating that outside the student’s alilities, including the expectations
and encouragement that come from a student’s hibisehe classroom teacher that has

the most impact on improving student achievement.

The literature on collaboration for learning angprmovement implies that to be
effective, the collaborative practices must resutthange across school and teacher
practices. Katz et al. (2009) note that such charogild result in “student learning,
engagement and success” (p. 20) if members ofitgaoommunities remained
focussed on change in thinking and practices. HWewd. ittle (2002) warns that
teachers in communities of practice cannot “singglyate change with improvement”
(p. 935) and therefore, evidence of improvemenaroa the group’s goal should be

gathered to inform next steps. Little’s stancaligned with inquiry based practices
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outlined earlier in this chapter and supported layzket al. In locating the collaborative
practices of EHSAS cluster members, it will be imgot to look change in school,

leader, and teacher practices whilst checking ¥ate:ce of improvement.

Collaboration to reach common goals.

Several studies show that reaching a common g@ekéey purpose for collaboration in
any setting, and that when combined with the pwemddearning and improvement, a

common goal will be reached if a group is involvedolving issues of mutual concern.

Katz et al. (2009) found that a successful netvadréchools had a “common needs-
based focus” (p. 34) which gave schools a reasoroti together. School networks
that had a common goal had to ensure that thevgaal'right for each school,
understood by all members, and shared amongsthio®ls” (p. 34). This
characteristic in the NLCs programmes consistaetylted in a positive impact on
classroom teacher practice and in turn, studenéaement. When considering the
practices associated with all of the purposes dtlaboration outlined in this review and
comparing them to EHSAS cluster members’ experigncaill discuss the

effectiveness of the EHSAS clusters’ practicestangveal potential implications.

Wenger (1998) also discusses common goals as agaifpr collaboration. In his
description of communities of practice he usegé¢he “joint enterprise” (p. 77).

Unlike Katz et al. (2009), he does not emphasisd gnterprise as being needs-based.
Instead he suggests that a community of practikepstogether if its members have a
common goal that is negotiated and agreed betwesan, tthat is defined by them, that
is a stated goal and that it “creates among ppéaits relations of mutual
accountability” (p. 78). Mutually accountable ta@aships are visible when
participants value certain practices, when thegutis what matters and what does not,
act according to spoken or unspoken rules or stdsgdand when they continually
check each other to ensure that these rules andastis are not violated. Wenger’'s
position is supported by Timperley et al. (2009)pvgwoint out that joint responsibility
enables a “collective belief that the community eahieve its desire outcomes” (p. 23).

However, Timperley et al. (2009) support inquirpegaches which are needs based.
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The lack of clarity in the literature about whatlaboration means makes it difficult for
schools to collaborate effectively. For exampbe, ¢ollaborative practices evident in
EHSAS clusters may vary depending on the literatfuaé cluster members chose to
engage with and then how they decided to implertieit projects. It will be
interesting to compare EHSAS leaders’ reportedtpesto Wenger’s identified
practices to see whether or not they set goalsabet needs based. As noted in
Chapter 1: Introduction, the Ministry of Educatiormovided EHSAS clusters with some
literature and resources about effective collabanahrough regular newsletter and
online communication (the EHSAS Wikispace). Clustalso attended workshops and
conferences once a year where Dr Brian Annan delivhis own theories of effective
collaboration which support the needs based theofidimperley et al. (2009). Annan
emphasised the importance of cluster’s engagirrgdaeper analysis of need when
determining goals but he also provided the clustgtts Wenger’s “Community of
Practice” theories and research through the samkesivops and conferences because he

believed the two sets of theories were compatible.

While Katz et al. (2009) and Wenger (1998) prowddéering information on the
practices required to negotiate a common goal aaasuster, Annan’s (2007)
viewpoint brings the two sets of information togath Annan discusses the necessity
for school leaders first to identify the problenthim their own schools and then to
“find a group of local schools to work with who flgd a common interest in solving a
particular part of the overall achievement probldm”185). This view is similar to the
needs-based goal setting proposed by Katz et mha’ goes on to discuss the
collaborative practices that the group of schoatptioners must use in order to be
effective at raising student achievement. Rathan focussing on locating and
maintaining a common goal, a cluster of schoolgating to Annan should come
together for a needs-based reason. Annan suppadsces that allow cluster members
to “critique and challenge]...Jeach others’ profesal decisions and actions” (p. 187).
In this case, the goal can change over time tosf@cuchanging needs. Both types of
goal setting are relevant to this study as the ESI$Foject included schools that came
together to address a common need, as well as tihaiseame together in order to
negotiate a project plan and common goals.
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Timperley et al. (2009) note that in addition tomfers of professional learning
communities working together towards a common gbaly should each have the goal
of trying to advance the others’ learning. Howeweemphasising the leader’s role in
setting and maintaining the focus in a professiaoahmunity, Robinson, Hohepa and
Lloyd (2009) add that student outcomes will not ioyg unless the focus is on
“improving student success” (p. 42). They statd the “collegial discussion of the
relationship between what is taught and what i@’ (p. 42) will further ensure this
focus. Both studies are based on evidence of whets to improve student outcomes,
so it is likely that members of a professional idag community must have two

specific goals; one to enhance each others’ legrauidl one to improve student success

in the same learning area.

Hudson-Ross (2001) found that effective collaboratequires group members to agree
on a clear focus and thus a common goal. It isageeement that is necessary for the
clarity of focus and eventual achievement of thalgéiead (2003) supports the need
for group consent but found that some collaboragnaips with a common purpose
were ineffective: “In reality they behave as indwals and only carry out the roles
expected of them” (p. 53). Head believes thatrdeoto move beyond this perspective,
individuals need to “gain a clear sense of purpeske group and their role in it” (p.

53). Inthat way, Head explains that the individuman have the opportunity to

understand the mutual benefits of working together.

So far, this literature review has discovered feateral researchers and theorists agree
that an effective collaborative group is one theg b clear purpose of learning and
improving to reach a common goal. It is agreedsxthe literature that learning and
improvement often requires change in existing frastin schools. To enable such
change, strategies should be adopted that inchedednsideration of cluster structures,
and inquiry and self review frameworks that expas@ent practices and their
problems. Ensuring that goals are needs-basedgreed upon across a cluster is
equally important. However, there are effectivd areffective practices associated
with collaboration for learning and improvementéach common goals. These are
discussed in the next section.
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Effective and Ineffective Collaborative Practices

According to research literature, there are pddicpractices that are required if a
collaborative group of schools is to succeed isingi student achievement. In this
section | outline those practices, as well as awive practices that will hinder a
group’s progress towards learning and improvingech a common goal. The
practices fall into two broad categories. Thesefiast, building skills and knowledge
and second, building relationships. | considehe#dhese separately and the
remainder of this section describes the key prestibat are aligned to the broad
purposes for effective collaboration, and the neagstension between the practices
used to build skills and knowledge, and to buildtienships. Finally in this section |
summarise in table form specific indicators of efifee and ineffective practices in

collaborating schools.

Building skills and knowledge.

Katz et al. (2009) discuss several practices tlatentollaborative groups effective,
developing their argument into a “theory of actigp”’ 19). Other researchers also refer
to these practices. They involve inquiry, leadgrsand capacity building so that
learning and improvement can occur for teachersstudents. Katz et al. define
inquiry as the “use of...reflection to think abeutere you are, where you are going,
and how you will get there” (p. 13). They go ordiscuss effective collaboration as
involving “interpretation and evaluation of prag&iqp. 13) which are themselves part
of the inquiry process and involve the questiorohgurrent practices, reflecting on
them and then seeking alternative solutions whexeevidence suggests that there is a
need to do so. If inquiry is demonstrated, membéescollaborative group will work
together “in order to investigate practices ancdirough posing more questions”
(Katz et al., 2009, p. 14) and in the process builld a better understanding of a

particular issue.

A detailed description of inquiry is providedfmactitioner Research for Educators: A
Guide to Improving Classrooms and SchdmtsRobinson and Lai (2006). They
discuss ways in which inquiry, or “the critical exmation of practice” can be

strengthened through the use of Problem Based Melbgy. Robinson’s Problem
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Based Methodology acknowledges the contextual ssetieollaboration and provides
solutions to working with disagreements over pasgiand problems, encouraging
inquiry into these problems to find solutions. Agding to Robinson and Lai, the use
of Problem Based Methodology allows issues of odritebe addressed, ideas to be
challenged and the effectiveness of the collabegatiork to be checked. These
practices seem to be important indicators for distabhg whether or not there were
inquiry based practices in EHSAS clusters. If spidttices did exist, then the cluster
leaders could be seen as having the knowledgeapabity to establish systems and

processes that address issues related to collatgpeaiross schools.

Issues of capability are addressed by TimperleyRard (2010) who expand on inquiry
based practices by explaining that evidence-infarmquiry for improving student
outcomes involves teachers who are “adaptive expdro retrieve, organise and apply
professional knowledge when old problems persisteov problems arise” (p. 14).
Inquiry-based practices are referred to by Timpealed Parr in this instance as
“evaluative capability” (p. 14), which includes tf@lowing activities linked to a cycle

of inquiry:

= Establishing which outcomes are sufficiently valliydthose involved to justify
the focus and effort;

= Identifying the information needed to work out htitwjudge progress towards
these outcomes;

= Developing a shared understanding of the conditibasmight be limiting
student learning and achievement;

= Making an informed selection and take courses tbat¢hat address these
conditions;

= Checking progress (both rate and level) towardv#heed outcomes and make
appropriate adjustments to relevant activities;

» Ensuring that all those who need to know can ansivegr questions with timely
and accessible information;

= Embedding these evaluative activities as a soe@lpactice for all participants

within the schooling improvement community. (20A015)
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Timperley et al. (2010) explain that evaluativeafaipty requires the identification of
desired outcomes for students, and “the type affmétion needed to work out how to
make judgements about attainment and progresS1{p. To demonstrate this, leaders
and practitioners in schools must also “developaed understanding of the conditions
that may be limiting professional and student legyn.engaging in further cycles of
inquiry” (p. 31). Timperley et al. (2010) develapgpecific indicators related to
evaluative capability that assist school leadedstaachers to locate their level of
competence when engaging in inquiry. While thedatbrs can be used within one
school to determine the ability of its teachers madlers, they are essentially measures
of the effective practice of schools working togetto learn and improve. Timperley,
McNaughton, Lai, Hohepa, Parr and Dingle (2009-po®d a position paper that
provided the basis for these indicators by desagilhe “optimal condition for

learning” (p. 22) in professional learning commigstand the need for strong content

and interpersonal interactions.

Timperley and Parr (2010) point out a weaknessio snquiry-based practices in that
the underlying concepts and thinking may not beeustdod by those trying to engage
in the practices. To address that weakness, tingjasise the use of evidence in
building evaluative capability in teachers and stheaders is fundamental. This
means that the collaborative group must continudilck that group members are
assessing their ability to engage in inquiry usmglence. To this end, Timperley et al.
(2010) developed a rubric with specific criteridizating several levels of evaluative
capability. This “continuum of development” (p.)38r school leaders and teachers
can be used to measure evaluative capability iardtdat proficiency improves over
time. This is a useful tool that could be appliedEHSAS clusters to check if inquiry

based practices were used.

Little (2002) argues that before you can build¢bpacity of teachers, you must apply a
framework that exposes their practices within th@unity of practice through
observation to “reveal how teachers differ on miadfeoractice” (p. 935). Little’s
argument therefore considers the type of evidena#t rralid and reliable. Little’s

claim that the best type of evidence is that wialbbws the practice to be observed is
ideal, but where this is not possible, teacherasdiessment using other types of

evidence such as students’ work samples may haetkicbest approach. Little warns
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against making the assumption that teacher chaagks fto improvement in student
outcomes. She thus agrees with other researdtarmtuiring into the evidence of

effectiveness is paramount.

Firestone and Pennell (1997) found that teachevar&s resulted in a greater focus on
building teacher capacity because there was nael@baong the teachers over state
policies and more focus on teachers’ learning ne®diile the EHSAS clusters were
operating in a “high trust” project (as discussadoage 8 in the Introduction chapter)
and were therefore unlikely to be debating stateies, they did have a focus on
building teacher capacity in their projects. Thagtices that Firestone and Pennell
associate with capacity-building networks will ledevant to this study. Those practices
include the need to ensure that a “mix of learr@rgeriences” (1997, p. 238) is created
for teachers that involves both a knowledge dejivagproach as well as a co-
constructing approach to knowledge-building forcteas. As Firestone and Pennel
state: “Knowledge delivery may help teachers dgvglmcedural knowledge, but
knowledge construction is more likely to effectiv@romote teachers’ conceptual
knowledge” (1997, p. 241).

In addition to Timperley and Parr’s (2010) findirgsout the building of evaluative
capability through engagement in inquiry-based fores, there are other practices that
build knowledge and skills in teachers that ardigpating in professional communities
(Timperley et al., 2007). By analysing the praesiacross several core studies that
impacted positively on student achievement, Tingeet al. (2007) found that teachers
were involved in negotiating the meaning of newwlsalge through using data that
indicated their progress towards desired goalsat @hta “comprised [indicators of]
desired teaching practices, indicators of relatigpswith students and achievement
outcomes” (p. 175). However, there also had ta eader present who could challenge
teachers about the meaning that they placed odatae Where teachers did not
reference their practices against outcomes foresiisg there was little improvement
either for them or for their students because tte/no reason to challenge or change
their current practices. However, Hudson-Ross @2@@ributes a lack of improvement
in collaborative groups to the presence of a ciintaat may be too “positive” where
members do not challenge each other and therafdieef entrench ineffective

practices that make them feel good (p. 443). dtlwaargued that in addition to the
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presence of a leader, both use of data and re&dijps have an impact on the

effectiveness of a collaborative group. HudsonsRmentification of practices that
build relationships is further discussed in thetrsection. The practices identified
across the studies outlined in this section supgorhquiry based approach where

teachers use evidence to understand their ownitganeeds and those of their students.

When new practices were introduced across a colive group, Timperley et al.
(2007) found that “professional learning commussiiiigd not always promote
professional learning...teachers can reject new jgescand support one another to
maintain the status quo.” (p. 151). Coburn (200d3trates the same point by
explaining her findings on why teachers may do. thihen both researchers’ findings
are considered together, it seems that teachersodlidave a shared understanding of
why they might take on any new practices. Theyeloee remained opposed to new
practices for philosophical reasons, or becausedbeld not see how they could
change their current approaches to accommodate tfiém illustrates how important it
Is to have a shared understanding of what thelzmiéive group is doing and why, and

ensure that all group members agree to the goathenapproaches for reaching it.

As discussed earlier, several researchers beliéeiee leadership is seen as an
important aspect of a collaborative group if itsibers are to learn and improve. Good
leaders demonstrate practices that build skillsgaod/ knowledge in others.

According to Katz et al. (2009) collaborative prees that enable leadership to develop
include the encouragement and motivation by “forleatiers” (p. 14) (for example,
principals) of others in the group. Leaders mist ahare their leadership role with
others and provide support so that capacity id blidwing the group’s goals to be
reached. Katz et al. believe that leadership shbeldistributed so that members of a
collaborative group who are not formal leaders sfaare their expertise and lead
particular parts of the project. When capacitigesng built in all members of the group,
they are examining their existing beliefs and @raling “what they do against new
ideas, new knowledge, new skills, and even newogisipns” (p. 15). While leadership
must be encouraged in others, the formal leadest atso continue to set and monitor
the agenda. Katz et al. explain that this meaaxddes ensure that the group correctly
identifies and maintains the goal until it is ac@bdished, thereby guaranteeing that

there are not too many goals at any one time.
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Annan’s (2007) findings about the effectivenesthaiizontal learning connections” (p.
164) (or non-hierarchical connections) supportgbsition of Katz et al. (2009). Non-
hierarchical leaders had a similar role in monitgrprogress towards accomplishing the
group’s goals. This involved ensuring that knowle@nd practices were adopted and
used. Annan found that learning communities demnatezl the following effective

collaborative practices:

They nurtured collegial learning and accountabaityong practitioners and
other groups involved in the initiatives. By cgjial | mean that they learnt
from one another and held each other to accouhbwita power relationship
giving one group the upper hand. They had timeytthings out and come
around to agreeing on the practices that they woaidmit to. (Annan, 2007, p.
165)

This indicates a need not only for clear leaderghgnsuring that goals are met, as
agreed by Annan (2007) and Katz et al. (2009) alsd for a type of collegial
leadership that focuses “directly on knowledge k@adning” leaving other necessary
leadership tasks such as “administration and lineagement responsibilities” (Annan,
2007, p. 164) to hierarchical teams or leadersbif®&on et al. (2009) discuss a type of
leadership in learning communities that appealseta blend of both hierarchical and
non-hierarchical practices. According to Robinsbal. the achievement of common
goals in learning communities is enabled when lesadave expectations that teachers
will help one another to do so (p. 124). This implthat the leaders had been
demonstrating hierarchical practices to place etgtens on their staff, while enabling
collegial relationships to develop. Teachers tima “the help of colleagues who
understood what they were up against and who @vedt succeeding” (p. 124).
Fullan and Hargreaves (1992) also support the nakiat leaders must enable collegial
relationships between teachers. They emphasidac¢hthat teachers should be

empowered by leaders to frame, understand and poddems collaboratively (p. 69).

However, Fullan and Hargreaves (1992) also warmagthe type of school leader that
manipulates a school culture and its teachersnéoom to his or her own vision. They

believe that this type of leadership suggests d &frhierarchy that is not useful and
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that can create “an ownership of the school whégherrsonal rather than collective,
imposed rather than earned and hierarchical rétlaerdemocratic” (1992, p. 119).
Fullan and Hargreaves have found that this tydeasfership can minimise learning for
leaders and can force teachers to conform to arvikiat may not match their own and
that may even be flawed. Therefore, they beligat in a collaborative culture leaders
must be “willing to share control, show vulneratyiliand look for ways to involve the
reticent or the opposed” (1992, p. 121). Accordméullan and Hargreaves, this
sharing of leadership does not mean that leadersaliboration “to steer one’s own
personal views” (1992, p. 122). Rather, it requimdeader to be an “interactive
professional [who] learns as well as leads thrazmlaboration” (1992, p. 122). While
Fullan and Hargreaves (1992) discuss collaboratighe school level, | suggest that it
may be equally applicable at the cluster level bsedhe same or similar structures are

present on a larger scale.

Head's (2003) work on collaboration focuses maonystudent learning, but also
addresses the need for “the roles of managerseactiérs [to] shift from positions of
authority to participants and learners in a culofrgnvestigation, experiment and
mutual sense-making” (p. 58). Ultimately, Headédads that collaboration should
benefit all participants and allow new knowledgd anderstanding to be created. To
overcome the problems of collaboration, Head prepdisat all collaborative groups
must operate as communities of support, of praetnceof learners. He explains that
collaboration can be problematic due to the comfxegertoire of skills” (p. 49)
needed by participants if they are to collaboréfiecavely. The three community types
that Head emphasises encourage the social aspéetsrong.

According to these findings, it is likely that angplimentary blend of both types of
leadership (hierarchical and non-hierarchical) wiaelsult in effective collaborative
practice in EHSAS clusters. Hierarchical and n@rdrchical practices both have their
strengths and weaknesses and these must be undefdeaders are to enable effective

collaboration between themselves and their teachers
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Building relationships.

According to the literature, relationships are imaot in collaborative work (Bryk,
2003; Katz et al.; Timperley et al., 2009; Timpgréand Parr, 2010; West-Burnham and
Otero, 2004; and Annan, 2007). Developing trughésprecursor to group members
fostering a shared understanding about why thewarking together, and then
agreeing to do so. Only then can they establisid gelationships in order to reach a

common goal.

The literature on collaboration commonly notes thany of the effective practices
discussed earlier in this chapter are not possititeout the presence of trust and
respect between those working together. For examaftier ten years of research which
examined relationships between teacher, princgradsstudents in more than 400
Chicago schools, Bryk (2003) confirmed that “redatl trust” is central to effective
education communities involved in reform. Bryk kips that relational trust is made
up of the actions taken by community members tagedhe sense of vulnerability that
is present between partners who are dependentearaiher to achieve desired
outcomes. These actions include “respectful exgbsihbetween group members,
“even when people disagree” (p. 41); “personal rdgbetween group members which
shows the “willingness of participants to extendntiselves beyond the formal
requirements of a job definition” (p. 42); actiomkich demonstrate competence of all
group members to produce the desired outcomeshahdhow personal integrity and a
“‘commitment to the education and welfare of chitdr@. 42). Such practices enable
“collective decision making with broad teacher bo¥{p. 43). Where relational trust
is present the perceived risk of change is redualémlying teachers to feel more

comfortable about taking part in reform.

Similarly, Katz et al. (2009) take the positionttbailding trust opens a “gateway” (p.
41) to effective collaboration. They also beli¢hat if it is to contribute to
improvement, this trust must be the professionag tyand not the personal type:
“Network members need to trust one another to tiedm do their professional best, not
to be the guardians of their closely held familgreés” (p. 41). To begin developing
this trust, Katz et al. note that “commonalitiegther than differences, lie at the root” (p.

41) of successful relationships, and that workoggther on a common goal enables
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trust to be built along the way. Therefore, relaships grow out of collaborative
activity. A balanced professional focus on relasioips as well as outcomes that are
related to teaching and learning is important,eathan having a “preoccupation with
relationships” themselves (p. 41). While the atghdo not discuss what a good balance
might look like, it may be that the type of balamequired depends on the people in the
cluster and what they are working on togethewilltbe important to consider
relationships in EHSAS clusters, and to checklierdonnections between these and
teaching and learning outcomes in their activitigsights may be gained from
participants about whether or not they thought thatbalance between the two was

appropriate.

Timperley et al. (2009) found through their resbasn New Zealand-based clusters of
schools that having role clarity about accountgbis “essential to high trust”, and that
trusting relationships must be “accompanied by-taskised challenges that disrupt
current routines and practices, and result in deomgething different” (p. 2) in order to
get improvement. One particular cluster membeolved in this research summarised
the relationship between trust and challenge, sgwiat “high trust” and “high
challenge” together can help a cluster to contma&ing progress in order to “achieve

the aim of improving student outcomes” (pp. 8-9)

Like Bryk (2003) and Katz et al. (2009), Timperletyal. (2009) do not emphasise
personal trust as being important. Instead thegusdis the ways in which professional
behaviours impact on the development of trust, $owon how trust must contribute to
the goals of the community. This study takes th&tmn that building professional
trust is important, and personal trust will noballa group to meet their goals. Bryk
also favoured “personal regard”, however this wasua having a personal style in a
professional sense, that encouraged openness Inegnmg members and a willingness
to “reach out to parents, teachers, and studepttd). Bryk’s definition of personal

regard is about making personal connections irogepsional world.

A preoccupation with relationships can be detriraktat a learning community. Katz et
al. (2009) highlighted their experiences of leagndommunities that ended up in
“activity traps” which “focus on the doing but na the outcomes” (p. 41) due to a

preoccupation with relationships which did not pess into deeper professionalism
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and effective collaboration. Keeping a focus aaghoup’s goals assisted learning
communities to avoid activity traps. Similarly,analysing the practices attached to
many different studies of professional communitigsperley et al. (2007) found that
certain qualities existed in professional commaesitf schools that successfully

L1}

promoted student learning. Of these qualitiesti@pants’ “mutual trust and respect”

(p. 203) was important. However, they also foumat ttrust, respect, and support may
be characteristics of the community...that remneefocus from teaching quality,

and/or justify continuing with practice that isdesffective than that being promoted by
the professional development” (p. 203). Therefins, essential when looking for
evidence of trust among EHSAS cluster membersl ttatsider whether the cluster

also experienced positive change towards reachigiggoals. The necessity for
personal regard within professional relationshipshalso be considered when looking
for EHSAS participants’ perceptions of the moseefiive balance between relationships

and teaching and learning.

Across the literature reviewed there is a commoeeagent that once trust is built
between members of a group they can then develajoreships that are important for
effective collaboration. These are relationshifzg are critical, challenging, and change
focused, and that foster role clarity and a shareterstanding about why the group

members are working together.

A key reason that schools collaborate is to shepertise. However, Timperley et al.
(2007) argue that while sharing expertise is imgoartn educational settings, this is not
sufficient in itself for raising student achieverheifheir view is that if schools are to
share expertise effectively, collaborating partmetst engage in “challenging
dialogue” (p. 203). This is dialogue in which edtars address problematic beliefs. If
it is challenging, participants will notice thaktlialogue contributes to learning
opportunities for teachers and ultimately, improsadient outcomes.

Like the studies analysed by Timperley et al. (90@nnan’s (2007) research stated
that challenge and critique are practices thatagwhn hand when it comes to schools
working together to reach common goals. Annanriess a specific type of practice
called “learning talk” that is useful for peoplegngage in when solving student

achievement problems. Learning talk involves teeglanalysing the impact of their
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practices, evaluating the outcomes of that anabsisdiscussing the changes required
to improve. Annan defines this using the termsatwincal talk, critical talk and
challenging talk” (p. 187). The critique and ckalje components of these practices
involve teachers locating evidence of student iegrand attributing it to their beliefs
and practices and then discussing, challengingchadging their current practices. In
particular, Annan emphasises learning talk as al ftw improving inquiry skills and
knowledge across a group of schools” (p. 187) anelsaential for enabling the

attainment of common goals.

Furthermore, Timperley et al. (2007) emphasisedleof external expertise, which

can assist in creating more challenging dialoguessca group. They found that “all
studies of professional communities that did nadle improved outcomes for students
lacked external input. In these studies, challseigeassumptions held by community
members typically did not happen” (p. 203). Exédmxpertise could involve input

from an expert leader “prepared to challenge thammgs that teachers attributed to the
data, along with their assumptions about teachragtjes, relationships, and/or
achievement”. According to Timperley et al. thisered that progress was being made
towards goals (2007, pp. 154, 175).

Katz et al. (2009) also support the presence @&xaernal person to critique and
challenge within a collaborative group. They beadi¢hat such a “critical friend” (p. 90)
can ensure that a learning community addressesepnalic beliefs in order to facilitate
change to reach goals. These critical friends Ishioel able to “facilitate reflection on
iIssues, ask questions, probe for justification evidence to support perceptions, and
help reformulate interpretations” (pp. 90-91). Hwer Katz et al. also warn that pre-
existing relationships between the critical frieml members of the learning
community can have an impact on the effectivenéfisedr role. For example, if the
critical friend is in a position of power, learnicgmmunity members may find it
difficult to open up their practices to scrutinjhe authors suggest that one way around
this issue is to raise it openly with the group amak towards an equal relationship
based on trust. Therefore, while Timperley e{2007) suggest that an expert leader
could take on this role, it is important to acknedde and address the issues that Katz
et al. have raised about the power that any leadgrhold so that they are able to take

on the critique and challenge role effectively.
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Bryk (2003) notes that principals can play a kdg o assisting school staff to work
towards an equal relationship based on trust. tatesthat “principals establish both
respect and personal regard when they acknowlddgeuinerabilities of others,
actively listen to their concerns, and eschew aatytactions” (p. 44). When principals
also make it clear that they are seeking to advaramenpelling school vision, they
become more effective at sustaining relationalt tbesause they are showing
“consistency between words and actions” (p. 44)ykBound that in difficult

situations, the principal had to establish persoegérd by reshaping the composition of
the school staff, bringing strong experts ontodtaéf who were able to uphold the
school vision and help build relational trust. féfere, while the presence of a critical
friend or external expertise is one effective wagupport critique and challenge in a
collaborative group, | suggest that Bryk purporta@e sustainable solution. He is
suggesting that building strong leadership capshii foster such strengths within a

school staff is effective in advancing school rafor

As building trust is the precursor to group memliessering a shared understanding,
relationships that foster trust are important. ldrubnd Hargreaves (1992) discuss the
problem of collaboration and point out that sonpesyof collaboration are best avoided
because they have limited positive impact on te@caed students. One type of
ineffective collaboration is termed “Balkanizatiofy. 71) which involves teachers
attaching their loyalties to “particular groupstioéir colleagues” (p. 72). These
attachments form cliques that allow teachers tgrfeent themselves in ways that are
detrimental to whole school development” (p. 72Zhey can lead to “poor continuity in
monitoring student progress and inconsistent eqpiects for [student] performance and
behaviour” (p. 72). Fullan and Hargreaves fourat #ome school leaders were able to
stop Balkanization by deliberately fostering the@elepment of relationships between
different teachers. This could occur through padowg opportunities for different
classrooms to work together across both studeisemtchers to create “more
understanding among teachers who normally reméatively isolated from one
another” (p. 73). Anything to bring about a clokaison between teachers who do not
normally work together can allow new relationshapsl understandings that break up

old cliques.
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De Lima (2001) is highly critical of teacher comnities unless the teachers use
conflict as a catalyst for school change and impnoent. School change in this case
relates to a focus on improved student learninfp@sey outcome. He believes that
most conceptions of teacher community are too fedws the “community” aspect that
values collegiality and friendship ties rather ticiallenge and conflict (p. 102). De
Lima’s argument is that with “cognitive conflictp(116) teacher collaboration can
enable school change. This conflict, accordinDed_ima, is “a necessary prerequisite
to commitment. In school communities without cantflcommitment turns easily into
compliance” (p. 117). While De Lima does not vasueh relationships between
teachers, other researchers emphasise the impeatieem. However, there are some
instances where De Lima is in agreement with ottsersh as Timperley, et al. (2010)
who value “high trust” as well as “high challendep. 40-45) if capability is to be

built. De Lima’s negative view on collaborationeducational settings highlights
examples of ineffective practice that can be usatidcuss the effectiveness or

otherwise of EHSAS cluster members’ experiences.

The tension between building skills and knowledgeral building

relationships in collaborative work.

The literature strongly suggests that the presehtest and respect enables effective
collaboration, but conversely that some effectivkbaborative practices enable trusting
and respectful relationships. As trust grows betweluster members, the sharing of
challenges, expertise and ideas may also incré&gbinson and Lai (2006) emphasise
the inevitability of “disagreements over practieesl problems...in healthy learning
communities” and that therefore there is alwaysigao be tension between building
skills and knowledge, and creating trust in a grqupl99). They note that there is a
tension between developing trust, and maintainitfeyel of debate that leads to

knowledge growth:

Since disagreements over practices and problemsevriable in healthy
learning communities, there needs to be a wayractpioners to ensure their
disagreements do not damage the trust neededatalisstand sustain a learning
community. (2006, p. 199)

39



Robinson and Lai (2006) suggest that the tensiarbeadealt with in two ways. First,
conceptualising disagreements as “theory competitielps to depersonalise
disagreements. This involves checking the accuaadyeffectiveness of all competing
theories in a group using the same agreed evatuatiteria, thereby enabling the group
to test all ideas and theories before decidingttegeon what steps to take next.
Second, tension can be dealt with by having “lesgmionversations” that enable the
recognition of differences. These require groupniners to use strict rules during
discussions in order to explore differences anfthtbcommon ground (2006, p. 199).
These two practices ensure that barriers to growmogvledge as a group are overcome
and respect is fostered. Hudson-Ross (2001) painthat respect is about heightening
the “standards and expectations group membersftwotthe another and for new
mentors they invite in.” (p. 443). Again, thesagiices link back to developing a

culture of inquiry so that a critical examinatioinppactice can take place.

Fullan and Hargreaves (1992) warn that some calédive cultures in and across
schools remain at a “comfortable” level where ggvints avoid the necessary tension
discussed above. If teachers do not have opptigsiido observe one another’s work
and to “inquire into and advise one another abloeit practice” (p. 74), the more
difficult and necessary questions about their waotl how to improve are not asked.
Fullan and Hargreaves describe this less effeativmfortable collaboration as staying
at an unchallenging level and as involving practisech as “advice-giving, trick-
trading and material-sharing” (p. 75). Fullan &fafgreaves point out that to avoid a
lack of positive tension between building relatioips and skills and knowledge, it is
important to value the fact that collaboration a¢ always easy. They found that
“searching discussions and joint work which migkp@se disagreements” (p. 76) will
push collaborative groups past “cosy relationshipgiards “more challenging

processes of inquiry” (p. 76).

Indicators of effective and ineffective practicesn collaborating schools.

This review of the literature has considered catakion for the purposes of learning
and improvement to reach a common goal. The rodelwol leaders in enabling
teacher change is an important consideration whiaborating for these purposes, as

is the presence of inquiry-based practices. Tabkmsd 5 below provide lists that
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summarise the practices discussed throughout llaigter that can contribute to both
effective and ineffective collaboration. This pid®s a succinct reference point for
readers and can also guide later discussion ofipeadhat emerge from data collection
and analysis in this study.

Table 4
A Summary of Effective Practices from the Literatabout Collaborating Schools

Effective Collaboration to Build Skills and Knowledge Involves...

Focussed teacher learning.

Horizontal learning connections (the developmerkrafwledgewith school
practitioners rather than for them).

Checking to ensure that agreed knowledge and pescéire actually used in schools.

Using evidence during teaching and learning by gimgain inquiry and knowledge
building cycles.

Staff focussed on learning rather than teaching.

Opportunities provided for teachers to plan anditiate the meaning of new
knowledge and skills.

Having an unrelenting preoccupation with teachie@rhing or teacher-learner
connections (teacher practice is referenced to ¢éinpa students).

Contexts where group members can confront limithédr own knowledge, learn from
common difficulties and challenge their beliefs.

Capacity-building networks.

Use of a framework that exposes and then focus@smmvement of teacher practice
and establishes norms for professional interactions

Members of learning communities remain focussegasitive change in thinking and
practices.

Schools having a common needs-based focus.

Having a joint enterprise that is negotiated aneag between members, that is defined
by them, that is a stated goal and that enablesahatcountability for outcomes.

Valuing as important certain practices, discussvhgt matters and what does not.
Showing any action or practice that makes it cleat the group follows spoken or
unspoken rules or standards.
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Continually checking each other to ensure thatsraled standards are not violated.
A collective belief that the community can achiégedesire outcomes.

Leaders who first identify the problem within thewn schools and then find a group
local schools to work with who have a common irgene solving a particular part of
the overall achievement problem.

Every member having the goal of trying to advaniters’ learning.

A leader who sets and maintains the focus on “impgstudent success”.

Group members have a clear sense of purpose grokg and their roles in it.

Allowing issues of context to be addressed, idedsetchallenged and the effectivene
of the collaborative work to be checked (probleralgsis).

Strong content being learnt and discussed whicise$ul to improve student outcomes

Strong interpersonal interactions allowing commumembers to learn from each
other.

No debate among the teachers over state polictesane focus on teachers’ learning
needs.

A “mix of learning experiences” (p. 238) is creafedteachers that involves both a
knowledge delivery approach as well as a co-coasirg approach to knowledge-
building for teachers.

Teachers are involved in negotiating the meaningesf knowledge through using dat
that indicates their progress towards desired goals

A leader who can challenge teachers about the heyinhterpret data.

A shared understanding of what the collaborativigris doing and why.

The encouragement and motivation of others by “Grieaders” in the group. These
leaders must also share their leadership role etiters and provide support so that
capacity is built in others in the group in ardaa till allow the group’s goals to be
reached.

Formal leaders who hold the role of setting and itoang the agenda.

Teachers have time to try things out and come aréoiagreeing on the practices that
they will commit to.

Leaders who are willing to show vulnerability, dodk for ways to involve the reticen
or the opposed.

Managers and teachers who are participants anaelesin a culture of investigation,

of

D.

a

[
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experiment and mutual sense-making.

Effective Collaboration to Build Relationships Invdves...

Building relational trust (respectful exchangesmEn group members, even when
people disagree.

Achieving personal regard between group membershwdtiows the willingness of
participants to extend themselves beyond the foraetalirements of a job definition.
Trust based on professional ties, not personal.ones

A balanced professional focus on relationships el ag outcomes that are related to
teaching and learning.

All members have clarity about their roles in agaability for cluster outcomes.

Task-focused challenges that disrupt current restand practices, and result in doing
something different.

Sharing expertise with challenging dialogue — @rajke and critique or learning talk.

The presence of an external person to supportjgetand challenge within the
collaborative group

Principals that establish both respect and persegalrd among group members.

Leaders deliberately fostering the developmenelationships between different
teachers.

Teachers using conflict as a catalyst for positivenge and improvement.

Fostering the presence of tension between buildusy, and maintaining a level of
debate that leads to knowledge growth.

Learning conversations that require group memizeus¢ strict rules during discussio
in order to explore differences and to find commyoound.

All group members valuing the fact that collabaratis not always easy.

Table 5
A Summary of Ineffective Practices from the Litemratabout Collaborating Schools

Collaboration that does not Build Skills and Knowlalge Involves...

Failing to ensure that the underlying conceptstaiking in inquiry based practices are
understood by those trying to engage in those igexct

Making the assumption that teacher change leamspgmvement in student outcomes
without checking for evidence.

Using teacher self-assessments as the only indichsuccessful change in teacher
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practice.
Teachers not referencing their practices againsboues for students.

The presence of a climate that may be too “positneere members do not challenge
each other.

No shared understanding among teachers about wlgyntight take on any new
practices.

A school leader that manipulates a school cultackits teachers to conform to his or
her own vision.
No opportunities for teachers to observe one amsthrk and to inquire into and

advise one another about their practice.

Staying at an unchallenging level. For exampl&gipractices such as advice-giving
trick-trading and material-sharing.

Collaboration that does not Build Relationships inwlves...

Trust of the professional type, not the personaéty
Having a preoccupation with relationships.
Sharing expertise without challenging dialogue.

Having a critical friend with pre-existing relatisimps in the group or who is also in a
position of power.

Teachers attaching their loyalties to cliques #ilatw them to segment themselves in
ways that are detrimental to whole school develogme

Valuing collegiality and friendship over challenged conflict.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

In investigating EHSAS clusters, | aimed to devedopunderstanding of the
collaborative practices from the perspectives efatiult participants. This chapter
explains the methods used to collect and analyse dad to generate a substantive
Grounded Theory within the research context. Hin& qualitative paradigm used to
guide the methodology is described. Second thaaededf building a Grounded Theory
is explained. Third, the research questions aveiged and discussed. Fourth, data
collection methods are outlined. Fifth, the datalgsis using the Grounded Theory
method is described and explained. Finally, theptdr discusses how the data has been
presented in this thesis. Ethical consideratioasdegscussed in terms of the need to
mitigate personal bias as it related to my rola awil servant, and someone who was

involved in monitoring the implementation of the &AS project.

Qualitative Paradigm

This study investigated perspectives on the s@eedtice of collaboration, hence a
qualitative rather than quantitative paradigm wasrapriate. A qualitative paradigm
allows for inductive and deductive inquiry, whictiedoth seen as “necessary to the
investigation of meaning” (Northcutt and McCoy, 200. 16). Therefore an emphasis
is placed on the meaning that participants makbef social behaviours and on
processes rather than actual outcomes. Indudi@mnsainformation to emerge from the
data and the movement from detail in the datartmee conceptual level. Deduction
allows the researcher then to look to the resd#sshture for information that supports

the emergent theory.

The Grounded Theory Method

To develop an understanding of collaborative pcacticross schools in the New
Zealand context, Grounded Theory method was choskis method allows the
researcher to discover a substantive theory “baseattual data gathered through

qualitative research” (Corbin and Holt, 2005, p) 49d guides the analysis of interview
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and document data. Grounded Theory method is ti@a@y in itself. Theory is
discovered from the data, as was intended by tineders of the method, Barney Glaser
and Anselm Strauss (1967). The Grounded Theorfiadadoes not test a hypothesis.
Instead it sets out to find what theory accountgte research situation as it is. In this
respect it is like action research: the aim isrtdarstand the research situation. Given
that | could not observe the collaborative practicg-hand, this particular method is
appropriate for investigating the research questiorthis study. Rather than relying on
my own previous knowledge about collaborative pcacbdr preconceived ideas about

the clusters, | needed to rely on the reported epees of the participants in my study.

In using Grounded Theory method the researchedaymieconceived ideas as these
may negatively influence the interpretation of daltastead, the researcher asserts that
for a truer picture of what actually is the cabe, theory should evolve from the data
itself. While Glaser and Strauss’ (1967) origitiaire” Grounded Theory method
required the researcher to avoid engagement wetature, research or other prior
knowledge on the research topic, later versiorte®@imethod recognise that often
researchers have already engaged with their réségpic before undertaking data
collection. A researcher will often choose an doemvestigate due to prior interest, or
work related engagement in that area. In additionjersities often require a thesis
student to conduct a literature review of the &odae researched during the proposal
submission stage. For these reasons, this stlidywolater versions of the Grounded
Theory method that allow for deductive processes s13 engagement with literature to
occur. Current Grounded Theorists recognise anénstand that contextual issues can
impact on inductive inquiry. For example, Dey (29Points out that a researcher can
be familiar with many different theories before dmping a theory from his/her current
research. The key to ensuring that the Groundedrjfmethod of analysis is truly
underpinning the emerging theory is in “refusingtwilege any one theoretical
perspective in advance of the ideas generatedebgnigdence itself” (pp. 3-4). Relevant
literature can then be integrated into the Grountieebry once there is confidence that
the theory has emerged from the data. Therefioagerial from the literature must earn

its way into the theory, just like any other theéma construct.
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Development of Research Questions for the Discoveo§ Theory

The research questions and guiding interview qolestivere developed following an
initial review of the literature on collaborativeagtices within and across schools. A
key point made by Glaser and Strauss (1967) iscitagories “must not dercedon

the data, they should emerge instead in the ongoimeess of data analysis” (p. 43).
Engaging with the literature allowed me to devedopunderstanding of collaborative
practices, and the varying definitions of it tHae participants were likely to have. In
adhering to the Grounded Theory method (discussetbre detail in the next section) |
ensured that the research questions were not asneéaategorising emerging concepts

in the data gathered.

The research questions were explored through ietesvand document analysis. As
the EHSAS project was no longer in place when Bbetis research, | was unable to
observe collaborative practice and had to relyathgying data through interviewing
participants and examining milestone reports. ©Otésearch on collaborative practices
in schools uses observations or surveys, togethkrinterviews (Firestone and Pennel
(1997); Katz et al. (2009); Little (2002); Ruthedcand Jackson (2006); and Hudson-
Ross (2001)). In gaining insights from particigatitrough interviews, and documents
written by them, | was able to keep the focus firimh their experiences and

perceptions in relation to EHSAS project outcomesd 3.

Data Collection Methods

The following data was collected to assist with magearch:
1. EHSAS policy documents held by the Ministry of Edtion.
2. EHSAS cluster files held by the Ministry of Educeit
- Final “expression of interest” and “proposal” pations and
attachments.
- All annual milestone reports and attachments/agiges.
- All milestone report feedback from the MinistriyEeducation (and

any cluster responses including emails, lettersravided reports).
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- All internal Ministry of Education monitoring daments (including
project tracking “overview” spreadsheets, monitgnmotes, minutes
from cluster visits/meetings and e-mails followimgetings with
clusters).

3. Interview data from nine participants (three peisttr)

4. Participant feedback on data analysis and ememgingepts/theory

The constructionist version of Grounded Theory médthsed in this study values both
the research participants’ and the researcheesgretations of the social situation
under investigation. Therefore it is importantéocognise participant involvement in
building the Grounded Theory after the data calbecprocess. Charmaz (2005)
believes that “to develop a grounded theory foratfécentury that advances social
justice inquiry, we must build upon its construntgi elements rather than objectivist
leanings” (p. 508). The constructionist versionie Grounded Theory method
encourages the social construction of findingstaedjuestioning and altering of
findings. To ensure that this occurs, Corbin amdt k2005, p. 52) suggest gaining
participant feedback on interpretations of datatesl to their involvement in the
research. Gaining such feedback enables co-catistiof the final theory and

modifications to the analyses as required.

Hammersley and Atkinson (1995) also support co4tanoson in research projects and

describe this process as “respondent validation”:

The value of respondent validation lies in the thet the participants involved
in the events documented in the data may have swtceslditional knowledge
of the context — of other relevant events, of terapfsamework, of others’
ulterior motives for example — that is not avaitaty the [researcher]. In
addition, they have access to their own experiefeents, which may be of
considerable importance. Such additional evidenag materially alter the

plausibility of different possible interpretatioabthe data (p. 228)

Reliability and validity is also enhanced by thengparency of the data analysis
process. The coding and sorting process that guldia analysis in this study (as

described in this chapter) provides a specific doce for building a Grounded Theory
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in a structured way. This process is recordeduiffitanemos written by myself during
data analysis and every level of categorisatiaheidata can be recorded and retraced
in the tailored software programme entitled “NVivo& his software contains several
sorting functions allowing a researcher to idenpibgsible causal relationships between
categories in a consistent way. The data angbysisess was applied to interview
transcripts, milestone reports written by eachtelysnonitoring notes made by the
Ministry of Education about each cluster, and paréint feedback on the initial results
of data analysis. The use of NVivo8 allowed thdividual statements that emerged
from all of these data sources to be considereekiveg or separately in order first to
build the Grounded Theory and second, to considether or not every source of data

contributed to that theory.

Semi-structured interviews were conducted faceatewith the use of a voice
recorder. | used the same standardised open-eqbedach for all participants. The
questions and their sequence were known to paatitgin advance. According to
Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007) this allows fome flexibility in how

interviewees respond because there are no respateggries given. The use of some
structure with consistent wording and sequencinguefstions in the interviews ensures
that responses can be fairly reliably comparedrew on the guide provided by Patton
(2002) for the sequencing and wording of questsmthat they were “open-ended,

neutral, singular and clear” (p. 353).

| also followed guidelines from Charmaz (2005) be tse of open-ended questions in
Grounded Theory research. Charmaz advises thainiga few, broad, open-ended
questions allows the researcher then to use additfocus questions and to invite
detailed discussion of any topic that may emergenduhe interview (p. 26). Because
this method of interviewing is open-ended, yetdied | was able to use prepared
prompts and was also able to deviate from thevrgerscript where necessary to gain a
better understanding of what participants weréngine. Gillham (2000, p. 46)
highlights the fact that prompts can ensure a adegfstandardisation, which is critical
when analysing data later. One key point thabktiwom Charmaz’s advice is that
“questions must explore the interviewer’s topic fihthe participant’s experience”

(2005, p. 29). | ensured that | developed operedmiestions under each of my
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research questions and linked these to questigrartgcipants about their experiences

(see the interview schedule in Appendix A).

The interview questions were designed to draw loeiptarticipants’ understandings
about collaborative practice. Charmaz points bat & constructivist approach to
interviewing “would emphasise eliciting the pamiants’ definitions of terms, situations
and events and try to tap his or her assumptiamdjgit meanings, and tacit rules.”
(2005, p. 32). My research questions also hadasfon participants’ perceptions and

definitions, so it made sense to ensure that tieeview questions followed this theme.

As a new researcher who had never conducted ietesvoefore, | felt it was necessary
to trial the questions as | developed them. Gm2000) supports this approach in his
discussion of semi-structured interviews, emphagitte fact that trialling questions
helps the researcher to get the questions riglatlsd assists a new researcher to get a
feel for the interviewing process and “alerts youlte range of factors that give an
interview flavour and direction” (p. 54). | waslato trial questions on a Principal who
had been part of an EHSAS cluster that was notteldor my research. His feedback
on the questions in terms of how stimulating angrapriate they were was invaluable.
From that trial, | re-wrote, re-ordered and remogadstions that made the interview
seem repetitive or uninteresting to the interviewdecording to Gillham: “Questions
that are significantly different in character akely to be more motivating for the
interviewee” (p. 54). The trial process also akalme to listen to my own

interviewing style and critique it. | discoverdtht my obvious nervousness intruded on
my ability to make the participant feel at ease kledt out critical aspects of the
interview process, such as building a rapport afistsing a context at the beginning of
the interview, and ending the interview with an ogipnity for the participant to ask
questions or clarify thoughts. These are all goiastommended by Gillham (p. 37),
which | had forgotten about in the “heat of the neorti, so | wrote further notes about
those important things on the question sheet tdegmie during the interview. In turn

this reduced any nervousness felt by the partitipamyself.

Prior to all interviews, | ensured that particigmhtad a clear idea of why they were
being asked to take part in the study and whaptinpose of the interview was. They

were also given an idea about the likely lengtthefinterview and | met each
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participant in a location suitable to them. Almabtparticipants chose to have me visit
them in their schools during non-teaching periadafter school. | ensured that |
explained my research project again at the intenaed asked participants if they had
any questions. | then checked that | had permgsigecord the interview and
discussed confidentiality with each participantccérding to Gillham, taking care of

this type of detail is important in establishingaod interview process (2000, p. 38).

While | listened carefully and tape-recorded alte# interviews, | also made a few
notes during the interview, so that | could reediat was said and use that information
in later questions. | found that this did not séermterrupt the flow of the interview

and the participants appeared to be comfortable mvit approach. In two interviews
(with principals) we were interrupted by daily husss that needed urgent attention, but

again, there was no issue with this in terms ofaactn the flow of the interview.

The length of interviews ranged from 25 minute8@aminutes, with the majority being
around 40 minutes in length. The variation in lrgppears to be due to the person
being interviewed, rather than interviewer’s styfome participants articulated their
experiences and knowledge through storytellinglandthy descriptions, while others

were more succinct, and used terminology to descdhbir experiences.

Selection of Cluster Sample and Interview Participats

In an attempt to reduce as many variables as gessitbecided initially to select
EHSAS clusters with similar characteristics. Cdesations included clusters that:
- had similar funding (per pupil);
- had the same number and type of schools involvedl; a
- came into EHSAS in the first or second cohort d@tdfore had been in the
project long enough to have provided at least tvlestone reports.

In order to ensure transparency of selection,diisthed an advisory group for my
research project that consisted of two Ministr{diication staff members who had
been in some way involved with the project. Theyrav

- along standing member of the Steering Group fo8E8, who had been on the

group since its inception in 2005; and
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- a Chief Adviser who had run workshops and semiftarEHSAS learning

communities since the first year of implementaiimn2006.

The role of the advisory group was to provide méhvieedback on my draft research
proposal, and then to assist me in developing fiteria (above) for selecting the
sample. In early 2010 the group approved the Saaiple selection and other criteria
for selecting interview participants. Transpareotgelection was ensured by the
group through their independent selection of thea using the criteria we had
developed together. Their independent selecticatsimed my own, showing that the
criteria left no room for doubt as to which clustarere most appropriate for the

sample.

In selecting the clusters, | started out with tidisall EHSAS clusters from the first two
cohorts. | eliminated the third cohort of clustisn the selection process because they
had only been operating as clusters in EHSAS &iraat period of time and would not
have produced the same amount of data for analyss compared with the first two
cohorts. Finally, the advisory group and | agreedhe four clusters that emerged from

the list as being reasonably similar and the adyigooup agreed to the final selection.

I made contact with representatives from each @fdlr clusters to request their
involvement in my research. One declined, one nesponded to e-mails or telephone
calls, and the other two accepted my invitatiowlistussed this with my supervisor and
we agreed | should return to the shortlisted chsdi® select one more suitable cluster
with whom to work. | went back to our original stiist in order to find the next closest

match.

In the original selection | had selected four austthat had between four and six
schools involved and that were all primary (inchglarea) school$. In addition to

this, two clusters had to be from the first colantl two from the second cohort. There
were only two suitable clusters remaining on therist and the advisory group was
asked to select the new one from these two andgéeback to me with their choice
and reasoning. Both group members chose the dastercdue to its similarity to the

" Area schools (also known as “composite” schoais)sahools that cover a larger geographical arda an
include students from Year O up to Year 13.
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others in terms of school types in the clustetheh approached the representative of

that cluster and she agreed to take part in thearek.

Three participants from each cluster were invitethke part in tape recorded
interviews. | invited two teachers from each austho were more fully involved in
the EHSAS project. | also wished to conduct a méed interview with one key leader
involved in each project, such as a Principal,litator or project manager, all of whom
were more fully involved since the design stagehefproject. Each cluster was able to

volunteer the participants that | asked for.

The Process of Data Analysis: My Role as a Constrtizist Grounded Theorist

With the ultimate goal of building a substantiveoGnded Theory, | did not test a
hypothesis or pre-existing theory from the literatas such but rather, considered the
theoretical underpinnings and implications of aategories that arose from the data
(Bryant and Charmaz (Eds.), 2007). In doing thisdd the guidance of many different

Grounded Theorists (as noted later in this chapter)

Developing a substantive Grounded Theory involvegezative process where a
researcher looks for broad concepts that emerge ¢adiegories of data. As Bryant and
Charmaz state, this is never “wholly inductive” dese during analysis the researcher
uses his/her own prior knowledge to analyse the datl define categories towards a
theory. A fine balance is required between a mebea using prior knowledge to
categorise the data, and as much as possible afiaive data to speak for itself, so that

unexpected concepts and ideas can emerge.

Figure 1 provides a model of the process that dl tice@nalyse the data collected from
the interviews, milestone reports and other docume®verall, Charmaz (2005)
recommends that a “constructivist grounded theosisbuld ensure that an emphasis is
placed on the qualitative information found, rattiem on the specific methods that are
used to find it. Put in Charmaz’s terms, my anady&ere “interpretive renderings of a

reality, not objective reportings of it” (p. 509).
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Memo writing

1. Open Coding:
Analysisof data whereb
data is coded and

Selective Coding:
Find emerging core
concepts from related
categorised through . concepts througbonstant
compa?ing incidentsgand Theory Development: comparison (identifying
asking questions When no new concepts  properties and dimensions)
(conceptualising). emerge, developgrounde(

theory for collaborative
practice across schools
promoting effectiveness

and improvement in the
New Zealand context

Memo writing

I ntegrate concepts and
existing tQre concepts.  conceptualise how the
codes may relate to each
other “as hypotheses to
integrated into a theory”
(Glaser, 1978 in Bryant .
Charmaz 2007 p. 199.

Figure 1.Flow chart model for the process of data analysisguGrounded Theory
Method.

Open Coding.

As demonstrated in Figure 1 above, the Open Cqaliogess involves examining data
in order to categorise the experiences of collabagractices reported by participants
and to look for similarities and differences inithgerceptions (Corbin and Holt, 2005,
p. 50). Such a process can be done manually, osibg software such as NVivo8.
Using this software assists the researcher inmgatith large amounts of data, so that

he/she can move quickly to further analysis andgmisation of individual statements
in the data.
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Traditionally, according to Dey (2007), “A well-deéd category will have attributes
that are jointly sufficient and singly necessarydientify the category. Only members
of the category will possess all these attribuaesl, all the members of the category will
possess each one of them” (p. 169). However, Daypout that many researchers
have discovered the need for flexibility in catégioig data, ensuring that context is
acknowledged, allowing for coherence of categdhesugh using approximation to

assign data to a category. | have followed ttss teaditional way of categorising data.

As individual statements are selected during Opedir@, their properties and
dimensions are identified and they are groupedthagento categories. Corbin and
Holt (2005) term these “distinct events/incidemishie data” (p. 50) and explain that
they are the emerging different practices thatlmpooled under the heading of a

particular category.

When grouping the data into categories, the Grodifidheeory researcher does not
describe the data but instead conceptualisesakplaining a pattern of behaviour (or
issue or concern) in the social setting being medea. Holton (2007) advises that
while “initial attempts at coding may be descriptithe researcher must raise an
analysis to a conceptual level as early as possiditg/ descriptions that emerge can
serve as “indicators” for a category (p. 270). hBtp with conceptualising each

individual statement, | used a series of questoifesed by Holton:

What is this data a study of?, What category dossincident indicate?, What is
actually happening in the data?, What is the mantern being faced by the
participants?, and What accounts for the contiresdlving of this concern?
(2007, p. 275)

All data from the EHSAS interviews and documentsenentered into NVivo8. This
allowed the fast identification of individual statents about collaborative practice in
the data which were selected and stored. Eadnsésit was then considered and

compared with others and grouped together intodeoaategories”.
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Selective Coding and Theoretical Sampling.

The Selective Coding process can occur throughauinitial Open Coding phase.
When the researcher begins to integrate categam@€onceptualise how individual
statements may relate to each other, a combinafiSelective Coding and Theoretical
Sampling is used. Those processes involve constamparison of the categories and

the identification of the themes that are mostesented in all of the data.

Constant Comparison involves contrasting individdtatements in the data to develop
categories, then comparing more statements totfitthe developed categories. Finally
the developed categories are put side by sidederdo identify links and integrate

them into hypotheses that become theory. Theratieq is called Theoretical Coding
(Holton, 2007, p. 278).

In describing Theoretical Coding, and the transttran of the categories and their
properties and dimensions into a theory, Corbintdaltl (2005) advise that one must
find out what is going on in the research in adargense. The process simultaneously
integrates categories and identifies the themedsatieamost represented in all of the
data. At this point, if further data analysis as;leach new set of data should fit into
the categories already identified. If it does tlogn “saturation point” will not have
been reached and the researcher would need ta tetearlier conceptualising phases
(Corbin and Holt, p. 51). In returning to earlprases of the analysis, the researcher
samples “new settings which might illuminate thrbodgrther comparison the
properties and relationships of emerging catego(2sy, 2007, p. 186).

It may be that saturation point is never reachea study. Glaser and Strauss claim that
“the published word is not the final one, but oalpause in the never-ending process of
generating theory” (1967, p. 40). As Corbin andtK2005) have noted, the end result
of research with a Grounded Theory approach it@ldp a theory, not to list themes

or describe phenomenon.

56



Data presentation and theory development.

Seven themes emerged from the initial analysib@fiata. | used these themes to
organise the results in Chapter 4. In Chapterdisduss the findings, comparing them

to other research literature and making observatatrout their implications.

The results in Chapter 4 of this thesis includgdazess whereby feedback was sought
from the nine research participants, to whom | sengarly draft of the written results,
requesting their feedback (see Appendix B). Howgwvenly received feedback from
two participants, each from a different cluster aadh of whom indicated that he/she

had no further comment to make.

Memo writing.

Corbin and Holt (2005) emphasise “memo writing’aasay of assisting the Grounded
Theorist to build theory from evidence. Memos\argten records of the researcher’s
thoughts, interpretations and directions and enddeleéesearcher to keep track of
evolving concepts and complex ideas during datéysisaand the building of the
Grounded Theory. Memos help to ensure that thesareker is reflecting on the need to
be open minded, despite his or her own preconcedest (Corbin and Holt, p. 51).
Stern (2007) also supports memo writing, statirag thnce categories have been
developed, clustered, and expanded, the analydsneesort [the memos] according to

categories and properties...Sorting helps the ahadtegrate the theory” (p. 52).

In writing memos, | used guidance from Lempert 208ho asks questions such as:
“What is this an example of? When does it happeh@id/is it happening? With
whom? How? Under what conditions does it seem toirdcWith what consequences?”
(p- 249). | then created categories and furthatyased their characteristics and the
relationships between them. This type of analgfen raised further questions in my
memos and those questions sometimes became tlseobasore categories to be
explored. Lempert has claimed, “As the analysisetips, the content of memos
improves in depth and quality of conceptualizatiemg ultimately of integration”
(Lempert, p. 249).
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The memo writing process was not always neat atydaind often did not show
complete coherence of thought in the early stagesapert supports this style by

stating:

Reflecting the social lives that they interpret éimel interactional social
positions of the researcher and his/her responder@sos, especially early
ones, are often messy and incomplete...a memo négdh@the account of a
researcher talking to him/herself. (2007, pp. 248)2

In the later stages of analysis and theory devedmpm began to integrate the ideas and
themes from all of my memos. As Lempert (2007 nfout, and as was the case for

me:

The reviews often result in a shift in focus, aeaonfiguration of my analysis,
or integrations of what were formerly disparatecpsgeof analysis, and/or a
reconstitution of my argument. | integrate thelsanges in additional memos
that become the basis for publishable work. (2@p0254)

Lempert (2007) is of the view that “inexperiencedeaarchers might also force a too
early analytical framework on the data”. To avthi it was necessary for me to
“embrace the uncertainty and to have extensivetdaaaalyze” (p. 249). | had to
remind myself constantly that, as Lempert putdNbt every memo is going to be
relevant to the final narrative. Some may be lpialelevant. And all memos are

partial and provisional” (p. 251).

Ethical Considerations

As previously noted, an integral part of my reskanvolved interviewing participants
and asking them to assist me with the validity gfanalyses through participant
feedback. Therefore, | asked selected cluster reegrib participate in the research and
then gained their informed consent. Informatioeeth and consent forms were signed

by all participants (see Appendix C).
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Conducting interviews may not have been ethicaglyrapriate if issues of power and
control connected to my role as a Ministry officgiisted in my relationship with
participants. EHSAS cluster members may havepfelssured into providing certain
information, or to answering questions that enstinatitheir projects were not
compromised by what could be seen as “extra mongbby myself as a civil-servant.
| can never be entirely certain that those issnésnay continued employment by the
Ministry of Education did not have an influence ptree information provided by the
cluster members through both interview and docusmemtd | have acknowledged this
as a possible limitation to this study. | maddetar to participants that the research was
being conducted by myself as an independent stadarittoria University of
Wellington, and that | no longer worked in the EHS#eam at the Ministry of
Education.

As | have explained in Chapter 1: Introduction, Neional Government’s “Budget
2009” confirmed that the EHSAS project was to lszdntinued from the end of 2009.
Final funding payments were approved and madeetaltisters on 1 July 2009. In
addition to this, since | no longer worked diredtithe EHSAS project while

conducting this research, | did not have a momitprole with the clusters. This further
mitigated against any concerns that participantg naae had during this research about
extra monitoring or a reduction of project fundiieg the schools involved in EHSAS.

The process for requesting information from the istiy of Education for my research
involved writing a letter to the Group Manager afr@culum, Teaching and Learning —
Implementation, requesting access to nominates filethe initial selection process
under the Official Information Act. A separate wegt for copies of all monitoring and
reporting documents related to the final selectibolusters was also made, and the
Group Manager of Schooling Policy provided furtbhackground policy documents in
response to a request under the Official Infornmafiat. All EHSAS cluster documents
from the application process through to milest@ports and monitoring notes are
accessible to the public. There was no requirenteseek permission from the
Ministry of Education to use the data that was ioleté through Official Information

Act requests. However, it was ethically approgriat ensure that the cluster members |
approached were aware of the documents that | wmiktcessing in this way, so that

they could make a fully informed decision about thiee or not to take part in the
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research. At the time that cluster members witode tnilestone reports, it was unlikely
that they envisaged these documents being useddearch purposes. To this end, the
information sheet that was provided to all invigedticipants explained what data
would be collected and how. Participants accepteteclined involvement of their

cluster based on that information.

The anonymity of the research participants has begntained, from the individual
level to the school and cluster level. Data coldaduring the research process was
kept in secure drawers at the Ministry of EducatioWwellington or in locked cabinets

in my home.

Chapter 4: Results, provides the results of myysmabf the data and guides the reader
through my use of the Grounded Theory process tis@d in this chapter.
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Chapter 4

Results

This chapter reports the experiences and perceptibBHSAS participants and clusters
as they unfold without the imposition of externaidence or judgements about the
guality of the practices. These are based on pticé&om data that described EHSAS
leaders’ practices, the analysis of the interviemscripts and other cluster documents,
and the identification and analysis of practiced tneir relationships, patterns and

consequences.

This chapter is organised into two main parts. flise part, entitled Categories that
Emerged from the Data outlines the results of tieyais processes termed Open and
Selective Coding (as described on page 56 in Ch8jpteThe second part, entitled
Raising the Data to Grounded Theory outlines tleents or ideas that were most
representative in all of the data that emergedutjinadhe Theoretical Sampling analysis
process (as described on page 56 in Chapter 3%. i9Where the analysis is raised to a
more conceptual level and connections between eaésgare considered in order to
find the core constructs of the categories. Theeoted components and the
underlying patterns of EHSAS leaders’ beliefs aratfices are described as well as the
purposes of those practices and their intendedecesices. The emerging patterns

begin to build the Grounded Theory.

Categories that Emerged from the Data

An overview of the results of a combination of Operd Selective Coding of the data is
provided in this section. This comprises the @hifirocess of analysis. It is then
followed by a deeper analysis to establish and nataied the themes that were most
represented in all of the data. The nine intervi@nscripts, and three sets of cluster
documents that comprised the sources of the daestered in NVivo, enabling me to
examine the data and select individual stateméatstere made by participants about
the practices they used. The individual statemigatisemerged from this process were
compared with each other, and then sorted accotdititeir similarities and

differences.
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The statements that emerged from Cluster A fetl antotal of 18 categories (see
Appendix D) which provided brief descriptions oéthehaviours that they represented.
This was a first attempt at conceptualising tha dabrder to understand the main
concerns and experiences of the participants. category names were short sentences

or single words summarising the properties withien.

Following Open and Selective Coding and Constamh@uison processes the data
from Cluster B produced new and revised categoriédgppendix E lists these, and
identifies the 11 categories that emerged as cdsipleew, as opposed to those
categories that were added due to Constant Coropanigh data from Cluster A. As
concepts about participants’ experiences becanagecle’hen considered alongside

new data from other clusters | created new categori

Following the same analytical process again anagusie data from Cluster C, |
identified four new categories. These are outlimetthe table in Appendix F which
illustrates each of these new categories as raiegeonly one or two participants.
The table also outlines the existing categorieswiegie revised through further
Constant Comparison with the new data, and categames were changed or split in

two.

These results indicated that saturation point led/et been reached. However, given
the few new categories emerging from the thirdtelts data, and the few participants
that those categories represented (see Appendiw#&3 satisfied that | was near
enough to saturation point to move to the nextestdgnalysis. Furthermore, time
constraints did not allow me to return to the fisddyather data from a further cluster.

This was an unavoidable limitation of the study.

Memos were written after the dataset for each etusas analysed. The contents of
these inform parts of this chapter. For exampleeml conducted the Open Coding of
the data from Cluster A, particular ideas seemdzktdsing above the other data. |
noted in a memo that many codes appeared to bgyfitito particular categories, such
as Trust and Hierarchy. My thinking about these aimer categories discussed in

memos is included throughout the remainder of¢hegpter and the next.
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Participants’ discussion about impacts on studeete largely in response to the oral
interview questions about student achievementAggendix A). The other categories
emerged from a range of data sources or intervigestipns. Apart from writing brief
memos discussing categories, | did not undertagduather analysis at this stage as the
Selective Coding process itself was sufficientaaaeptualise how individual
statements related to each other. At this eaalgesof analysis, category names
reflected the thinking that occurred as data wa®do

Raising the Data to Grounded Theory

Once | had undertaken analysis of data from eagtai, | then conducted one further
iteration of Selective Coding and Constant Comparecross data from all three
clusters. This required me again to contrast amapare incidents in the data to
develop new or existing categories. This procesalted in a final list of 70 categories
as copied from NVivo8 (see Figure 2 on the follogvpages).

}) Leadership (collegial accountability and use of knowledge to contral)
9 Sharing

‘3? Hierarchy (external accountability and use of position to control)

4 Buyin

ﬁ) Assumptions by participants that collaboration contributes to student achievement
4 Change

9 Trust

".‘J Shared wision or common goal

‘3? |Ise of student or teacher data across schools to inform teaching and learning
4 \within school collaboration

9 Commaon want for project focus but no common need to collaborate
9 |zsues related to newcomers

-:? Keeping focus

4 Building relationships

#J Problem solving

}J) Belief that money was key to the success of the project

:9 Coherence

Q Principal involvement

}JJ Reducing isolation through classroom teachers working together

4 Meeds are important

#J Collaboration at leadership level only

ﬁ) Planning for sustainability

9 Flanning next steps

4 Importance of time

":J Reliance on facilitator or provider
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Professional dialogue important

Feedback

Building on strengths

Challenge and Debate

Accountability placed on one person

Increased access to PO

Lead school disadvantaged

Differing student demographics across schools lessens collabaoration
Reflection

Embedding practices

Reason or purpese for collaborating

we're not going to stop because EHSAS has stopped,
Respect leads to effective critigue and collaboration
Explicitly teaching collaboration

Self review

Creating Cluster teaching resources

Mo judgement or critique

Including students in the collaborative culture
Positive reaction to working with pariner schools. Have seen this as a strong aspect.
Cross-school collaboration limited to workshops
Collaboration across schools enhancing inguiry

PEOXLLDDOVLLDDOVLDDOLD

Enzuring role clarity of cluster leaders

Outside perspective

4 Building confidence in teachers

{33ining group CoNsensus

Importance of ensuning growth

Cpen and honest communication that builds capability
Little knowledge about other schools in the cluster
FPos=ibly not too many schocls

|Incertsinty about whether collaboration impacts on student achievement
Separate school targets

Critigue

Mixed level collaboration

Same level collaboration

Parents | think are 3 lot more involved

Lead school advantaged

Revelation

Administration tasks in cluster work

Project focus area impacted on student acheivement
“aried school capsbility in focus area initially

lse of learning conversations across the cluster to improve achievement or teacher practice

Lol ol okl ol el oLl ol ol o)l ol el ol ol oL oL 1L ol 1Ll ol o

Teachers from the four schools sttended professional development workshops related to their inguiny focus.
Cross-school collaboration nesded to manage 2 large contract

,»9 Working across schools seen as hindering school progress

Figure 2. The final list of 70 categories that emerged from the data.
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The next step was to identify the categories th&ewnost represented in all of the data.
To find these | used NVivo8 to search for categovidaere 11 or 12 data sources were
represented; and categories with more than 21 ishaay statements representing all
nine participant interview$. This allowed me to locate the categories thaeweost
representative of all three clusters and all nimetigipants that were part of the study. |
could then spend more time analysing those categjand less time on categories that
only represented one or two clusters, or very farigpants. Seven categories
emerged from this sorting process. Table 6 shawssof the seven categories that
contained data from all nine participant intervieavsl had at least 21 individual

statements.

Table 6
Categories with a High Number of Statements whitfdiae Participants were
Represented

Category Number of sources Number of individual
statements

Hierarchy 10 57

Commitment of Teachers 10 48

Table 7 shows the remaining five categories thatained data from 11 or 12 sources.

Table 7

Categories Representing 11 or 12 Data Sources

Category Number Number of individual statements
of sources

Leadership 12 (all) 125

Sharing 12 (all) 75

Changing Teacher Practice 12 (all) 38

Assumptions by participants that11 38

collaboration contributes to
student achievement

Fostering a Common Vision or | 11 21
Goal 33 (two categories merged into one)

® By “data sources” | mean all nine participant imtews and all documents that were used in thergpdi
process. That is, nine interviews (three for eduakter) and three sets of documents (one setfir e
cluster) containing annual milestone reports, Migisnonitoring notes, and cluster applications and
plans.
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The fourth category in Table 7 (Assumptions byipgrants that collaboration
contributes to student achievement) representdatipants’ perceptions about the
effect of collaborative practices on student achimeent. It was removed from the list

of categories that were most represented in dll@flata because it contained only data
that participants provided in answer to the intexwguestion: “Did you perceive
collaborative practice as making a difference tmleht achievement?” It could not
therefore be considered as information that emengédrally through the discussion
about collaborative practice. |then decided #sathis data was a direct result of my
questioning, it could be used instead to deschberttended consequences of
participants’ practices, and to inform the finabGnded Theory. The other six
categories contained information that appearedt@ lemerged more naturally through
discussions about collaborative practice. | wasahte to link those individual
statements back to one particular interview quastibherefore, there were a total of six

categories that were most represented in all ofitte.

During Open Coding, it was sometimes appropriaterfe to place individual
statements in more than one category. For exam@@tement that was suited to the
Changing Teacher Practice category could also ibedsto the Problem Solving
category. These incidents in the data are whereaziions can be seen between
categories. In order to locate such connectiohsd®n the six main categories and all
other data, | returned my focus to all 70 categoigesee what was going on in a larger
sense. This process is the initial stage of ThealeSampling, as described in Chapter
3: Methodology (p. 56) and would allow me to fifeines that are most represented in
all of the data, thereby identifying links and mrtating them into the final theory.

The first step in this process was to compare @atass the six main categories (see
Tables 6 and 7) with all 70 categories that emefged the Open and Selective Coding
process, in order to find connections. Table 8henfollowing page shows the results
of this comparison. The 27 categories that emecgethined data from at least one of
the six main categories (labelled A to F in thddabAll other categories that did not
contain data from the six main categories were @ised from any further analysis.
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Table 8

Results of the Process to Determine the Consttbatsvere most Represented in all

Data.

Intercon-
nectedness
across core
categories

SHARING (A)

1

LEADERSHIP (B)

CHANGING TEACHER PRACTICE (C)

[

HIERARCHY (D)

4
4
2

FOSTERING A COMMON VISION OR GOAL
(E)

N

COMMITMENT OF TEACHERS (F)

N

PLANNING FOR SUSTAINABILITY

POSITIVE REACTION TO WORKING WITH
PARTNER SCHOOLS

PROBLEM SOLVING

[

ISSUES RELATED TO NEWCOMERS

USE OF STUDENT AND TEACHER DATA
ACROSS SCHOOLS TO INFORM
TEACHING AND LEARNING

N

RESPECT LEADS TO EFFECTIVE
CRITIQUE...

TRUST

REFLECTION

PROFESSIONAL DIALOGUE IMPORTANT

FEEDBACK

NEEDS ARE IMPORTANT

WITHIN SCHOOL COLLABORATION

CASCADE OF INFORMATION

N

WIN|IFPINW([Fk,|W(F

ASSUMPTIONS THAT COLLABORATION
CONTRIBUTES TO STUDENT
ACHIEVEMENT

w

PRINCIPAL INVOLVEMENT

[N

BUILDING RELATIONSHIPS

WE'RE NOT GOING TO STOP BECAUSE
EHSAS HAS STOPPED

COLLABORATION AT LEADERSHIP
LEVEL ONLY

ENSURING ROLE CLARITY OF CLUSTER
LEADERS

REDUCING ISOLATION THROUGH
TEACHERS WORKING TOGETHER

BUILDING ON STRENGTHS

(=Y

PLANNING NEXT STEPS

Connections (total/27)

14

14

12

From this point forward, the six main categoridseléed A to F in Table 8 and

identified earlier as most represented in the détde referred to as “themes”. Table

67




8 shows that Sharing was frequently connected tiéghother categories, appearing in
14 out of 27 of them, but it only appeared in ohthe five other themes. Leadership
was also frequently connected with the other categoappearing in 14 out of 27 of
them and was represented in four of the five othemes. Changing Teacher Practice
appeared in 12 of the 27 categories and, like Lisadg it was represented in four of
the five other themes. This means that LeadesinipChanging Teacher Practice were
more significant themes than Sharing. The otheretthemes were represented far less
across the 27 categories, but two of them wereesgited in four of the five other

themes.

NVivo8 was able assist me in identifying connecsitvetween categories, but it could
not describe those connections. To explore exactly and why connections were
formed, | read through the data for each categotiyng key ideas. | found, for example
leadership ideas in other categories, and thenneduto the raw data sources stored in

NVivo8 to analyse why this should be so.

| drew the following conclusions. First, leadeesqeive that leadership is essential for
enabling change in teacher practice and secondkigaexperiences of collaborating
reveal the connections between the Leadership hadrg themes. | address these
points in the following section and then proposs the EHSAS leaders’ focus on
change in teacher practice is at the core of tt@iaboration with links to Sharing,
Hierarchy, Commitment of Teachers and Fostering@@on Vision or Goal themes.
Finally, | outline the EHSAS leaders’ perceptiob®at the consequences of their
practices.

Leadership is essential for EHSAS cluster work.

In the Introduction to this thesis, | explainedtthaad specifically asked for
participants in my research who had been fully imed in EHSAS cluster work. As a
result, each cluster volunteered participantswrete either Lead Teachers or
Principals. This research cannot be representaticiassroom teachers’ or student
experiences. Rather, it is ultimately about clultaders’ perspective. Each leader
perceived some type of leadership as being estentiee cluster work. According to

the leaders, essential elements of the leaderst@pncluded their collegial

68



accountability and their monitoring of the progre$gach other and the project as a

whole, and their use of knowledge to lead and nresiteers.

All participants made explicit statements about thd f@eleadership within EHSAS
clusters. For example, in response to being asked types of structures should be in
place for effective cluster work, Participant A2iched: “You've gotta have some sort
or direction and leadership”. Similarly, when adledout her role in the cluster,
Participant A1 explained that leadership must dtihesproject:

The principals? Well, because of my own study agdmn belief that unless a
principal is driving something and is part of sohneg;, don’t bother putting
your school into it.

Participant B1 emphasised the role of leadershigiring and driving a vision for the
project: “You've really got to have somebody at the that has a clear vision”. A
milestone report for Cluster C showed a similardetthe key to this success was
completing this as a leadership team so we weeetaldrive this together” and
Participant C1 (Cluster C) explained: “It all confemm the leadership again because if
that leadership doesn’t bring it back then it dddsappen”. These excerpts and others
from participants involved in this study providdadance that without exception, all

EHSAS cluster leaders believed that their leadpralais essential to their projects.

Moreover, it was apparent through some participalgsussion of an equal sharing of
authority over the project and its outcomes, tladiegial accountability among leaders
was important. It allowed leaders to monitor eattter and teachers in the cluster.
Participant B1 (Cluster B) noted that at the bemigrof each year “principals worked
together to plan out the year’s work” and Partioip@3 (Cluster B) confirmed this by
saying that “as a group of principals, we met tbgetwe decided where the next steps
were to be for us”. A milestone report for Clustemade the following statement in
relation to equality in leadership across the elust think the key to this success was

completing this as a leadership team so we weeetaldrive this together”.

However, Leadership was not always shared equalbyaject implementation. Cluster

A placed a heavy reliance on a hired facilitatoovglkeemed to be a key leader in this
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area who controlled the entire cluster, from rugrstaff meetings to working with
individual teachers to change their practices.ti@pant A1 described that facilitator's

role clearly:

Participant A1: The facilitator was doing the wofRemember it wasn’t us and
the facilitator touched base all the time with piimcipals, and all the time with
the um programme managers [...] and she took stadtings each term in each
of the schools and perfected what was happenirhcanld also say “oh you
need to go and look at such-and-such school”, smbdhat one common link.
You know what, some of the EHSAS things, it jugbfened in each school.
This, by having one common person, pulled all thensls together. We didn’t
do any of the data crunching, that was her jobe @hled all the data in but we

could all look at each other’s data.

This participant’s comments about how the factitdétouched base” with leaders
indicates a belief that leadership presence whessiential, even though a facilitator
was leading the work. It appears that the leagdact monitoring roles that made them
accountable to each other and that allowed thelootoat each other’s data. This
seems to have been the leadership presence thdigheved was essential in the

cluster.

When Principals led the planning and coordinatibalaster work, kept the focus on
the cluster’s desired outcomes, and worked wittl teachers to ensure that their own
and classroom teachers’ capability was improvedjitoong roles were also evident.
As noted in a milestone report for Cluster A: “Laadchers were also expected to
undertake observations of colleagues and impraehtr capability by giving
feedback”. Cluster A’s project plan (written byfseominated cluster members as part
of the Proposal stage of the application proces®dthe following: “Lead teachers
will participate in a programme to create a sustali@ system for maintaining and
developing effective teacher practice through bagdhe skills of lead teachers to give

guality feedback to colleagues”.

Two of the nine interviewees also discussed how timelertook observations of

colleagues after receiving professional developmést Participant B2 states: “As the
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team leaders we then went back to our schoolsatisiervation type sheets and really
clear guidelines of what we were going to be logKior when we went into

classrooms”.

The use of knowledge to lead was evident whengaaints discussed how leaders
(principals and lead teachers) used their pedagbigmowledge to design and
demonstrate project outcomes. They were seentéyviawees (all of whom were also
principals or lead teachers) as experts leadinfgpsamnal development in the cluster by
actively taking part in it and then passing thewlsalge and expertise to classroom
teachers. They were conduits between the desitedlkdge and the classroom

teachers. As Participant C2 (Cluster C) noted:

We go and do a session with [provider] and thentwigad do then as a
leadership team is we’'d come back and take thaé sassion with our staff so,

you know we were leading the learning within ouncsas.

According to the data, lead teachers in all thtasters had key roles in working
together to decide how knowledge would be sharéh el@ssroom teachers and how
the latter would need to change. In each cluktad teachers were accountable to each
other to ensure the project reached classroomeeserhile principals worked together
to plan the next steps in the project based orbfeadfrom lead teachers and each
other. Collegial accountability was a key ideda #raerged from the data in the
Leadership category. This occurred between praisigand lead teachers in each cluster
when each had certain knowledge that allowed tleecomtrol information and
professional development delivered to the “nexelelown”. Participant A1 noted that
“Lead teachers and our project leaders had a lo¢ itnaining than perhaps the teachers
down on the ground level”. It is obvious, therefathat EHSAS leaders saw their
leadership in all cluster activities as very impoit They received more training, or
were trained first and engaged in controlled haedav knowledge to those who were

not leaders.

According to my analysis of the data, principald &ad teachers in each cluster
worked together in separate groups whilst classrte@ohers were receivers of

knowledge and recipients of a change agenda. chentit B2 (a lead teacher) explained
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how she shared knowledge with classroom teachesayipg that her role “was to do
the learning alongside the principals and guideptiaetice that was happening back at

schools and support the practice back at schools”.

The leadership that participants particularly velo&en involved guiding others using
knowledge, rather than position. This occurredtlyh mentoring (helping others to
learn in the focus area) during which lead teacthwenrged with classroom teachers and
each other in all three clusters. In Cluster B,l#ad principal mentored lead teachers
in how to facilitate meetings. The lead schodhat cluster was recognised as a mentor
to the other schools because it was further alorige implementation process in the
focus area. As the lead school in Cluster B mewtother schools, these schools
became equal in capability and no longer thoughtt ey needed to learn from the lead
school or each other. It appeared from my anabyfsike interview and milestone

report data that leadership in Cluster B shiftedrdime from the lead school
overseeing the project, to schools then separatidgeading their own in-school
projects with a focus on their own needs as thegldped the knowledge that they
needed. Participant B3 from that cluster descrthedension between working as a
collaborative group, and meeting the needs of idda schools as knowledge grew

across the cluster:

| think at the end of it, what we have now is eachool has developed their own
model of [project focus] and as I'm going to sayng report, to a certain extent
that was really great but it also brought withatre frustration because you're
trying to deal with...everybody wants something dif& out of the contract so it
was trying to...we had to keep saying well what thét you want to be
developing? And so | guess where we started witaaonable amount of
commonality, that really branched out as the ptojamt on. But | think in a way
it has a downside in that it is hard to organiseaPD keeping it like a tight,
altogether project. But when | actually went backl revisited the goals of the
project, it was actually for each school to haveeligped their own way of doing

things at the end and not becoming a clone of clod.

72



EHSAS leaders’ collaborative practices.

This section provides insights into EHSAS leadpesteptions about collaborative
practice, that involved what | have termed ShariAg.previously discussed, Sharing
was one of the most predominant themes in theatatdhis indicates EHSAS leaders’
preference for using practices at this level ovactices that might be more effective. |
defined Sharing as involving the exchange of infation, resources, ideas, strengths or
expertise between cluster members. Most datasrcttiegory actually contained the
words “share” or “sharing”. | considered that shgmwas a term used for practices that
involved simple “give and take” arrangements. eated separate categories for
collaborative practices that seemed to be moregharing. | named them “challenge
and debate”, “building on strengths” and “critiquéVhile Sharing emerged as a large
category, those categories that represented manestiaring remained small. An
example of sharing was provided by Participant 8 ltlae opportunity of being in each
school and just you know, soaking up the flavouthat school”, whereas an example
of more than sharing was given by Participant @&tting to know people, getting to

know what their strengths are and then havingdbtiire of being a learner”.

The combined use of systems and resources sucim@igsd and professional
development was a large component of the “sharmagggory. Milestone reports for all
clusters show that schools used some of the furfdimg EHSAS to pay for the
delivery of professional development. This shawhgesources was seen by
participants as positive for schools because itenagasier to access expensive
professional development. Participants notedphafessional development was more
cost effective when accessed by groups of schdads.example, Participant B3 stated
“We will carry on out of necessity because to geillly good professional development

costs money.”

Where clusters had a particular focus area forgsgibnal development, useful systems
in implementing it were shared across the schoGlasters created opportunities to

meet in each other’s schools to see how they wgyaesed. Resources were created
alongside the project activities to improve teagiractice. Cluster A created a video
resource for effective teacher practice in its foatea. General teaching resources were

pooled and this appeared to be new for some paatits. Participant A2 noted the
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following:

| can remember one day somebody wanted a PAT ilgj@omprehension test or
something like that, you know and because now we k@at relationship we can
do that, whereas up until then | didn’t know anypém the neighbouring

schools.

The combining of ideas for effective teacher pand for school organisation also
frequently occurred in this category. Teachersiarnged knowledge and ideas, and
observed each other. They valued getting outsieie dwn classroom, visiting other
schools, and “soaking up the flavour” (ParticipBa) of other schools — just seeing
what they were doing and getting ideas were consitleeneficial practices. According
to participants, these practices shifted over itk initial sharing occurring at the
cluster-wide professional development sessionserll@mwever, it occurred in smaller
groups (for example, cluster lead teacher to aassrteacher in another school). In
discussing this type of sharing, a milestone refrorh Cluster B noted that the cluster
members were “becoming more aligned in their thigki Teachers [were] using a

common language and there [was] a shared undenstpoiithe process”.

Within the Sharing category there was an emphasth® perceptions that school visits
also enabled clusters to showcase developmentadmelements. This involved
seeing examples of good practice and teacherssdisgutheir own school’s work.

This type of sharing occurred across schools atettorganised events or between
clusters as a result of meeting at EHSAS confereaoganised by the Ministry of

Education.

Sharing expertise and strengths was mentioned\ugyraeparticipants. However, they
did not mention building on those strengths asuatel. Participants described more
“give and take” scenarios. A milestone report frGiaster A stated that “the staff
meetings provided valuable opportunities for teaglaeross the cluster to meet in year
group clusters and share expertise, challengesigafdl systems related to Assessment

for Learning”.
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While the projects appeared to be focussed on growteacher knowledge and
capability, many cluster participants preferrea@ffirm current practices, rather than
take part in or enable real change. Participdnt@nmented that at the end of the
project, rather than change occurring, the schioads“actually taken just the good
points of that [professional development] and gbaek to more about how [they] were
before”. In stating that they took “good pointsdrn the professional development,
Participant B1 indicated that they would then iasetheir knowledge alone, outside
the cluster model. She also noted that there diffiexing levels of implementation in
individual schools and that this appeared to keaaan for the lack of continued

collaboration or change in teacher practice.

In addition, there were some comments in ClustarilBstone reports indicating that,
rather than affirming change the project had vatuerms of affirming what the

teachers were already doing. Typical comments e

EHSAS allows schools to do what they were alreadgg] but makes it better,

easier, faster. (Milestone report, Cluster B)

[EHSAS] reinforced what we already have in pladéldgstone report. Cluster B)

[Schools were] willing to take on board a varietyteaching] approaches that

[were] in line with our school needs. (Milestonpad, Cluster B)

A milestone report from Cluster B pointed out hdwe schools combined strong
teaching strategies that were effective for Matrdents. The report explained that the
schools “have also shared different strategiedeas that work well with Maori

students as part of lead teacher days”.

Overall, through my analysis of the connectionsveen the themes of Sharing and
Changing Teacher Practice | identified participabédiefs that collaborating at the
sharing level combined with a focus on change aclter practice had led mainly to
positive outcomes in the schools involved. Thetsextion presents participants’

experiences and perceptions related to the foaidahders had on change.
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EHSAS leadership style to achieve change in teach@actices.

Theoretical Sampling revealed that the ChangingheaPractice theme appeared more
frequently across all data than most other therhs.only did it extend across the

other five themes, it also appeared in a large ruraball 27 categories. At first, the
connections appeared complex, but upon analysmgelated data, | found that
participants (leaders) perceived that change oeduhrough a hierarchical cluster
structure that could transmit knowledge and gaateachers.

Hierarchical Cluster structure.

The key role of EHSAS leaders was not only to faéet in the learning, but also to
ensure that all other teachers in the clusters w@memitted to the project focus and
were making changes in their practice so as to nested outcomes. The need for
accountability was highlighted earlier in this cteapvhere EHSAS leaders’ monitoring
roles were discussed. To enable such monitoringdoountability, the hierarchical
models of leadership that were used ensured chthngggh a top down approach to
disseminating knowledge to classroom teachersur€gy3, 4 and 5 on the following

pages provide a diagrammatic depiction of eacheligshierarchical structure.

Figure 3 (overleaf) provides a diagrammatic intetgtion of the Cluster A structure as
it was described in documents and by interviewetgaeants. The arrows within this
diagram indicate a two way relationship betweemgsanvolving dialogue such as
feedback about the project’'s implementation. Twarwialogue about the project was
not evident in the data between the Project Fatilitand Programme Managers, or
between teachers and students. Therefore, onehatmgue arrows have been placed

in those areas.
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Principals Lead Schoc Leads project “taking responsibility
Y I for managing the finances,

coordinating the professional

development and employing project

facilitator” (Cluster A, Proposal

A
Projec Facilitatol
i l Document)

Programme Manage “Sort of team leaders of the
A EHSAS contract in our

school...oversee what was
happening in the

Lead Teache school...collecting data, looking a
A student achievement, timetabling
observations” (Participant A2)
A 4
Teacher
A 4
“I worked mostly with the
Student Programme Manager” (Participant
A3)

Figure 3. Diagrammatic Interpretation of Cster A's Hierarchical Structure

Participant A1 from this cluster gave the followirggason for the selection of

programme managers:

You had the programme managers who were some aflder staff, and so for
them to get buy in [...] they had to agree to lghhntegrity and moral leaders
within their group and then the lead teachers hrd the teachers so it was this

cross-group collaboration.
This comment highlights the fact that the strucforeCluster A included the

recruitment of programme managers and lead teaaher<ould successfully lead

change in classroom teachers.
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Lead Research &

Data Project PD
School . |
Principal , #?eg?:he 5| Coordinator (| Mentol Mentol

A 4

Students

A 4

Teachers

A 4

A 4

Lead Teachers

Principals

Figure 4.Interpretation of the “Lead Teacher Model” ProvidgdCluster B in the
Proposal Stage of the EHSAS Application Process.

Cluster B submitted a diagram to the Ministry oliEation showing their cluster
structure (Figure 4). This structure places tlagl lechool principal in the top left corner
of the diagram with arrows leading out to all otgevups indicating that all information
and knowledge came from that principal. The lesther in the lead school appears at
the top of the structure alongside outside expwitde all other principals and teachers
appear in the bottom of the diagram as recipiehit®w knowledge. This suggests that
the lead school in Cluster B saw itself as morelkadgeable than other schools in the

cluster as it had been working in the cluster’ssemofocus area for longer.

In Cluster B the lead school principal was seembsrview participants as having the
most input into the project design and goals. |8aened the project and used her own
knowledge to adapt a cluster structure she’d se®k i a literacy programme in

which her school had been involved and initiatexldluster. The application process
for funding was also led by her. Other particigasdw her as the person who was
doing more to keep the project running due to hier xnowledge in the focus area.
When discussing the ideal number of schools irustet, the lead principal herself
(Participant B3) stated that “more than four yowlddoe...I think you'd be running

yourself ragged trying to try and please all pe@pid do all things for everyone”.
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Participant B1 stated that this lead school priakctpras basically leading the project
and because she was my principal, you know, aflptabably my work was done by
her”. The same participant noted how the lead @ckmemed to end up in this position
as it was more advanced in the project focus &8manetimes, you know, it would be
us accommodating them, but we sort of felt comfaetavith it but | know that some of

the other schools felt as though [the lead schontjpal] was too much in charge”.

The lead principal (Participant B3) discussed ttesgures of being in a formal contract.
Comments were made about feeling pressured anddnuldigated to stay in the
contract, stick to the original plan and do the kvoBhe referred to the cluster’s
obligations through the contract with the MinistfyEducation which she saw as

positioned at the top of the hierarchy:

They had licence to go their own ways so they k&l autonomy that way but
then overall um, we still had this project that wasl to do and gather evidence
for. So what | had to do with people was basictalget the other principals on
board | had to take them right back through thelesksontract and say “these
are what my obligations are” and then | had to bla bit, um, not mean |
suppose but it was saying like “you either wartialee this on board or you get
off now, but if you're here, this is what is expetttof you”.

“Acquire the knowledge and
competency to mentor and coach

l others”

Leadership
Teams

Principals

“Implement the coaching and
mentoring process within and

Y across schools”
Lead Teachers

l

Teachers and Students

“Are able to articulate the
purpose behind the learning, the
learning intention and success
criteria”

Figure £. Diagrammatic Interpretation of Cluste Hierarchica Structure
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The interpretation of the structure of Cluster €g(figure 5 above) was derived from
information provided in milestone reports. As wlas case for Clusters A and B, the
structure reflected a hierarchical approach to Kedge acquisition. A hierarchy was
seen by some participants as a positive structurieé&ding change. Participant Al
stated that “by having a hierarchy, if someonelydalt strongly about something
they've got three people above their team leadsrttiey can go to”. However, that
same participant also felt that having a hieraitingered collaboration, and provided
an explanation of their project: “Part of it wad rollaborative. In the end it became

authoritarianism and the teachers didn’t feel galdut it”.

When discussing hierarchical practices, Particigzhexpressed a similarly conflicting

opinion:

Whoever that person is, needs to have enough goaifpower within the school
to be able to lead change but it doesn’'t necegdaaie to be the principal. No
matter how level they'd like the playing field, thrincipals] are still at the top
of the pyramid.

Leading changein teachers.

Leaders had a role in mentoring teachers, andrigaatid checking for change in
teacher practice and its impact on students. djaatits discussed the need for change,
and also the importance of getting the level areepd it right and for ensuring that
teachers had good attitudes towards the projeds gdtaappears from the data that not
all participants saw a need for a change in their eadership practices in order to
reach their cluster goals or outcomes. When dssegghe need for leaders to take part
in learning, EHSAS leaders suggested they shoaldl by example, rather than change

their leadership practices.

Principals in every cluster took part in learnimgla&mphasised the importance of the
project. They focused on increasing the capacitykamowledge of lead teachers who
then acted as mentors for classroom teachers. eWhilcipals encouraged learning by
taking part in professional development alongsiagrtstaff, they did not change or

analyse any of their own leadership practices éir tichools or in the cluster. As one
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principal commented, the principals “met twice @rtend we always had a morning
meeting and our job was to say ‘how’s it going? W&féect are we having on our

teachers? Are we seeing any impact on data?"”iffzant Al).

The fostering of positive change in teacher pracivas also valued by participants. In
Cluster B, lead teachers had the role of manadiag@e in their schools and were
mentored to do this. A milestone report from ttlisster explains that the “lead teacher
and lead principal meet with schools to discussatifig change and change
management among staff”. Such an explicit focusmabling change indicates the

value placed on it.

According to some, the level of change requireteathers had an impact on the degree
of collaboration. One participant felt that shgramy teaching practices across schools
(in the hope of enabling positive change) had toedater on in the project. Participant
Al stated that “change happening in the school sidkeally hard to collaborate

across schools as well”. These leaders felt thahging teacher practice was a difficult
task that had to occur within a single school befocould occur between schools

working together.

Fostering a common vision or goal.

The theme of Fostering a Common Vision or Goal eamected to the themes of
Leadership, Change and Hierarchy. Further anabfdisese connections revealed
participants’ beliefs that if leaders fostered enomon vision, change in teacher practice

would be further enabled.

Participant B1 was clear that leaders enabled ehantgacher practices by transmitting
a common vision. She thought that a cluster neé&oleel person with the real vision”

for effective collaboration to happen. Howevehestparticipants emphasised the
importance of a common vision within a school aass all involved. Overall
Common Vision/Goal category showed that participaaiued the presence of a leader
who kept the focus on the cluster’s vision or gdaarticipant B3 illustrated this by
saying: “As the cluster got stronger it becamepthiecipals who really held and kept
the vision going”.
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The involvement of many others to keep that visiogoal alive throughout the
duration of the project was also valued by paréinig. Participant B1 noted that “if
everybody doesn’t have the same vision, just tonynpeeople on their own agenda, |

think that would have a detrimental effect”. Rapgant C2 emphasised a similar point:

A shared vision, it wasn’t just a vision that th@pipals had thought up and
said this is what we’re going to do — it was sormgghthat we all knew about
and that the staff knew about as well so the bitupé was shared by
everybody.

Participants discussed what happens if the focsslegh and ways to keep it by gaining
agreement from all involved, having leadership elity and taking responsibility for

embedding it and keeping it alive.

Intended consequences of EHSAS leaders’ practices.

The leadership practices noted so far in this @rapére aimed at changing teacher
practices in order to improve student achieveméiie intended consequences of all
leadership practices were to get commitment fraachers, to change teacher practice

and ultimately to improve student achievement.

Commitment of teachers.

Data was associated with the Commitment of Teadh#nepresented the need for
participants in the cluster work to be committedhi® project, or to be willing to engage
in the collaboration or project work. In order tbe cluster to succeed in reaching its
goals participants emphasised that people in tnstenl needed to have a commitment to
the project outcomes or vision. In defining codiedttion, Participant A1 discussed the

need for commitment:

When we brought in the cross-school collaboratibat was when the teachers
had to have some commitment to the project asamellagree about how we're

going to move it forward | suppose.
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The role of leaders was a key idea in the CommitroEfmeachers category. Five of the
nine interview participants emphasised the needltmter leaders to be committed to
the project. In particular, principals needed gy mto the project in order for it to be
successful. When | asked one principal (Partidigdr) about what her role was, she
discussed this in light of previous experiencesadfaboration with other schools,

stating the following:

Principals...that’s our role, it's the leadershiperoland it was really interesting,
we had a new principal come into one of the schatig didn’t totally buy in,
and you knew it immediately. Now | had run twoeatlsluster groups, one was
an ICT one — a big one, and um, the other one hagifted and talented one.
So | understood implicitly that if the principalnst on board, then nobody’s on

board.

Another key idea that emerged in the Commitmeritazichers category was the
concern about staff turnover, which participantéeved affected an entire school’'s
commitment to the project. Participant B1 notedt tithere was a high turnover of
teachers and that was really really hard on thgeprdecause it was like starting all
over again, having to bring everybody up to spegadrd. As well as high teacher
turnover, Cluster B also lost two principals durthg course of the project. Participant
B noted that when the new principals joined theteuit was decided that the project
should be put “on hold for a little while until hgot used to their schools and then
they could start focusing on that”.

Cluster A also experienced staff turnover whicleetiéd the levels of capability across
staff members. Participant A3 described this sitma “[We] did have staff turnover
which is inevitable isn’'t it? And so, to be hon#fsre would be some teachers who’d be
in it for the whole time who probably had experiedienore collaborative practice than

some of them who come in towards the end”.

Like Cluster A, Cluster C experienced staff turno&ed concerns about staff capability.
However, Participant C2 pointed out that they hgglesns in place to cater for new

staff: “If we did have staff turnover, what we d&gdwe set up sessions so that any new
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staff to the schools could learn about peer coachilet's say we had peer coaching

sessions with the whole staff”.

Participant B3 recalled that when a principal wgsaced, the new leader would state
something like “Well I've got all this other thirtg focus on and your contract’s a tack
on on the side”. According to the participant dttlactually took quite a lot of work and
talk to get people on board to get everybody mowiggin”. Other participants found

that sometimes new staff did not commit to thegubj There was a need for teachers

to have ownership of the work in order to be onrbawdth the rest of the cluster.

In order to gain that critical commitment from p#lrticipants in a cluster, cluster
leaders suggested strategies such as involvinggeoplanning and target setting,
ensuring that the project addressed teachers’ neeadving everyone equally, and

discussing the project, thus ensuring a continnus on it.

Changein teacher practice.

Change in teacher practice was an intended consegué the leadership practices in
EHSAS clusters. Some clusters checked for evidehckange by measuring teacher
practice. In Cluster A, teachers completed saléssments, as noted by Participant Al:
“Teachers were given the matrix and this is howalge monitored the data and they
had to decide where they were on this matrix ab#gnning of the year, at the end of
the year”. In Cluster C, rather than refer to enick, Participant C1 made assumptions
that change had occurred in all classrooms: “Ikhiit made a difference in two

rooms, it's probably made a subtle difference irstmooms”. Cluster B measured
changes in teacher practice through a particutdomigue where teachers and students
were interviewed and their answers compared. @l@3tused a “classroom
walkthrough” technique which was a process for hog evidence-based feedback to
classroom teachers about their instructional prastand their students’ learning. The
classroom walkthrough allowed the observer (uswallad teacher or principal) to gain
a snapshot of a particular aspect of practicedeioto check for change and
improvement and provide feedback to the teachdéusté& A used a facilitator to
observe change in teacher practice over time atestone reports recorded statements

about teacher progress. For example, Cluster @19 2Znilestone report stated that
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“teachers became more reflective practitionerg. utbe of assessment tools for feedback

and self and peer assessment...increased”.

Leaders believed that their collaboration and aasedt practices would gain the
commitment of teachers to change and improve. Dledéigved that these consequences
would lead to improved outcomes for students. T$ay that requiring and checking
for change in teacher practice was the main watythiegy as leaders could contribute to

improving student achievement.

I mproved student achievement.

All participants were asked if they perceived theactices as making a difference to
student achievement during the interview proc&dsister A provided evidence of
improvement in student achievement in Reading antiny through milestone reports.
Participant Al discussed this improvement, stdtivag it was a direct consequence of
teachers inquiring into and improving their pragetibrough talking to each other and to
leaders about what they were doing: “What are yaing? — that was the single
question: What are you doing?”. However, PartictpaA2 and A3 were not as
confident in answering the question due to the thaat | was asking if it was
collaborative practice that had made the differerather than practices in general.

Participant A3 expressed her reservations aboujubstion in the following way:

We had the assessment data from the tools thatege so that was easy to
measure but...whether the collaboration made aac¢mpdon’t know and |

don’t know how you...because maybe in the end dgtwa were still satellite
schools making a difference for the students hatertaybe what we did at [our
school] had nothing to do with the great thingg theppened at [another cluster
school].

Cluster B provided student achievement data in Regad their first year of
implementation of EHSAS, which showed that achiemenshifts in some schools were
minimal, with some students doing worse than trey Ibefore the project. In other
schools student achievement had gradually impravegdars prior to the project and in

the first year of the project. The cluster thearaed to a measurement tool that
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focused on student engagement rather than achiexewith the underlying
assumption that improved engagement would equaiowveinl achievement. No further
evidence of improved achievement was provided.t#k#e participants from Cluster B
explained how harmonious collaborative practicelad@upact positively on student
achievement but did not state that student achieméhmad actually improved in their

cluster. As Participant B3 commented:

| think the more you grow the teacher, the moreljikyou are to improve
student achievement in your school. And | thinkus, the eye was always on
how do we...if we can engage these kids in learnimtjvée can make learning
meaningful and authentic and um, like basicallytgetparental involvement.

All of those things are going to impact on studaectiievement.

Cluster C had gathered student achievement dagdation to Numeracy throughout
the term of their EHSAS project. They stated irtlanalysis that “student
achievement over the last 3 years has shown cahtimprovement because of the use
of analytical, challenging and critical questionimgteachers” (final Cluster C
Milestone Report). Each of the three interviewadipipants confirmed that changed
teacher practices had an impact on student achevenParticipant C3 believed that
this was due to collaboration across teacherstickant C2 stated that changed teacher
practices around inquiry and collaboration “madedhta real for us to know actually
we can change student achievement and we can iegraid we can work on it
together. So we sort of did it you know as a grfouparticipant C1 had similar
perceptions:

Whether it was making a difference — we never ctdié data before and after so
we’ve got, you know | can’t say categorically yegised student achievement
but | think if you look at, you know, | know of agple of teachers whose
classroom practice changed — not radically — bfibidely changed in that all of

a sudden they were setting learning intentiong;, Were using um rubrics with
success criteria, they were giving very specifexdfeack to students...it made a
difference in those rooms — | happened to be wgrlith a couple of them.
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It is clear that the aim of the EHSAS clusters’jpots was to raise student achievement.
However, it is not clear as to whether or not aokimeent was raised, or if it was,

whether it could be attributed to the EHSAS propaud changed teacher practices.

Summary of the Results

The participants in this research described thialootative practices used in their
clusters and their beliefs and perceptions abauintipact of those practices on teachers
and students. The analysis of the data presentiisi chapter allowed me to locate
underlying patterns, such as the reasons for wsrtgin collaborative practices and the

intended consequences of cluster activities.

EHSAS leaders claimed their roles in the clusterkwo be very important, with the
largest area of discussion being about the sigmifie of leadership practices in
achieving change and improvement in teachers antsts. They exchanged
information, resources, ideas, strengths and egpednd used hierarchical structures to
gain teachers’ commitment to changing their prastiwith the ultimate aim of

improving student outcomes.
These emerging patterns are examined in Chaptenére they are considered in

relation to relevant literature and the final therformed and discussed so that the

research questions can be answered.
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Chapter 5

Discussion and Conclusions

In this chapter | aim through discussion and angido integrate relevant research
literature into the emergent theory in order tospre the final theory based on the
beliefs of the EHSAS cluster leaders involved iis #tudy. The validity of their claims
is assessed by “the degree to which the [partitgjaineoretical claims are consistent
with well-established knowledge in the field” (D&Q07, p. 168). Each section of this
chapter addresses the original research questiotiser examining EHSAS leaders’

beliefs about effective collaborative practice.

EHSAS Leaders’ Beliefs

At the end of Chapter 4, | considered patterns pideing the collaborative practices
used by EHSAS leaders. The following statementsnsarise the beliefs of EHSAS

leaders in relation to their cluster work:

1. By sharing resources, ideas, strengths and es@erith one another EHSAS
leaders believed they would then have knowledgevtbald enable teachers to

change and improve their practices, and raise studievement.

2. EHSAS leaders believed that a hierarchical etustructure was the best way to

transmit their newly acquired knowledge and goaleachers.

3. EHSAS leaders believed that principals in thusters must monitor student
achievement data to check on school progress dddehoh other to account.
They believed this was essential for changing teaphactices and improving

student outcomes.

These statements take into consideration the EH8&®rs’ beliefs about the
consequences of using practices which | termedriisiia Each leader’s beliefs took
account of the importance he or she placed oninartdlaborative practices, cluster

structures and processes, and leadership stylemughout the rest of this chapter,
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each belief is considered in relation to the oagesearch questions. Research
question (b) on participants’ perceptions abouteefits and limitations of their
practices is considered alongside the first tweassh questions. Throughout both of
those sections, comparisons are made betweenipantis' perceptions and the
literature on collaboration in educational settingsrder to answer the fourth research
question (c): How consistent are participants’ pptions with research findings in the
field?

Research Questions: What collaborative practices we used by the participants in
the EHSAS clusters? What do the participants perdee as the benefits and

limitations of collaborative practice?

This study has found that while some EHSAS leatsrsrted the use of a few highly
effective collaborative practices such as challesngt debate, building on strengths and
critique between cluster members, these were neffastive as they could have been
because they were used within rather than acrésmksc The practices that were used
across schools and that were most commonly repbsté&tHSAS leaders included the
sharing of resources, ideas, strengths and expéeisveen cluster members. Such
practices are not sufficient for raising studertti@zement because, as noted in Chapter
2, they can create a climate that Hudson-Ross (2@ffyests may be too positive
where members do not challenge each other anddherfarther entrench ineffective
practices that make them feel good. Cluster neespreferred to share existing
strengths and expertise through visiting each ettsehools, “soaking up the flavour”
(Participant B1). Schools showcased developmerntisaahievements during their
EHSAS projects and believed that alignment in timgkand language among staff

members would lead to change and improvement.

In providing reasons for sharing resources, idstasngths and expertise, EHSAS
leaders demonstrated a good understanding of tip@ges of effective collaboration.
They valued the aims of learning and improvementteir teachers. But the
collaborative practices they used showed a lacknderstanding about what would best
achieve those aims.
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It may be that change and improvement did occteachers as part of the EHSAS
project, but when considering the current resefhciman, 2007; De Lima, 2001; Fullan
& Hargreaves, 1992; Katz et al., 2009; and Timper2®07) it is unlikely that the
“sharing” across schools by cluster members wasct¥ie in enabling change and
improvement. The “sharing” level of collaboratidoes not involve challenge, a key
practice required by cluster members if they areuitd relationships, skills and
knowledge to achieve change and improvement. #audsed in Chapter 2, Fullan and
Hargreaves suggested that if cluster members meoag tom advice-giving and
material-sharing and towards more challenging prestsuch as asking difficult and
necessary questions about their work and how teawsp they will successfully build
relationships, skills and knowledge. Indeed, Dmdiemphasises the use of conflict as
a catalyst for school change and improvement whilsiperley et al., (2007) and Katz
et al. (2009) claim that the role of external exigerto assist in creating more
challenging dialogue across a group. Annan’s ey talk” (p. 187) is one way to
introduce the necessary challenge and critiquewhatlargely missing from EHSAS
leaders’ cluster practices. As noted in Chapteugh talk assists groups of schools

working together to solve student achievement moisl

In emphasising practices that remained at an ulesizahg level, EHSAS leaders
neglected to mention other more effective approsshieh as those involving contexts
enabling “capacity building” through inquiry-baspictices that challenge
understandings, as discussed by Fullan and Hargggd992). EHSAS leaders
explained how using collaborative practices at timshallenging level enabled
alignment in thinking and a common language adtosis clusters. This might have
been the case, but as Katz et al. (2010) and Timpet al. (2009) comment, such
alignment and commonality is only effective in magsstudent achievement if the
schools have established commonality of needs dffective to stay focussed on
change and improvement (as EHSAS leaders say tgybdt as Little (2002) notes,
school leaders cannot “simply equate change witirawement” (p. 935) without
inquiring into evidence of need and checking thpaot of their professional practices
on student outcomes. Timperley et al. (2009) ltdosuch needs-based alignment

across schools with inquiry approaches.
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The ongoing evaluation of teaching and learningviiets is now widely known in New
Zealand as being embedded in the “inquiry and kadgg-building cycle” (Timperley
et al., 2007) and is supported by several reseeg@sethe most effective way for
schools to improve student outcomes (Annan, 20@fz Kt al., 2010; and Timperley et
al., 2010). This cycle is appropriate in facilitgt change as it allows teachers and
school leaders to focus on existing teaching-le&rfinks and then determine what they
need to learn and do to promote students’ learnifige emphasis is on needs and
problems that allow teachers to see themselveagents of change — for their students
and their own learning” (Timperley et al., 2007x[iv). Through their collaborative
practices, EHSAS leaders facilitated a model widdused more on sharing strengths
than addressing needs. While using such a moddieig school practitioners and
leaders to identify what is working in order tother innovate and build good practice,
it may not be as effective as the inquiry and krealgk-building cycle in promoting

change and improvement.

Evidence of the more effective collaborative praesinoted by several researchers
including challenge and critique, and problem savand inquiry-based practices
(Annan, 2007; Hudson-Ross, 2001; Katz et al., 26@fhinson & Lai, 2006; Timperley
et al., 2007) was displayed by clusters whose facea required staff to learn these
skills at the classroom level. However, there mafvidence that these same practices
were utilised at the clusters’ leadership levehisTmeans that while teachers were
building their capability to select and use effeetpractices in their classrooms, leaders
were not in fact supporting them through buildimgl anodelling their own capability.

As noted in Chapter 2, Timperley and Parr (2010yled evidence that school leaders
must work alongside teachers to locate their lefebmpetence when engaging in
inquiry, therefore engaging in their own cycle duiry to improve. The “continuum

of development” (Timperley et al., 2010, p. 38aitol that can assist leaders to
measure their capability and locate next stepkair tearning in order to improve.

When EHSAS leaders were asked to identify the étiahs of collaborative practice,
they believed that as schools changed during thetesi projects, a lack of commonality
emerged that reduced collaboration. It is likélgttthe lack of commonality across
each cluster’s schools came about because EHSASr&etcused too much on

implementing change programmes for teachers, andnough on inquiring into

91



teachers’ practices and students’ needs in ordeetdify common needs across the
schools. Thus, as schools were not seeing thditsetinat effective collaboration based
on common need can provide, they preferred to w&torke. Such inquiry would have
allowed the leaders to ensure that they were rdgwddjusting their project focus to

accommodate the needs of all schools involved.

It appears therefore, that while EHSAS leadersgsed on change in teacher practice,
they failed to use a cluster approach that woulelenabled change. Schools
essentially worked independently in a particulaufoarea (such as developing
formative assessment skills) and concentrated gtemmenting new learning, rather
than inquiring into how teachers and leaders wheanging ineffective practices. ltis
possible that EHSAS leaders preferred to keep lot&dion at this less challenging and
less effective level because it allowed them tortaan what Fullan and Hargreaves

have described as “cosy relationships” (p. 76) whitkir colleagues in the cluster.

Another factor that may have resulted in leadeligloorating at a less effective level is
that they were accountable to the Ministry of Ediecain reporting on the use of
funding and the effectiveness of their activiti€onsequently, clusters may have felt
pressure to provide visible results quickly. Aswinened in Chapter 4: Results, the
sharing of funding and professional developmentengula large component of the
Sharing category. Rather than taking part in @béng change to current practice,
many cluster participants preferred to affirm cotngractices, taking the “good points”
of the cluster professional development and furgiiegressing them within their own
schools. It is also possible that trust existesvben participants, but had not developed
sufficiently either within each school or betweblr schools in a cluster to allow a new,

more challenging version of it to develop.

Research Question: Do the research participants peeive the collaborative
practices that they used as making a difference &tudent achievement and what

did they perceive were the benefits and limitationsf those practices?

In summary, EHSAS leaders believed that their ahoiccluster structures, processes
and leadership styles were necessary for improtgtest outcomes. They believed

that leadership should be shared equally amongeclpgncipals and defined the
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principal’s role as a monitoring one that involwatecking on their own school’s
progress and reporting back to the other principalsus they held each other
accountable for the outcomes of the cluster projectkeeping with a leadership style
that enabled monitoring, principals worked togettreating processes to decide next
steps in the project, and to develop ways to keegdcus on project activities. Each
cluster hired outside expertise to lead aspediseoimplementation of their projects.
Lead teachers in each cluster were involved fimsiugh receiving new knowledge and
second through delivering this to classroom teachBly observing the classroom
teachers and providing feedback to them, the leachiers added another layer of
monitoring at the implementation level. Classraeachers were the recipients of new

knowledge and a change agenda to raise studerivachent.

The research questions above are considered foltbeing subsections which are the

main themes that emerged from data analysis.

Leadership style makes a difference to student agwement.

According to research, the key purposes for cohatan should be for school leaders,
teachers and students to learn and improve (ad hgtAnnan, 2007; Katz, Earl and
Jaafar, 2009; Timperley and Parr, 2010; and TineyehlVilson, Barrar and Fung,
2007). EHSAS leaders understood what the purpbadeader in a group of
collaborating schools should be. They believed tteir leadership was important to
enable teacher change and improved student outcodmsever, while EHSAS

leaders had this clear understanding, they maatygtuave hindered learning and
improvement in their teachers and students siregdid not evaluate the effectiveness
of their school and cluster activities. Timperttal. refer to “evaluative capability”
(2010, p. 31). Without this, school leaders ass lékely to be able to develop teachers’
instructional competence by ensuring that theipsthare “organised to maximise
instructional time” (Timperley et al., 2010, p. 3dh order to build their own

evaluative capability, leaders in schools woulddheehave systems that allow teachers
and leaders to engage in inquiry. It may be thd$SAS leaders did operate in schools
with such systems in place, but they did not ingjunto their own leadership practices.

Ultimately, this would have hindered the classrdeacher’s ability to develop
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knowledge and skills required to “select and u$ectf/e instructional practices for

particular groups of students” (Timperley et aQ1@, p. 28).

Hierarchical cluster structures make a difference & student achievement.

In addition to their overall emphasis on leaderskidSAS leaders led change by
adopting hierarchical cluster structures to trangmowledge and goals to teachers.
They believed that this would assist them in trattgmy knowledge and goals to
classroom teachers. The principals in the cluséerplanning and monitoring related
to the broad outcomes by checking student achientdata and deciding on next
steps. According to Katz, et al. (2009), this wasappropriate use of principals’ skills

and knowledge in a collaborative group.

Each cluster included lead teachers who encourtdgebluilding of skills and
knowledge in the classroom teachers in their ownosls. EHSAS leaders selected
older staff or staff with integrity in their schedio be the lead teachers and they were
seen as “moral leaders” (Participant A1) for claesn teachers. This second tier of
leaders under principals was provided with the feasning first so that the knowledge

could then be transmitted to classroom teachaitsicluster.

When EHSAS leaders were asked what the disadvantddkeir collaborative
experiences were (see Appendix A), participantftewo of the clusters noted how the
hierarchical structure of their clusters creatdéeeding of negative obligation in people
lower down in the structure. They felt that thabeve them were “too much in charge”
(participant B1). Both lead school principals d@he Ministry of Education were seen
as those groups at the top of the hierarchy. négativity towards the cluster structure
could be teachers’ reactions to principals’ expema of them to change and improve,
whilst not being fully aware of why they had to nlga and improve because little or no

evidence had been gathered about teacher practice.

That participants expressed such mixed views alheirt experiences of clusters’
structures seems to be consistent with this relseanech claims that both hierarchical
and non-hierarchical approaches can support efeectllaboration (Annan, 2007;
Fullan and Hargreaves, 1991; Head, 2003; Kat4,,e2@09; Robinson, et al., 2009).
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Although the lead teachers demonstrated what Ahaardescribed as “non-hierarchical
learning connections” by working alongside clasandeachers to develop knowledge,
the principals’ lack of emphasis on the use of ena® to check for change and
improvement in teacher practice indicates theilkeld that the cluster members were
not using their hierarchical structures in an optimmay. As Fullan and Hargreaves
(1992) have pointed out, using evidence to checkliange and improvement allows a
leader to learn as well as to lead. However, withe EHSAS projects weak evidence
of change in teacher practice was collected (ss@eH-assessments), or change and
improvement was assumed in all teachers by che¢kimgractices of a sample few (as

noted by a participant from Cluster C).

It is also possible to argue that the Ministry diuEation contributed to the less than
optimal use of the hierarchical structures by EH3&&®lers on two counts. First, the
Ministry required clusters to adopt a “lead schodbecond, the Ministry asked clusters
to develop four year plans then conducted onlytlighnitoring and support to the
clusters during the implementation of their pragectThe Ministry’s limited

involvement fitted a light-touch accountability myl for self-managing schools. But a
negative consequence of that policy was that thadtty failed to check that the
hierarchical transfer of knowledge to teachersstndents was successful and that
teachers understood and used the knowledge. Editiistry, checking capability and
then providing appropriate support for schoolshange and improve was second to

holding schools accountable for outcomes.

The commitment of all cluster members makes a diffence to student

achievement.

EHSAS leaders believed that they and their stadftbdbe committed to the cluster
goals throughout the term of their projects if tredusters were to succeed in making a
difference to student achievement. To gain comuritinall teachers had to have
ownership of the work and agree to change. Leaslessred this buy-in through
involving teachers in planning, target setting #reloverall change process and by
ensuring that there was a continual focus on tbgptr and that it addressed teacher

needs.
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The emphasis that EHSAS leaders placed on gaiheagdmmitment of teachers to
improving their practice and student outcomes ppsued by research (Hudson-Ross,
2001; and Head, 2003). However, the leaders didgimow an understanding of the
practices required to gain commitment. To be geglyicommitted, Head has claimed
that teachers needed to know and understand tieg in the cluster work so that the
benefits for them were clear and according to R&003) they also needed to build
“relational trust” (p. 42), a type of trust made afpactions that reduce the sense of
vulnerability between cluster members who are déeenon one another to achieve
desired outcomes. Such actions, as discussedyry iBclude “respectful exchanges”

p. 42) between group members even when thereagmrisment.

EHSAS leaders attempted to gain teachers’ committheough involving them in
planning and target setting. However, the nedddter underlying practices that
enable such involvement were not emphasised. kseadeded to encourage “relational
trust” and establish “personal regard” between gnmembers which would show the
“willingness...to extend themselves beyond the fdmaquirements of a job definition”
(Bryk, 2003, p. 42).

EHSAS cluster leaders were concerned that stafbuear affected commitment in that
it created more work for the existing cluster membeho had to acquaint new
members with the learning that others had beemgfiro The leaders did not recognise
that commitment could be influenced by the prastwetlined by Head (2003) and
Bryk (2003) above, and other practices such asib@’s (2001) “cognitive conflict”

(p. 116) which must occur if teachers are to comamgchool change. While EHSAS
leaders did not link such practices to gaining catm@nt from teachers, some data
indicated that role clarity, challenge and debateodcur when determining and
agreeing on next steps. However, this was a velgtsmall part of the data and did not
emerge as a theme. Similarly, the fostering ofitirgst alongside high challenge was
seen by some participants as important, but treoreaoffered for this view had little to
do with commitment, change or improvement. Trigsind challenging behaviours
were seen by those who discussed it as fostergttaring of good practice and ideas,
and the de-privatisation of classrooms.
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Keeping the focus on a common vision or goal makesdifference to student

achievement.

The EHSAS leaders’ emphasis on the need for cliesd€elers to keep the focus on the
cluster’'s common vision or goal is consistent wébkearch literature that claims all
members of a learning community or cluster shoalgerthis (Katz, et al., 2009;
Timperley, et al., 2009; & Wenger, 1998). While fiierature does not emphasise the
leader’s role in maintaining the cluster goalsnékes sense that in having a
responsibility for monitoring cluster activitiestards outcomes, these leaders saw the
significance of their roles in ensuring that thenooon vision or goal was maintained

throughout.

By involving teachers in cluster planning and taggdting, leaders believed that they
maintained the common vision or goal and thatwoald gain the commitment of
teachers. This is in line with Wenger’s notiorfjoint enterprise” (1998, p. 77) which
requires community members to define and agreestrared goal. As noted in Chapter
2, EHSAS cluster leaders were exposed to Wendeetwries about communities of
practice through regional seminars. Thus EHSA8desi practices in this instance
may have been influenced by exposure to Wengegariths and research. There was
no clear evidence that EHSAS cluster goals weredas needs, as emphasised by
Annan (2007), Katz et al. (2009) and Timperleyle{2009). Through the same
regional seminars, they were shown aspects of Aamasearch that emphasised a
deeper analysis of need when determining goalsiaAs (2007) research favours
schools that come together in the first place foeads-based reason. ltis likely that
EHSAS leaders favoured Wenger’s position becausgwere exposed to both
perspectives only after they had already forme thasters. It was perhaps too much
work to return to the drawing board to renegottatgr cluster goals based on the
identified needs of students in each school.

Some effective collaborative practices were useBH$AS leaders including challenge
and debate, and critique between cluster mem@drese have been acknowledged by
many researchers as having an impact on studeigvachent (Annan, 2007; Hudson-

Ross, 2001; Katz et al., 2009; Robinson & Lai, 208& Timperley et al., 2007, 2009).

However, EHSAS leaders did not fully realise théeptial impact of those practices
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and instead emphasised less effective collaborptaetices across their schools such
as sharing ideas and resources, and associatedwitbsmproved student
achievement. This highlights their strong focudearning and change without a
corresponding focus on evidence of change and edmps a result of the way the
EHSAS project was implemented by the Ministry oliEation. The pressure that
cluster leaders felt to comply with the requirenseotprovide results combined with a
lack of monitoring and support from the MinistryBducation may have left cluster
leaders feeling confused about how to combine camgé tasks with the effective
practices in order to get the improvement thapaities desired. It also appears from
the report by Martin Jenkins and Associates Limithdt the practices the lead school
planned to extend across the clusters were naicit‘proven or tested within the lead
school” (2008, p. 9). Moreover, the Ministry of igdtion did not appear to have used
selection criteria that required schools to haveaaly inquired into and established the

effectiveness of the practices to be shared.

Conclusion

Through interviews and milestone reports EHSASdemdiscussed how their
collaborative practices allowed the following tacaoc
- The monitoring of student achievement data betvwgacipals to ensure
the accountability of each of them for projectcaumes.
- The monitoring of teacher change by checkingrtben teachers’
progress and sharing of that with each other thraligcussions.
- The commitment from teachers in order to chahge practices.
- The achievement of a common language and shauaerstanding of
cluster processes.

- The transmission of knowledge and goals to tech

EHSAS leaders believed that the above outcomedejt@the purposes and benefits
of collaboration. These beliefs align with thed#ture on collaboration which
emphasises the necessity of similar beliefs inroimleeach a common goal. However,
following my analysis of the practices used by EFSSAusters to achieve these
purposes and benefits, | found that they did netthe most effective collaborative

practices and that leaders did not look for leagr@nd improvement in their own or in
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teachers’ practices. Instead, EHSAS Leaders were focussed on monitoring the

implementation of project activities.

EHSAS leaders focussed on the delivery of professidevelopment to change

teachers but the clustering approach was not usad optimal way to make a

difference. Ultimately, there was a sharp focuseamning and change but this could

have happened just as effectively in the individichlools without the cluster structure.

The only collaborative practices that occurred ssschools were at the basic “sharing”

level, as described in Chapter 2 of this study.

The following three statements make up the finaudded Theory of the collaborative

practices of EHSAS cluster leaders.

1.

EHSAS leaders understood the purposes of eftectllaboration and their
roles as leaders in enabling learning and improvémieowever, they made
assumptions about the consequences and impact pfdlbtices they used and
did not inquire into their needs, their capabiltyleaders, or the impact of their
collaborative practices at teacher, school andellsvel. Collaborative
practices that would achieve those aims most @ffdgtwere not therefore
used. Thus leaders did not fully enable the legrand improvement that they

espoused to be leading.

EHSAS leaders believed that it was effectivadopt a hierarchical cluster
structure and principals were appropriately thelées of planning and
monitoring cluster goals, while lead teachers noed the progress of
classroom teachers. However the principals didemtire lead teachers to use
evidence to check for progress in classroom teadmst did not evaluate their

own leadership practices in enabling improvemem¢athers and students.

EHSAS leaders understood the need for clustenrees to focus on and
commit to a common vision or goal. They ensuresl ttirough involving
teachers in cluster planning and target settingwéVer, cluster goals were not
needs-based, so any success they may have haueniag student

achievement targets was unlikely to be due to floeirs on cluster goals. By
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involving teachers in planning and target settmgain their commitment, they
showed a lack of understanding about the practiwgsgain commitment from

teachers.

Issues and Implications

EHSAS leaders knew why they were working togetimer lzad clear aims but they were
not using appropriate collaborative practices tuece those aims. They were either
lacking the knowledge, or the will to recognisestfact and to improve their practices
through inquiry. The selection of appropriate aésxpertise has important
implications for how knowledge is built. Clusteabers should have identified a
common problem or need in advance in order to nequto it and to find solutions.
Identifying solutions requires the input of an adesexpert, such as a professional
development provider who can assist in making tieplicit and in identifying the
necessary knowledge and skills that need to bé @urhperley and Parr, 2010;
Robinson and Lai, 2006).

The monitoring role of the Ministry of Educatiorsalhas important implications for
how knowledge is built and for how school leadeesteeld to account for making their
practices more effective. In choosing to condigtttimonitoring and support for
EHSAS clusters, the Ministry of Education was netessarily able to become an
effective partner to the schools and their chosdside experts. By being involved in
closer monitoring of the implementation of clugtéans, the Ministry of Education
could have provided an extra layer of expertissgolding where effective practices,
processes and systems were or were not operatthghatienging or supporting cluster
members and outside experts to address issuearorew knowledge and skills. The
Ministry of Education is also in a unique positiminpower in such situations because it
Is monitoring for accountability purposes. Wheneoatside expert contracted by
schools may feel uncomfortable when he or she esadiscord, the Ministry of
Education is able to support both schools and deitskperts to welcome discord that

enables change, without being at risk of losingrtract.
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Limitations of this study

This section outlines the various limitations aststudy in relation to meeting the
requirements of the Grounded Theory Method and asytion as a civil-servant

involved in monitoring the EHSAS clusters.

Due to time constraints, it was not always posdibladhere to all of the requirements
of the Grounded Theory Method. In particular, shenple size had to be predetermined
so that the study was manageable within the timedréor producing a Master’s thesis.
The decision was made to select three clustengfmarch, and nine participants across
the clusters for interviewing. Essentially, thisans that “saturation point” was being
predetermined, which is not in line with Grounddtedry Method. The result was that
saturation point had not been reached after the it of cluster data had been through
the theoretical sampling process. Normally theaesher would have returned to
earlier conceptualising phases, sampling new ggtijor clusters) until saturation point
is reached, as noted on page 56, Chapter 3: MebmpdoHowever, as noted in

Chapter 4: Results, given the few new categoriesrgimg from the third cluster’s data,

| was satisfied that | was near enough to saturgi@nt to move to the next stage in

analysis.

The validity of the data that was collected andys®&l is also a limitation of this study.
Information gathered from milestone reports andriiew participants was subjective
in that it provided cluster members’ perceptionsudlithe effectiveness of the practices
that they used. Those perceptions were unsuppbytedncrete evidence such as
teacher observation data or analyses of teachdeaddr practices during the projects.
The perspectives of outside expertise contractetlusgers to deliver professional
development or to be a critical friend were foundome milestone reports, but again
there was a lack of evidence to support their matsges. Student achievement data
was provided in milestone reports, however it watspossible to determine from this
reporting how well the data was analysed and us@ufarm each cluster’s processes
and practices. As the Ministry of Education did become involved in the cluster
work as a genuine partner, no internal monitoriages provided any insight into data

analysis and use for each cluster. As noted irp@na: Results, due to this lack of
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information it is not clear as to whether or ndtiaReement was raised, or if it was,

whether it could be attributed to the EHSAS progaad changed teacher practices.

Finally, EHSAS cluster members may have felt press$into providing certain
information or to answering questions that enstinatitheir projects were not
compromised by what could be seen as “extra mongbby myself as a civil-servant.
| can never be entirely certain that those issnésnay continued employment by the
Ministry of Education did not have an influence ptree information provided by the

cluster members through both interview and document

Recommendations and Further Research

This section makes recommendations for improviegwhy schools and the Ministry
of Education implement collaborative projects.Isbgpose questions for further

research about school leadership and Ministry afcaton practices.

The findings of this thesis may inform the thinkisgout how schools collaborate in
New Zealand in the future. Itis clear that cafiediion is not just about using the right
practices if it is to be effective. It is also abensuring the right structures and
processes are in place to enable the right practicbe used. The effectiveness of
those practices should be checked along the wag. n€ed for such precursors has
implications for the reasons that schools choosmllaborate and for how school
leaders plan and establish systems that will endbitering that is effective. If in the
future, the Ministry of Education establishes aeotfand to encourage collaboration
across schools, these findings should inform tiségtleand implementation of the
policy so that the schools accessing such fundamgdevelop plans and implement

systems and processes that facilitate collaboratiahbenefits student achievement.

It is clear from the findings in this thesis thaheol leaders required support to do the
following:
- Expose their beliefs about the effectiveness af gractices.
- Inquire into their practices to check their effeehess, exploring the needs of
students, teachers and leaders.

- Build their knowledge and capability to select assé effective practices.
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- Collaborate effectively.

The knowledge that these school leaders need tmia@lready exists. As noted in
Chapter 2, there are tools and professional demsop providers that can support
schools to analyse their data, to identify needktannquire into their effectiveness.
These school leaders now need to engage with lineard experts to build their

knowledge and capability to select and use effeginactices.

The tools provided by Timperley et al. (2010) teisisschool leaders and teachers to
locate their levels of competence when engagingguiry are useful indicators to
guide next steps in improvement. However, | hanél through working with school
leaders that the indicators can easily be misiné¢ep by those learning to implement
the inquiry cycle if they do not have a clear ustiemding of what the brief summary
statements look like in practice. In order to depdaheir understanding, school leaders
and teachers need to engage with outside expatiseean help them to locate their
current capability to inquire and then understahéit is that they need to learn next.

Through my experiences working with these clusaeid with other schools in my role
as a civil-servant, it is not always clear to sdlHeaders who should provide this
support: The leaders themselves? The Ministry afcatdon? Professional
development providers? Or other experts? | preploat it is a combination of these in
partnership with one another. Such partnershipsaeady proven to be successful in
clusters of schools and the involvement of outsixigertise has already been discussed
as an effective partnership for improving schoste(page 101). Partnerships between
the Ministry of Education and schools were expldredugh Timperley’s and
Robinson’s (2003) research. They found that thekwgohools involved in reform did
together focussed on the development of stratétpeschieve project ownership and
increased confidence, rather than the more demanask of school improvement” (p.
271). Timperley and Robinson argue that when dehidentify solutions to their needs
without the input of outside experts, “institutibmarms that maintain the dysfunctional
status quo” (p. 250) may not be challenged. Tloewd that schools were more
effective in making changes for improvement if tipeysued tasks to reach their goals
in partnership with the Ministry of Education. Tiheéefinition of partnership is

summarised in the following excerpt:
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Two or more entities are in partnership when thaept some responsibility for
a problem or task, and establish processes foringthgether that imply
mutual accountability and shared power over tagkemt decisions. (Timperley
and Robinson, 2003, p. 250)

In focussing on the task, Timperley and Robins@®8) claim that the partnership
between the Ministry of Education and schools bélmotivated and relationships will
be regulated. By this they mean that the “diffefmrspectives of each partner would
need to be negotiated and resolved according tolikely impact on task success” (p.
271) and therefore relationships will not be hirdieby misunderstandings or
suspicions about why the Ministry of Educationl@ssely involved in the work. Both
schools and the Ministry of Education need to adershow their decisions impact on
task success, what their responsibility is in #ekf and how the task is to be pursued in
partnership. Through such actions Timperley andikmn found that the Ministry of
Education was accepted as a partner and couldchskls to “justify how their projects
impacted on [outcomes, which] brought a more difectis on educational goals” (p.
272).

An issue that the Ministry of Education could faceleveloping partnerships with
schools that contribute to educational goals isafr@pability. It may be that the
Ministry of Education staff who work with schools @dusters will not initially have the
appropriate level of expertise that allows themaoy out their role in addressing
school needs through tasks. Timperley and Robi(@002) suggest that in this case,
“once the task of the partnership is clarifieds itmportant for the partners to discuss
openly how they will recognise and develop theeatiffg levels of expertise that each

partner can contribute to the task” (p. 43).

Schools that choose to collaborate also need aavayeasure the levels of
collaboration in which they engage. The summargftedctive and ineffective
collaborative practices provided in Table 4 in Gleag: Literature Review could be the
basis of a set of indicators similar to those piledi by Timperley et al. (2010) for
measuring the capability of schools to engageqguiny cycles. However, the same risk

applies in that indicators can be misinterpretethimunderstood if schools do not have
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the support of outside expertise to assist theieantifying what they need to learn and
do to improve in this area. The partnership apgrahscussed above could be used in
combination with the summary in Table 4, and if@dl wanted to improve their

cluster structures, all partners would need to tiresheir effectiveness as collaborative

partners.

The findings of this study pose further questionsut school leadership practices in
New Zealand and the implementation practices ohestry of Education: Why do
New Zealand educators try strategies and assummfiaet of those strategies without
formulating measures of effectiveness and inquinmg their own needs and
capabilities? Why weren’t policy recommendatidmet ta research and evaluation plan
be scoped prior to the launch of the EHSAS prajaatied out? What is the capability
of the Ministry of Education to implement projeatsd monitor contracts? What is the
capability of the Ministry of Education to work partnership with groups of schools to
support the use of effective collaborative pragjg@gocesses and systems that will raise
student achievement? Timperley and Robinson (280®hasise their concerns about
the capacity of state agencies in such work, ndtiat)“when a state agency assumes
such a role without adding sufficient educatiorelle to the partnership, its
contribution is too readily seen as a set of buresic intrusions” (p. 148). However, if
the Ministry of Education deepens its educatiomavidedge in order to engage as an
effective partner with schools, professional depgient providers and other experts,

the potential to improve system capability will ot lost.
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APPENDIX A

Interview Questions:

Establishing context

Tell me how your project went in its final year.

Where is your cluster at now? Do you still worgether?

Did you keep the same focus in your project thraugh (talk over original proposal
and focus on student achievement)

What was your role in your cluster?

Prompts: - what did this involve?

- who did you work with and how?

How do selected research participants define collaative practice?

How would you define collaborative practice?
Prompts: - does your answer come from experiemesearch, both or other?
- Are there different levels of collaboration acrpsscipals, teachers
in different schools, lead teachers, within schoatsoss schools?
What different things do each of these involve?
- From your definition, is there an order of importann terms of the
characteristics you gave? Are some things moressecy than

others?

What were the collaborative practices experiencedybEHSAS cluster research
participants?

What collaborative practices did you experiencerguyour involvement with EHSAS?
Prompts: - who was involved in the collaborativagtices across the schools in
your cluster and how?
- were schools involved equally or did they haifeecent roles/different
numbers of staff involved?
- what were important factors in learning to coteate in your EHSAS

project?
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- what were the benefits and disadvantages of gollaborative
experiences?

- have you found that there has been more colléiboravithin your
school, or across the schools? why/why not?

- was that a result of being in EHSAS or was tlaiggening prior to

that? Were there other factors that could have beanfluence?

Across School Collaboration vs Within School Cotleddion

Thinking about both types of collaboration: acrsskools and also within your own
school, do you think there is a need for particatanctures to enable that to happen
effectively?
Prompts: - by structures we might mean: roles, fiamees, settings, number of
schools or people involved...
- explain the process for how decisions were nadmbeit your cluster
work (who was there, how did it feel)
- did you manage to achieve these ideals?
- why would there be a need for particular strues@ How would the

structures contribute to collaboration that wasiaity effective?

Do you think there is a need for particular cultute enable effective collaboration
across and within schools?
Prompts: - by cultures we might mean: agreed noretationships between
people, behavioural norms, interpersonal relatigg3h
- what did it look/feel like when you had a problemsblve in the
cluster?

- How did newcomers learn about the cultures?

What were your cluster’s key strengths in enabéfigctive collaboration?

- who did these impact on? How?

What were your cluster's weaknesses in collabanaditross schools? Within schools?
Prompts: - how were these weaknesses?
- how/why did these weaknesses develop? What edaleir

development?
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- who did these impact on? How?

Would you change anything if you could start yottSAS project again?
Prompts: - if so, what and why?

- would you change, add or delete specific rolesicsiires, types of
people involved, hierarchy, support, use of spegfactices or
research, levels of collaboration, project focud goals,
communication, project planning (this list coulddyeen to

participants as a prompt)

Why did the clusters rule in certain collaborativepractices and rule out others?

Research shows that there are certain collaborptaaices that are effective. You've

discussed ..... as being effective. Why do youkttirey were effective?

Did your cluster choose certain collaborative pgcast over others?
Prompts: - if so, which ones and why?

- who made these decisions/choices?

Did your cluster rule out certain collaborative girees?
Prompt: - if so, which ones and why?

- who made these decisions/choices?

Did anything hinder collaboration across your cu®t
Prompts: - if so, what and why?
- how do you know this was what hindered collakiorét
- was anything done about this? If so, what wasedord who was

involved?
Did anything help collaboration in your cluster?
Prompts: - if so, what and why?

- how do you know this was what helped collabori2io

Did the research participants perceive collaboratie practices as making a

difference to student achievement? What evidenceodhey have to support their
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answers? How does the evidence compare with exigfinesearch on collaborative

practices?

Tell me about the effect of your cluster’s colladtore practices on student
achievement.
- think about direct and indirect effects
- on what basis have you formed that opinion?
- do you have any concrete evidence or data thpgdasts this opinion?
- can you cite any examples of improved studenieseiment (over
time) that are linked to collaborative practiceyaur cluster?
- what are your reasons for labelling those prasteffective?
- what specific things enable effective collabarat{that raise student
achievement)?
- Think about structures, roles, types of peopl®lved, hierarchy,
support, use of specific practices or researclel$eaf collaboration,
project focus and goals, communication, projechmpiiag (this list could

be given to participants as a prompt)

Close:Review of what's been covered. Any questions?

114



APPENDIX B

E-mail 1:
From:[withheld to protect identity]

Date: Mon, Dec 20, 2010 at 2:34 PM
Subject: RE: EHSAS Research Results
To: Rebbecca Sweeney

Rebecca read your findings and | have nothing to add. | think you have captured the essence of
our project. It is complex data that you have synthesised well. Thanks [withheld to protect
identity]

[withheld to protect identity]

From: Rebbecca Sweeney

Sent: Sunday, 19 December 2010 6:11 p.m.
To: [withheld to protect identity]

Subject: EHSAS Research Results

Kia ora[withheld to protect identity]

How are you both?

I'm writing to provide you with a very draft copy my analysis chapter from my
thesis. Part of my final analysis will include ydaedback on the attached, if you wish
to provide any comments or thoughts or furtherrimi@tion. This lines up with the
Grounded Theory method that I'm using in my redeara allows co-construction of
meaning so that the findings are truly represergaif your experiences/perceptions.

I've purposely provided this chapter to you in afdstate so that | didn't solidify the
results in my head without first getting your input
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If you have the time and the inclination, I'd venych appreciate your feedback on the
results before | move on to complete the Discugbigalications chapter. Please also
remember that these results represent data fromcyaster, plus two other EHSAS
clusters, so they should represent the views @ different people and provide an
overall picture rather than a specific picture ofaborative practices experienced. I'm
interested in any reaction you have to the findimgy thoughts you may have and any
concerns or further information you might wish toyde. Please also pass this on to
[withheld] as | don't have her e-mail address.

If you are able to get back to me by the beginmwhBebruary, that would be ideal - but
| do understand that you are about to go on yoeslbfrom work and may not wish to
engage with this process, so please just let me kinthat's the case.

thanks and regards

Rebbecca

E-mail 2:

From:[withheld to protect privacy]
Date: Wed, Jan 19, 2011 at 12:54 PM
Subject: EHSaS

To: rebbecca.sweepe

Hi Rebbecca,

I have had a thorough look through the document.
Thanks for sharing it with me, it was very interesting
to read, a shame the ministry axed the contract and
didn't let us finish ours, with all those benefits and
supports for BEST it is very interesting.

Thanks | have nothing to add.

Regards
[withheld to protect privacy]
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APPENDIX C

TE WHARE WANANGA O TE UPOKO O TE IKA A MAUI

ﬁSVICTORIA

UNIVERSITY OF WELLINGTON

Participant Information Sheet for EHSAS Cluster Patrticipants
Researcher:Rebbecca Sweeney: School of Education, Victoriaséhsity of Wellington.

| am a Master of Education student at Victoria nsity of Wellington. As part of this degree | am
undertaking a research project leading to a théBi® project | am undertaking is an exploratiomhef
adult collaboration within Extending High Standaiitsoss Schools (EHSAS) clusters. | work full time
at the Ministry of Education as a senior adviderom 2006-2008 | worked as an adviser with EHSAS
clusters. | haven't been connected to EHSAS dlsdteough my work at the Ministry since March
2008. | will be accessing information from the hMiny of Education (such as your cluster’s annual
EHSAS reports, the Ministry’s monitoring notes gmdposal applications) through the Official
Information Act, which is the normal process focagsing information for any external researchexilll
store all of the accessed data at the Ministrydwfdation national office in Wellington in locked
electronic files or locked paper file drawers. dfwe, apart from my supervisor, Vivien van Rij and
myself will have access to these files.

The University requires that ethics approval beawt#td for research involving human participants.

| am inviting adult members of selected EHSAS dussto participate in this study as interviewe¥su
are being asked to take part in a one hour intergigout your experiences as a member of a group of
collaborating schools. You will have the opportyno provide feedback on my summary of your
interview, and on preliminary findings on the chrst

Your feedback (where provided) will be acknowledged addressed in the final analysis, while keeping
your identity and your cluster’s identity confideht At no point will you be identified in any wién
acknowledgements.

Should you feel the need to withdraw from the pehjgou may do so without question at any time befo
the data is analysed, by advising me.

Responses and answers to interview questions tedledll be important components of my research
project and will be included in a written report@manonymous basis. Only grouped responses (per
cluster) will be presented in this report and EHSM®ters will not be identified by school or clst
name. All material collected will be kept confidih No other person besides Vivien van Rij and
myself will see the original information that youbsnit either in writing or through the interviewgeess.
The thesis will be submitted for marking to the Hacof Education and deposited in the Faculty'stSc
Library on the Karori campus. All original commsrstubmitted by you will be destroyed two yearsrafte
the end of the project.

If you have any questions or would like to receiwgher information about the project, please conta
me through the details at the bottom of this pafjéernatively you can contact my supervisor, Vivie
van Rij, at the Faculty of Education, at Victoriailkersity of Wellington, Karori, PO Box 600,
Wellington, phone 463 97086ivien.vanrij@vuw.ac.nz

Rebbecca Sweeney
e-mail:rebbecca.sweeney@minedu.govt.nz

This research has been assessed and approved bytbii@ University Faculty of Education Ethics
Committee.
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TE WHARE WANANGA O TE UPOKO O TE IKA A MAUI

FFB VICTORIA

Consent Form

Title of Project: An exploration of the collaboration within groupsNew Zealand
schools who are working towards improving studehievement

O

| have been given and have understood an explanatitnis research project. |
have had an opportunity to ask questions and leera ainswered to my
satisfaction.

| understand that | may withdraw myself (or anymhation | have provided)
from this project (before data collection and aselyare complete) without
having to give reasons or without penalty of any.so

I understand that any information | provide will kept confidential to the
researcher and the supervisor. The publishedtsesil not use my name, and
no opinions will be attributed to me in any waytthall identify me.

I understand that | will have an opportunity to chéhe analysis and provide
feedback before publication, and that my feedbailkkoe acknowledged by the
researcher whilst maintaining my anonymity. | widit be identified in any
acknowledgements.

| understand that the data | provide will not bedusor any other purpose or
released to others

| understand that the published results relatintpéodata | provide may be
presented at a conference or published in a jouanal will not use my name, or
identify me in any way

I would like to receive a summary of the resultsho$ research when it is
completed

Signed:

Name of verifier/participant:

(please print clearly) Date:
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APPENDIX D

Categories that Emerged from Cluster A

Category

Properties

Awareness of impact on students

- assumed impact of shared problem
solving
- principals ensuring clear understanding

Blocks to Collaboration

- fragmentation within schools
- high turnover of teachers

- time

- losing two principals

Building Trust

- honest discussion of own practice

- lack of trust in newcomers

- no judgement

- no other hidden agendas

- really comfortable with each other

- there to help each other

- newcomers discomfort

- went to Australia together as a group

1Y

Compliance as a reason to remain in the
collaboration after its usefulness

Definitions of collaboration

Difficulty managing differences in opinio
or personality

n- understanding the personalities

Effects of within school practice on acro
school collaboration

5S non-fragmentation

- fragmentation

Ensuring shared vision

- lead teacher role in ensuring shared
vision

- one person with the real vision

- somebody at the top that has a clear
vision

Hierarchy

- compliance as a reason to remain in
charge

- connection between principals and lea
teachers

- lead school open to other approaches
- ensuring equality in role of lead teache

Mentoring

- Mentoring between teachers

- lead schools as mentor

- building knowledge through mentoring
- other schools didn't know what they
didn't know

- pick our brains

- we showed them

- we were there as mentors to help

- mentoring between teachers

Planning next steps

Positive group relationships

=

rs

- cooperative groupsu
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- effectiveness of agree focus
- human dynamics of each layer importa

nt

Principal involvement

- minimal connection between principals
and lead teachers

Problem solving

- awareness of differences in schools
- changes came through with emails
- lead teachers problem solving togethel

Retrospective learnings

School change as a result of the project

- bring it back to the cluster and work it
out

- cascading knowledge sharing

- valuing cross cluster sharing

- observing other schools

- soaking up the flavour of other schools
- overall reaction to collaboration

- meetings

- jump at the chance

all

Seeing the benefits of sharing knowledg
more widely

e

Social interaction and professional

interaction together
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APPENDIX E

Categories that Emerged from Cluster B

Category

Type

Use of student or teacher data across
schools to inform teaching and learning

New category

Administration task in cluster work

New category

Issues related to newcomers

New category

Varied school capability in focus area

New category

initially
Cross-school collaboration limited to  |[New category which includes data from
workshops Cluster A categories

Belief that money was key to the succes
the project

New category

Little knowledge about other schools in {New category

cluster

Collaboration across schools enhancing
inquiry

New category

Possibly not too many schools

New category whickuides data from
Cluster A categories

Use of learning conversations across clu
to improve achievement or teacher prac

New category
ice

Ensuring role clarity of cluster leaders

New catggvhich includes data from
Cluster A categories

Reflection

New category which includes data from
Cluster A categories

Social Interaction has been changed to
“Building Relationships”

New category

Creating cluster teaching resources

New category

Uncertainty about whether collaboration

New category

impacts on student achievement
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APPENDIX F

Categories that Emerged or Changed after Analys@laster C Data

manage a large contract

Category Type
Cross-school collaboration needed to | New category. One participant
represented.

Critique

New category. One participant
represented, plus the milestone report from
the same cluster.

Working across schools seen as hinde

school progress

[ifNgew category. One participant

represented.

Mixed Level Collaboration

New category. Two participants
represented.

Respect leads to effective critique and
collaboration

This category was part of “trust” but |
separated it out when adding a new cod
Almost all codes in this category (apart
from one from the first cluster) are from
the third and final cluster.

®

Accountability placed on one person

Data from two clusters were merged to
create this category.

Professional Dialogue Important

Data from two clusters were merged to
create this category.

No Judgement or Critique

Data from two clusters were merged to
create this category.

Differing student demographics

Data from two clustgere merged to
create this category.

Embedding practice

Data from two clusters were merged to
create this category.

Keeping Focus

This was initially part of “sharedign or
common goal” but | decided to separate
out. Participants from all three clusters
discuss the importance of keeping the
focus going during the project. They
discuss ways to keep that focus and they
discuss what happens if you lose the fogus.
Ways to keep focus include gaining
agreement and having leadership drive it
and take responsibility for embedding
focus and keeping it alive. Focus is linked
to having goals and getting buy-in, and
even to common needs. It's a category of
nodes that seem to be represented in other
categories and this could be a real hub
category that represents a possible bigger
theme later on when | attempt to lift
concepts to theory. Keeping focus is all
about sticking to the agreed

t
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focus/vision/purpose.

Needs are important

Data from three clusters wengyed to
create this category.

Feedback

Data from three clusters were merged
create this category.

Reason or purpose for collaboration

Data from tlugters were merged to
create this category.
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