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Abstract Principles of cognitive psvehology are considered, nol primanly as they nform
classroom practice, but as thev inform school organization and adwministrative prachice in schools.
Theonies of knowlrdge as distnbuted, social, situated, and based on prior belefs and knowledge
are apphed 1o organizational learning withm schools. Collaborative problem solping is explored as
a means that schools might employ to become smarter. The study is situated within a Midwestern
fugh school that is striving to improve itself. This school employs collaborative strategies to learn
and adap! to changed expectations and circumslances. In the school examined. this collaboration
is orchestrated through the creation of discourse communities among feachers and cognilive
apprenticeships among teachers and administrators.

Schools are in the learning business. Their central mission is to construct
environments that facilitate the learning of essential knowledge, skills, and
attitudes. Recent developments in cognitive science suggest new conceptions of
cognition that have implications for how we structure learning environments
for children and teachers. But what of schools themselves? Can schools learn?
Argyris and Schon (1996) describe organizations as possessing knowledge, as
well as strategies for learning or gaining new knowledge. If we think of schools
as learning organizations, what can we glean from new views of cognition to
make schools smarter?

This study applies the principles of cognitive psychology to examine the
practices of a Midwestern high schoo, one that is striving to improve itself.
This school provides a context for the study of organizational learning through
collaboration and collaborative problem solving. First, we draw on thevries of
cognition as they might be applied to the organizational learning within
schools. Then we consider how a particular school employs collaborative
strategies to learn and adapt to changed expectations and circumstances — in
other words to become smarter. In the school that we examine, this
collaboration is orchestrated through the creation of discourse communities
among teachers and cognitive apprenticeships among teachers and
administrators,

The nature of cognition
New views of cognition stress knowledge as constructed by learners through

social interaction, built on a foundation of existing knowledge structures and o of Eeboentunal
beliefs, rather than as nuggets of information filling a receptacle. Because ot N 3 pEmineaton,
ol 3 No 3, 200, pp. 247 27

cognition is social in nature, it is situated in a particular context and distributed « i Cnivrs e vers s




across participants in - that setting (Pumam and  Borko,  1997). These
conceptions of cognition mvite us o consider the nature of organtzational
Jearning in schools,
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Kuowledpe is distrnbuted

Schools funetion as holding environments for knowledge, not only in the minds
248 of the current staff members, but also in the files, stories, and other forms of
institutional memory that serve to remind current participants where the
school has been and what former participants have known and passed along.
Schools possess knowledge embedded in their routines and practices and in the
particular strategies they select for performing complex teaching and
orgamzational tasks when other strategies for accomplishing the same
purposes might just as well have been employed (Argyris and Schon, 1996). A
school’s organizational  structure, systems of communication, means for
allocating resources, and the rewards and sanctions that are used to keep
participants in check express what the school has “learned.” Accepted teaching
practices, school disciplinary codes, honors, and ceremonies embody the
school's knowledge and heliefs about student learning and behavior.
Knowledge is invested in the physical objects that organizational members use
as guides to conduct their business, such as curriculum materials or library
resources. Even the physical structures themselves serve to facilitate certain
forms of social interaction and inhibit others. This knowledge, distributed
throughout the school organization, constitutes the existing beliefs and
knowledge of the school, and forms the basis of all new organizational learning.

Learning is social

Schools are occupied by people. The knowledge schools possess is distributed
among those individuals; therefore the schoal’s knowledge is inherently social.
The knowledge of individuals only becomes organizational knowledge to the
extent that it informs organizational actions and beliefs {Argyris and Schon,
1996). Orgamizations that appropriately tap the knowledge of various members
in decision making become smarter. These shared decision-making processes
also expand the system's capacity for innovation and invention. But to
capitalize on social processes in decision making requires the cultivation of a
culture of mutnal respect, individual and joint responsibility, and a level of
discourse in which ideas are freely shared and explored (Putnam and Borko,
1997).

Learmng is situated

Learning takes place in a context and is influenced by that context. Knowledge
that is learned in isolation from realistic problem situations tends to remain
inert, and learners may have difficulty applying it appropriately in new
situations. When leamning is situated, students come to understand the
purposes or uses of the knowledge, and they grasp the different conditions
under which their knowledge can be applied. Learning in multiple contexts

induces the abstraction of knowledge, so that students acquire knowledge ina Creating smarter

dual form. hoth tied to the contexts of its uses and mdependent of any
particular context (Collins ¢ al, 1991). _ . J

Organizational learning that takes place in the context nffl f:(‘h(wﬂ 1s situate
within the problem-solving experiences of teachers and administrators. A& t.hey
conduct the business of school, they encounter lh(f probk‘njs that are speci fic to
their particular students and community at a particular point in history.

Organizational learning _ A o
Organizations that function in stable _ enyxmnments with relat]ve y
homogeneous elements can afford organizational f()m\s‘ that are highly
standardized, formalized. and centralized. However, as envn'f)nment_s bemme
more complex and unstable, organizations must depf:nd on mcreasmg]y rich
and sophisticated information processing mechanisms to cope with t.he
uncertainty (Burns and Stalker, 1961; Mintzberg, 1979; Pennings, 1992)..W|th
higher expectations of equity and resource distribution for stu.dents, a d|ver§e
student population, new technologies, and changed expectations of what is
required of graduates to compete in a global economy, §L:hools find themselves
in a dynamic and complex environment and under political pressure to adapf.
To cope with these changes schools must become smarter, that is, they must
become learning organizations. o

Argyris and Schon (1996) describe a learning organization as one that works
efficiently, readily adapts to change, detecls_ aqd corrects. errors, and
continually improves its effectiveness. Organizational learning s ()flcn
precipitated by efforts at sensemaking in thq vyake ofa pr(_)blem or dlsn.lptlf)n.
Organizational learning occurs when individuals within an organization
experience a surprising mismatch between expected and actual results of
action and inquire into it on the organization’s behalf.

They respond to the problematic situation through a process of thO\:lght. and
further action that leads them to modify their understandmgs of organizational
phenomena and to restructure their activities so as to bring outcomes and
expectations into line. o )

Organizational learning enhances not only a sc.honl s ab!hty to cope with a
changed and changing environment, but also its capacity to achlcve_t.he
primary mission of educating students. Organizational learning opportunities
for school professionals and accountability have been strongly related to
improved student learning, while individual autonomy of teacher‘s was
negatively associated with student achievement (S.m)fh(’, et al., 1996). Individual
learning becomes organizational learning as it is shared, a_nd become:'s
distributed among participants in the organization. Two mechamrcms for this
kind of learning - collaboration between teachers and collaboration between
administrators and teachers - are described below using data from a suburban
high school in a Midwestern state.

schools through
collaboration
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Method of inquiry and analysis

Brandonburg Thgh School, a comprehensive high school, was chosen for a year-
tong in-depth ease study because 1t has heen identified as a high performing
school and one that has made significant progress in school-based, systemic
reforms (Ontario Institute for Studies in Education and the Ohio Department of
Education. 1999). The aim of this study was to understand the nature and
process of the ongoing improvement efforts within this school and to explore
wavs collaboration supports this continuing development. That is, does this
«chool continue to grow smarter through collaboration, and if so, how does this
happen? The case study was cartied out by a university/school research team
comprising a teacher, the building principal, an assistant principal, a district-
office administrator who had been a teacher at Brandonburg, and two
university researchers. The team worked together to develop a case study plan
with core research questions, inferview guides, standardized ohservation
strategies and protocol, and appropriate document samples. Instruments and
field visit strategies were tailored to capture the specific content of and process
for school improvement at the school.

Site visit and data gathering

From 15 September to 5 May, the university researchers spent one to two days
each week at the school interviewing staff, observing classes, shadowing
teachers and students, and attending meetings and/or presentations. School
research team members assumed responsibility for scheduling interviews and
for making other necessary site visit arrangements. They also assisted with
ongoing revisions to the research plan and various instruments and protocol.
Observations included shadowing both teachers and students representative of
different program areas and grade levels, attending team meetings, faculty
meetings. school improvement team meefings, critical friends groups, and
aludent exhibitions. Preliminary interviews were conducted with faculty
during these shadowings. A purposive sample of teachers was then chosen
from the more than 100 faculty members for extended interviews, tapping the
range of perspectives and teaching philosophies represented on this diverse
facuity.

Interviews with facully, staff, district-level administrators, a former
principal. community representatives, students, and parents included both
focus group and individual interviews. Questions were employed flexibly,
serving as a guide to conversation rather than an oral survey (Miles and
Huberman, 1994). Approximately 47 interviews were conducted, including 21
teachers, four administrators, 14 students, and cight parents. Interviews last
on average one-and-a-half hours. Eight focus group interviews were conducted
and approximately 18 formal meetings were observed.

Data management and analvsis
All interviews were audio-taped and transcribed. Data were then organized.
classified and coded utilizing HyperResearch software. Initial coding was done

using a priori codes derived from the literature on school reform and  Creating smarter
< L4

(‘()“,’ll)l)l’?!(l(m. _/\(I(Iilionnl codes were added as the data required (Crabtree and
Miller, 1992: Lincoln and Guba, 1985). The investigators employed a qualitative
thematic strategy of data analysis, making inferences by >()I)j('(‘livcly and
sys(en.mlu‘;llly dentifying specified characteristics of text uhi's, searching for
emerging themes as well as teasing out anomalies and contradictions, across
various lqterVIews (Holsti, 1969; Merriam, 1988). ' h
‘ l’()tentlgll problems of validity and reliability were addressed through
Fna_ngulmum of data, that is, using multiple data sources to provide multiple
indicators of the same phenomenon (Denzin, 1970). In addition niembfr checks
were (‘nndgctﬁd with key participants, asking if the data we‘re accufate and
interpretations plausible (Guba and Lincoln, 1989). School representatives to
the research team participated fully in validation of research findings :[‘he
draft report was made available to school personnel for review pr()vi;j'ing a
gheck on ('_onﬁ(lenliality, accuracy, and the opportunity to subm.it alternative
interpretations of findings. Several factual errors were corrected and additional
formation incorporated. No corrections of interpretation were advanced b,
participants during these member checks. Y

Portrait of Brandonburg High School
Among high schmls in this Midwestern state, Brandonburg High School has
been a Iea.der in school improvement initiatives. Association with the C()alitior}
of Essential Schools led to the creation and development of the programs and
prac‘h.c(‘s that now characterize the school (Sizer, 1984, 1992, 1996). Fach
coallnm} member school applies a set of core principles in order ‘to devé]np its
own unique reform plan. Coalition schools stress the professional perspective;
of teachers _through collaborative forms of school management and empha%iﬁz
the ccptra] importance of students by focusing on student social and awde}rl;c
behavior. Brandonburg’s plan includes a master schedule that incorporates
extended double .bl()cked teaching periods; team teaching options that includé
grade-level leaghmg teams; staff development opportunities that feature a daily
f‘(‘)INII}(?n plamnng time for all teachers and small group support teams known
;l:a f‘}:ltl(‘.al friends groups; a co!lab(.)rative management system that invites
i ;m(;rrmput) thryugh participation in school improvement committees; and a
w<:rk in—gentcr;d teaching phlk.)sophy that places a greater emphasis on group
Th'e epen e:t re:search projects, and au‘thept.ic assessment activities.
pmf(‘”er()ju\r]p(l:._%eI ere is not to advance the Coalition of Essential Schools as the
o lh‘e ehicle for refqnn_ Any strategy for improving a school must emerge
et péltr_?lcular setting and the need% problems, and opportunities there
o i S ; ,as thgse I()gal chargctenstncs are clarified, many schools choose
and ln‘xt? re lzltlonshlps with outside networks as sources of new knowledge
chor ih mu atg_dlsC()urse ar.nund new ideas. Brandonburg High School has
s e Coalition of Essential Schools to stimulate and guide inquiry and, as

aresult, has d . . Al !
practice, eveloped a number of collaborative strategies aimed at improving
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As these strategies were being developed, the high school also experienced a
significant increase in student enrollment. Some of this increase was due to the
general growth of the school district’s population, hut a sudden and dramatic
change at the high school came in 1991 as a result the reassignment of
approximately 500 ninth grade students from the middle school to the high
school, bringing the total (o almost 1,800 students. This rapid growth has
resulted in focused and sustained efforts 1o personalize management and
mstruction of students and to insure efficient communication among the
roughly 120 teachers and support staff.

Asking schools and teachers to change their fundamental beliefs and
practices presents a formidable challenge. This challenge is all the more
substantial as schools attempt to change while in the midst of conducting their
evervday business. Engaging in significant change involves a period of
disequilibrium that can leave teachers and administrators anxious, uncertain,
and stressed even if the changes also bring renewed excitement and vigor. At a
large school hke Brandonburg, moving significant numbers of teachers toward
common understandings about the work to be done is a daunting task. With
many teachers come many personalities, many opinions, and many
preferences. Progress is neither easy nor smooth. As one teacher described it:

You birve some people, | would sav mavbe ten percent, who are very, very much into reform

and restructuring, using the school improvement process, using Critical Friends, using
whatever measure they can to restructure. Then | would say you have a whole large portion
of the staff that is involved in some tvpe of restructuring effort that they're satisfied with, and

it's working out pretty well. Then Fwould say that mavbe you have about mavbe 5 or 10
percent that don’t want any part of that.

Much of the reform literature directs itsell to reconceptualizing teacher work

hroadening teachers' professional profiles beyond the classroom in ways that
distribute faculty energies and knowledge on behalf of team and school-wide
initiatives (Little and McLaughlin, 1993; Louis and Kruse, 1995). Brandonburg
is attempting to effect this change by involving all teachers directly in school
improvement decisions. Faculty responsibilities have been redefined, shifting
focus from the classroom to the school as a whole. In terms of teacher work, this
shift requires teachers to value different sorts of activities and to build different
kinds of work relationships. These activities and relationships also allow, even
encourage, teachers to view their work from a new vantage point. It is not
enough for them to be gnod at what they do in the classroom, they must also
contribute to the corporate mission. They must be planners, organizers,
rescarchers, instigators, and experimenters. In this regard, the school is moving
from local and private practices 1o universal and public practices. Few
Brandonburg teachers approach an ideal balance between school-wide, team,
and individual emphasis, and yet this is the goal. The agents of change at
Brandonburg recognized the importance of continuity. but have attempted to
foster the sort of creative tension necessary to changing habits on a broad scale.

Teacher collaboration: creating discourse communities
Marks and Louis (in press) assert that professional community among te;}rhcrs
is a critical component of organizational learning. Cruci;}I practices in the
development of this community include increased reflective dialogue, open
sharing of classroom practices, the development of a common knuwl(‘dge base
for improvement, and collaboration on the development of new material a_nd
curricula. New shared norms must develop related to enhanced practice,
increased trust and respect, and improved means for confhict resolution. In
order for teachers to successfully adapt their teaching practices to meet the
changing expectations of various reform initiatives, they m}lst }jave
opportunities to participate in what Putnam and Borko (1997, pp. 1247, 1250)
refer to as “discourse communities.”
Just as students cannot learn science by interacting wil'h the physical world_ without
interaction with others who know science, teachers are unlikely to transcend their mrr.em
view of teaching practice without an influx of ideas or ways of thinking about teaching,
learning, and subject matter from another source. . Just as s_lud('r?(:: need to Iv;}m new ways
of reasoning, communicating, and thinking, and to acquire dlsposmnn$ Qf inquiry and sense-
making through their participation in classroom discourse mmr_nunme:s‘_. tea(‘her:s‘ ne(td !n
construct their complex new roles and ways of thinking about their teaching practice within
the context of supportive learning communities.

These collaborative communities provide opportunities for teachers to reflect
deeply and critically on their own teaching practice, on the'cnnte‘nt they teach,
and on the experiences and backgrounds of the learners in their classrooms
(Putnam and Borko, 1997). . o

As teachers collaborate in problem solving, they practice the skills involved
in the development of expertise, thus enriching their thin.king processes and
transforming the knowledge of individual teachers into organizational
knowledge. Working with other teachers within a context of mutual ljespcct.
one that encourages productive levels of debate, challenge, and conﬂlgt, can
invigorate leaching with increased intellectual stimulation as wel} as brmgmg
to bear values that are increasingly explicit and shared. Sharing w1§h one
another in this way can support the risk taking and struggle en!alled in
transforming practice. It can also help teachers 1mp0<e meaning and
organization on incoming information in light of their existing knowledge and
beliefs (Putnam and Borko, 1997).

Discourse communities at Brandonburg

Brandonburg has restructured the daily routine of teachers so that .thejy are
involved with more activities that relate to the central educational mission of
the school. This means more time for planning and more time for collaborative
involvement around their teaching. The goal is to increase the level of
professionalism by changing what teachers actuall){ do during the course of the
day. Rather than assuming clerical and/or supervisory dl_ltles, le;achers meet
with team members, engage with critical friends groups or invest time working

Creating smarter
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J(‘)llrn:ll of _!u\\';u'(l ndividual professional development goals. One teacher emphasized the
Educational mmportance of settmg such a professional tone not only on behalf of teachers
Administration but for the sake of students as well. She sy ‘ A
383 [ think it ||;!s made all of us look at what we do. T personatly feel that it's kind of hypocritical

to sy to kids, “You have to e a lifelong learer because within vour lifetime, vou will l;e

retrained f]w' r!lf(vr('nl times,” and then stand in front of them and be someone w.h-nl Pver
254 been retrained inanything, e
New f:a'culty_ members must be invited into this atmosphere of heightened
pmfesmnnnhsm. Brandonburg teachers and  administrators recognize the
mportance of socializing novice teachers as well as more expertenced
colleagues who are new to the school. This does not suggest that all teachérﬁ
must vmbr:l(‘(' novations in their current form, but rather. that all teachers be
engaged in ongoing dialogue about their individual teaching practice and how
it might inform, and be informed by, these innovations. ‘

Rookie roundtables

Rookie roundiables are one vehicle used to encourage such dialogue. These
mundlahlos were developed 1o acquaint new teachers with school y)()li(:ieq ar;d
practices. The informal after-school meetings are chaired by veteran fz;culty
members and are intended for new teachers, though all teachers are welcome to
attend. Assessment of the program’s first 12 months reflects a'positive
response on the part of new teachers. For the eight rookie roundtables
conducted, the attendance rate of these new faculty members was mnwiqtentlir
at 90 percent. Discussion topics ranged from the history and advank;ige@ of
dnuhlc ‘bhxfking to alternative assessment strategies to interdisciplir;ary
mstructional planning. Those teachers who have not yet established a
supportive network with their teaching neighbors could ask questions and
gnlhm'_m fnr_m;ni(m. New faculty gained a sense of how coalition prin(‘ipk'; were
operationalized through teaming, cross-disciplinary instructional integﬁtion
hlock 4.\’('hv(luling, personalization,  learner-centered  teaching rr.lethodﬁ’
authentic instruction, and alternative assessments, The purpose of the rmkié
roundtable was first to inform, but also to persuade. It was a means for new
fm‘ulty members to learn the systems of communication, norms of professional
lwh;\vu_\r, and the vehicles for collaboration. These are the nltrharli;ms of
professtonal collegiality at Brandonburg. ‘ o

Team teaching

One (‘f_»llabnr;nive device that was widely promoted at Brandonburg was the
grouping of teachers into teaching teams. These teaching teams sha;ed a
commen planning period each day and were responsible for a common group of
students. The teams were designed to facilitate cross-disciplinary instruction
further' the school's personalization goals, and provide perSf;nal and'
prolessional support for the team members. Attendance at a planning meeting
could reveal a number of different issues being considered. Parent contacts
were common, as were discussions regarding individual student performan&e

and progress. Curricular unils were sometimes planmed, honed, or revised. One Creating smarter
particular team meeting ohservation was conducted the week before the team gehools through
Fntr()(lu(‘o(l a mndified double block S(:h(‘(]lll(‘. I'he team (nw:luncd the schedule collaboration
in response to two team members” concerns about losing track of some

students. The revised schedule left them seeing two groups of students in

double blocks one week and the second two groups the following week. They

decided, for the time being, to retain Friday's on the present schedule, seeing all 255
four groups “to touch base.”

One Brandonburg variation on teaching teams was the practice of creating
dyads. When two (or possibly three) teachers choose to work collaboratively
outside the structure of the freshman and sophomore grade-level teams, the
Brandonburg administration accommodated their efforts by scheduling those
teachers' classes in consecutive periods and in close physical proximity,
thereby permitting them some flexibility in grouping their students. A teacher
enthusiastically described her teaching dyad:

We just can’t work alone anymore. We need each other very much. If you would watch us

plan, you would laugh because the whole time we're about as exuberant as Fam right now.

The beauty of planning together is, when we come together and plan. there's this wonderful

third woman that emerges, and she’s smarter than both of us.

Schools must create the time and space for discourse communities to develop
and thrive. Day-to-day work conditions and arrangements provide the vehicles
for cultivating new norms of collaboration. From roundtable discussions to
grade-level teacher teams to team teaching within shared instructional spaces,
people need myriad opportunities to explore, rehearse, and experiment. These
new structures encourage an ongoing exchange of information. They have the
potential to push teacher knowledge and expertise beyond individuals to
benefit the entire school. When formally endorsed and supported, such
collaborative activities become routine and authentic means of school growth

and improvement.

Principals collaborating with teachers
Making intellectual pursuits into individualistic activities seems somewhat

idiosyncratic to schools. “In the world outside of school, intelligent activities
typically are collaborative rather than solo performances” (Pea, 1993).
Leithwood and Steinbach (1995) noted that among principals, recognition of the
importance of collaboration seems to grow with experience. Part of
administrative expertise becomes knowing how to construct a process in which
important decisions are made through collaboration. Expert principals, like
corporate entrepreneurs, “get their projects done by crafting coalitions and
building teams of devoted employees who feel a heightened sense of joint
involvement and contribution to decisions” (Kanter, 1983, p. 241).

Collaborative problem solving can make schools smarter by enhancing the
cognitive processes of organizational participants as they act on behalf of the
school. Collaboration holds out the possibility of better thinking on the part of
both administrators and teachers, and increased cognitive growth as



Journal of participats articuliate their thought processes, listen, and respond to the
Lducational thoughts of others. This growth, however, 1s not automatic just because a
Administration  £roup of |)vnp|y hn»s :nlcmp!(-(_l to solve a pml_)l(-m together rather than an
383 mdividual solving it alone. Leithwood and Steinhach (1995) propose that in

collaborative problen solving, participants are more likely to experience long-
, term growth when the process used by the group is actually superior to the
256 individual's independent problem solving and the individual participants
recognize this superiority. Collaborative problem solving enables individuals to
compare their own independent problem solving with the group's processes
and identify ways of increasing the robustness of their own independent
processes. Growth will also he enhanced when the group has opportunities to
reflect consciously on the process, evaluate it, and participate in its refinement.

Group decision processes, however, also may be inferior to individuals

deciding alone. Groups can fall prey to the same kinds of heuristic biases as
individuals, and in some cases are even more likely to do so (Alison and
Messick, 1985; Argote ef al., 1986). In addition, group discussion can tend to
polarize judgment. moving it toward more extreme positions than the members
individually might have held (Myers and Lamm, 1976). Groups can suffer from
cognitive loafing, where members coniribute less than their full effort,
assuming others will take up the slack (Latane ¢f al, 1979: Weldone and
Gargano, 1985). And group processes may be less efficient than individuals
when the competition for “air time” limits the participation of members who
have a useful idea or perspective to contribute (Hill, 1982; Webb and Palincsar,
1996). Leaders must also he aware that participative processes can be costly in
terms of time, which is a valuable and limited resource. The emotion that is
generated by collaborative processes can benefit the organization through
mcreased enthusiasm, satisfaction, and ownership on the part of participants,
but it can also leave people with hurt feelings and interfere with the quality of
decisions when conflict is not managed productively (Mansbridge, 1973).

When decision makers in schools are aware of the potential drawbacks of
group decision making they can work to minimize the negative effects in order
to capitalize on the potential benefits. Those who would structure collaborative
decision processes would do well to he aware of the potential biases and pitfalls
that can develop in a group process. ( sroup discussion and problem solving can
lead 10 better solutions and decisions when they are structured in such a way to
facilitate the full participation of all members (Kelley and Thibaut, 1969). Some
level of conflict seems to be necessary, or at least helpful, to reaching better
decisions (Janis, 1982). Constructive conflict increases the chance that the group
will outperform even its best member, a situation labeled “process gain”
(Sniezek and Henry, 1989). Cultivating a productive level of controversy is one
means leaders can employ to counteract the negative effects of group biases
(Janis, 1982; Sniezek and Henry, 1989). When carefully structured, collaborative
problem solving can he a valuable means to enhance the quality of
organizational decisions.

Collaborative problem solving al Brandonburg . 4 Creatmg smurter
Brandonburg High School encourages ('()ll;ll)nrathpmbk-m solving thfnugh schools 1hr()ugh
administrative advisory groups and formal school mmprovement committees. collaboration
These organizational structures encourage collaboration in order to (T(:;ltc
deeper ownership of the school improvement effort 'by' teachers, foster
leadership skills within the faculty, and create an organizational .Cultu_re that 257
values the perspectives of teachers. The ¢mphasls Is on opening lines of
communication between teachers and administrators. Students and parents are
not excluded from collaboration. School improvement teams, for example, are
designed to include representatives fmn} the student body and the community.
An important end goal of collaboration is greater ownership and loyalty to the
organization by teachers, students, and parents. Says a teacher:
We're trying to create our own community where everybody has ownership flnd everybody |q
a part of it. That's pretty much the hottom line. | feel respected as a p.rnfess_mnal here. That;
important in doing our best work. If I'm r(‘spe(‘ted and supported I'm going to be a muc
better teacher and kids are going to learn from i.

By constructing a process of widespread engagement in the changes and
improvements at the school, leaders at Brar)dopburg have found a way to tap
into the stores of knowledge possessed by individual teachers and_ tp_make it
organizational knowledge. In fact, individual tea(_"hers are oftgn tl_1e mitiators of
ideas and solutions at Brandonburg, engaging in problem finding as well as
problem solving. For example, one teacher points out:
g ] has ing some research on curriculum mapping - the effects of it, the
Ellt\lv:;:i‘.:::gegt]jx:i\tf:?l]a::& fmd so on. It's a really powerful tool. She has been instrqmeptal
in exploring it here, not only across departments but across grade levels, even for the district.

Cognitive apprenticeships )
Asgprincip:ﬁg include t‘it:achers in collaborative problem solymg and teach_ers
begin to step into leadership roles, principals can share their problem:solvmg
knowledge and create a culture in which a common set of values drlves the
decisions that are made. These kinds of experiences can‘be conceived of as
cognitive apprenticeships. Apprenticeships typ.imlly involve _an expert
showing the apprentice how to do a task, watching the apprentice practice
portions of the task, and then turning over more and more 'responSIblllty until
the apprentice is proficient enough to accomplish the task independently. In a
cognitive apprenticeship, thinking processes are bljought to the surface and
made visible through “thinking out loud” so that novices can build a cr?nceptual
model of the processes that are required to solve the problem (Collins ¢f al,
1991). o

T({m’h(’rs and principals guiding each other. Teachers and principals who
have received training in certain aspects of the reform efforts can structure
cognitive apprenticeships for other administrators_ aqd fellow teachers. During
the initial stages of implementing coalition prlpc_)ples at Brandon'burg', a
number of faculty members received formal training at Brown University.
Since then, coalition principles have been communicated both formally and



Journal of informally through interaction with trained staff members and through
FEducational experience with the teaching practices that reflect the coalition philosophy. One
Administration teacher describes his experience with the formal training:

stre

38'3 We had the great chance as a team, the summer hefore we started, to go to Brown University
and spend the week, particularly with the nine principles, and deciding as a group. which
ones, if any, we could buy into and really explore. We looked at three or four in particular that

258 we thought would be useful. We introduce those principles to the students and parents at the

heginning of the school vear and tell then this is basically what we look at on a daily hasis

when we're deciding our curriculum imd what we're going to do with the students.

Even teachers who did not receive formal training expressed enthusiasm for
the learning process. Teams wrestled with these ideas in the context of
instructional planning and preparation. They read together, placed cues on
their walls, and consciously practiced one or another principle within a
particular unit or specific lesson. Over time, the principles became a resource
for team problem solving.

In order to facilitate discussion on coalition principles and to provide a
relaxed atmosphere where the implications of those principles could be
considered, an informal weekly meeting called “paradigm benders” was
initiated. A teacher who was part of the paradigm bender sessions remembers
the experience as a valuable one where coalition principles were thoroughly
examined through faculty discussion:

We'd take one of the Coalition principles and we'd stay on Wednesday after school for an
hour. You could come if you were interested. That really got people thinking about how it
pertained to them and how it could he applied in their classroom. You could stay as long as
vou wanted. We alwavs had over 20 people.

The formal training and informal modeling opportunities, the principle-focused
team problem solving, and the reflective paradigm bender sessions, all
represent strong apprenticeship experiences. Teachers thought out loud,
coached one another, and practiced until the implementation of these principles,
in one manner or another, hecame second nature. Teachers began to adopt
them as habits of practice and thus they became habits of the mind.
Brandonburg teachers and administrators learned together and the
organization grew smarter about the reform strategy it had chosen and the
philosophy that undergirds it.

School  improvement  commuttees. Brandonburg  school improvement
committees represent another more formal attempt to create cognitive
apprenticeships. These committees are intended to formally address specific
areas of school program and practice. Based on personal choice, each faculty
member is required to serve on a school improvement committee. Choices
include student achievement, teacher roles and responsibilities, arena
scheduling, attendance, student success and discipline, and school and
community. The committees are made up primarily of teachers, but they also
can include administrators, parents, students, and board members. As with
other aspects of school collaboration, the school improvement committees have
come to be an important mechanism in decision making. There is a growing

expectation among some teachers that all significant d(‘(‘isi(ms shnuld‘ l)(: Creating smarte}r
reviewed by the standing school improvement: committees. One feac her  gchools thmug\
stresses the importance of this kind of p;lrli(‘lpzltlt_m‘ “Getting teacher input on collaboration
decisions is key. We don't just make a decision quickly around here, because if
it affects teachers, they need to have inpm'."' ‘ _ t

At Brandonburg, a(lministfatt)rs participate on every sghr‘ml |mpr()vemflr]1 259
committee. One teacher qualifies, “Not as a team leader, but just working on the
team. Sometimes they are used as a resource. When we mfed to kt‘mw how to go
about doing something, that’s the person we _ask. Other times he'li be a worker
just like the rest of the team.” The school improvement process has' caused
teachers to do research and seek out necessary information, either flrsth_and
from another person or through considering the relevant hte_‘ral'ure. Committee
members do research on their topic and present thelr. flr‘ldmgs. Says_ one
teacher, “Our administration has been good about d|stnbulmg p?ﬂlnent
articles to the staff. It's our responsibility, our choice to [read it], but it's made
available.” This collaborative process seems to be having the de§|red effect on
many teachers, as expressed by one who leads the school’s attendance
committee:

Being on the school improvement committee, and being a leader, has made me find out m;:re
about attendance, and it's made me more interested in it. It has pu_shed me to take ownership
beyond the classroom. How can we improve it? [ feel more responsible for our attendance.

——————————————

These committees have completed two years of operat@(m During the first year,
some of the meeting time was needed simply to clarify the role, the purpose,
and the limitations of the individual committees. As a teacher .expl_alned, I
don't think that we were particularly effective last vear. | think it was a
combination of not understanding what it took or what was gxpected '()f us.
The newness of the experience meant that some work accompllshefi during the
first year had to be modified, or even totally red(.me, the second. For example,
the attendance committee realized that collaboration with the attendgnce office,
the deans-of-students, and the assistant principals was necessary n ()rdgr to
develop appropriate and effective attendance p(?licies. TheA first year commiitee
was madified in the second year to-reflect this important input, and the newly
constituted committee then adjusted their school-wide attendance plan
cordingly.

a“(?egtaiﬁ zommittees can point to significant school-v_vide changes that were a
result of their collaborative efforts. The accomplishments of the Arena
Scheduling Committee, for example, drew praise from many teachers. ’_I‘hrough
the efforts of this committee, the former computer-based scheduling was
replaced with an arena scheduling process that allows students to select their
own courses and teachers and to build their own schedule. In a large s_chgol like
Brandonburg, arena scheduling distributed some f)f the responsibility fl(‘)r
guiding students toward appropriate courses, easing the pressure on the
guidance department, and allowing classroom teachers to share in the advising
process. One teacher explained:



,()Ul‘”ill of Onr scheduding process was s mightmare e needed to change. Last vear, through the school
F mprovement processcwe mplemented areng scheduling That committee has continued to
work together, aned the scheduling gets better and better. Whatever they ivent, they bring it
back toask what they ve done wrong or left out

liducational
Administration
383 A committee member adds, “The teachers as a whole were instrumental in
developing the process. Guidance came to us with the problem, and then we sat
260 down and figured out how to make if work.” Another teacher says, “If vou told
== mie that we would have 1.800) kids go in and do their own scheduling, and it
would work better than our process had hefore, I wouldn't have believed it.”

Teachers” assessments of collaboration

The potential benefits of involving teachers in school-level decision making
come with costs of time and effort. Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) present
evidence that large-scale participation is sometimes counterproductive.
Elaborate  needs assessments, endless  committee meetings and added
managerial responsibilities often consume large amounts of energy and time,
and ironically can create confusion and alienation. Fullan and Stiegelbauer
(1991, p. 62) warned, “There is even the not unlikely situation where elaborate
pre-action discussions exhaust the energy needed for implementation, so that
by the time the innovation reaches the action stage, people are burnt out”. In
order to reap the benefits without undue cost requires that collaborative
processes be carefully structured and planned. It is important to make
thoughtiul and strategic decisions about the use of teacher time. Teacher time
needs to be seen as a valuable commodity that the school cannot afford to
waste. Teachers also need training and the opportunity to learn new roles and
skills. When these potential costs are managed effectively, collaborative
problem solving can invigorate a school and transform it into a dynamic
learning community.

Clearly, involving every teacher in every decision would be unmanageable
and counterproductive. The Hoy and Tarter (1995) model of shared decision
making offers guidance in who should be included in which decisions. It is
based on the proposition that teachers want to be involved in decisions when
they have a personal stake in the outcome and expertise to bring to the process.
When the outcome does not affect them, or they have no knowledge of the
issues, teachers consider involvement a waste of time that may lead to
resentment (Bridges, 1967). Knowing when and how extensively to involve
teachers will make moving toward more collaborative styles of management
maore productive in facilitating organizational learning.

Teachers at Brandonburg were generally supportive of the theories
underlying collaboration, but often they were spread too thin when those
theories were put into practice. The concern reported most frequently, both by
those who actively participated in reform programs and by those who held
themselves apart, was that collaboration was a huge drain on teacher time and
energy. Even those who appreciated and welcomed the opportunity to serve on
committees and to share in the decision-making process reported that they

were overextended and overworked. The purpose of inv_iiinu teachers into t'h(' Creating Sm;lrtel:
decision-making process is to acknowledge lluwr professional competence, ;ZIK(‘ schools [hr()u_g
them a voice in the operation of the school, and nu'ltl(k them as partners in the collaboration
administrative experience. The unexpected result of this collaboration betwvgn
teachers and administrators was that many | achers would prefer to teach flhelr
classes and leave the administrative dct;nls'l(') someone clse. Many teachers 261
said that they resented the additional responsibility:
If F wanted to do some kind of administration thing I would have gone to scho_nl for th;lt.lMy
main passion is for students and teaching the students. I do not have enough time in the day.

There are tons of ideas rolling about in my head about rliffrrvm Internet projects and thlf\gs. I
don’t have enough time to do that. let alone some of these things that may not be my concern.

For these teachers to be willing lo engage in (‘ollabnratn{e problem solving,
they need to see the payoffs in terms of student learning and classroom
prd’l(‘:’l;:faers reported that school reform rr‘qui_rcd t!1f3m to do many different
tasks that were not directly related to teaching. Teachers (?ften expressed
willingness to take on new tasks, but they also struggled to juggle so many
responsibilities. Many teachers indicated that the (]emands of the classr{x?m,
coupled with their ever-expanding involvement with C()Ilal)ora.tlve actlylt}l]e?j.
were wearing them down. On the other hand, many fclt the benefits outweighe

the labilities. Said one:

I'm not always happy with all the meetings and the way that thin_gs work nut._ Bu!, I dnn:
know of a better way to do what we're doing, because we're anackmg many, many li.?l;(‘?;ﬂt
the same time. It's not my favorite thing. 1 would much rather be sitting here wﬂh a kid 'h' 0
on the other hand, [ remember when I wasn't in any part of the p(‘llltl(‘s of schn‘()l. in n‘m;lt n}]z
that had to do with change. I just went to work and came home. I'm glad that I'm :nr'( e ;: s
knowledgeable and to know what is going on, It makes me feel more a part of the whole

instead of just my own teaching job.

At Brandonburg, the nature of and means for collaboration remfimed fluid.
Participants continually sharpened the processes for and the foci of teacher
deliberations. Recent efforts lo manage the size of the school led to the
establishment of two separate houses or academies. Ninth and tenth grade
students and teachers make up the Preparation Academy, and.eleventh and
twelfth, the Graduation Academy. School impmver_nent committees paltall.el
this structure. In response to concems abou_t currlcu'lur_n ahgnm)em w1thm
subject areas, school improvement committees w1'thm the 1} ‘reparatym
Academy have assumed curriculum mapping as their qhargq. (:raduatmg
Academy students are now required to declare their educational intent beyog

graduation at the eleventh grade (e.g. college !)ound, vocation b()un ).
Committees within this academy are studying the alignment of the curriculum
in light of these programmatic choices. Allho_ugh the syhool improvement
committees continue to focus on the corporate mission, tbelr scope is narrowed
and thus the work more connected to teaching and learning, the work teachers
deem most important (Louis and Kruse, 1995).
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-I",(hl(‘:lli(m;l' Organizations, hke individuals, can suffer from l(';_n'ning disahilities. Senge
Administration (I‘)‘.“))Anhg(-rvvs that hecause of the way they are dvs!gno_(l_;i_n(l managed, most
e organizations learn poorly. He laments that these disabilities operate despite
383 the best efforts of bright, committed people, and that often the harder they try
to solve problems, the worse the results. A number of factors make the kind of
262 orgamizational learning we have suggested difficult for schools, Among these
learming disabilities are norms of isolation, autonomy, and equal status in the
teaching profession as well as Tack of decision-making influence and poor
conflict management skills.

Novms of isolation

Researchers who have documented the work life of teachers have noted how
1solated teachers are from one another, how few interactions teachers have with
other adults in the course of 2 day. and how briel those few encounters are
(Little, 1990; Lortie, 1975; Sarason, 1992). Smith and Scott (in Kouzmin and
Scolt, 190, p. 9) note the irony of this situation, “One would expect that a
profession dedicated to learning would be structured in such a way that its
members would learn from one another. In this light, the isolation of teachers
from other adults is a glaring anomaly.” These isolated conditions impede
professional growth by making it difficult for teachers to exchange ideas
among themselves and with administrators.

The isolation of teachers is not always viewed as troublesome to teachers,
but may be seen as necessary to maintain the autonomy teachers value. Norms
in the teaching profession have developed supporting this isolation, norms that
have 1o be confronted before teachers will be willing to collaborate. Two strong
norms support teachers” autonomy: the “ideology of noninterference” (Ashton
and Webb, 1986), and the norm of equal status. ‘

Roated i the uncertainty sutrounding the teaching-learning process and the subsequent
flexibility needed 1o address the varving needs of individual students, autonomy is a value
and norm - historically associated with the teaching profession and the public school
organization. Althongh antonomy  may vary considerably within and among schools,
teachers tend o jealously guard the boundaries of their classroom from the encroachment of
others, be they parents, fellow teaching colleagues, or administrators (Johnson, 1998, p. 18).

Awtonony and noninterference, Teachers define their need for autonomy as a
right to discretion and freedom from scrutiny. To exercise discretion is to be
allowed to use one's expertise with minimum hindrance from others.
Interdependence, however, must be traded off against discretion (Barot and
Raybould, 1998). The norm of noninterference tends to work against creating
the kinds of “discourse communities” described above because it works against
cultivating the kind of challenge, peer debate, and criticism required.

Critical friends groups at Brandonburg represent an aggressive strategy
aimed at reducing teacher isolation. Their purpnse is to provide an intimate
setting for professional growth and personal support. Members of critical
friends groups are encouraged to use one another as sounding boards for their

hts and ideas. Creating opportunities where peers learn from one another Creating smarter

lhﬁilufvh(-re practice is “deprivatized” represents for many the ideal school  gchools thmu_gh
“”l(tur(‘ (Fir('ﬂlone and Louis, 1999, p. 314). Explains one member of such a collaboration
cu *
K tice. | ler to do
itical fri st se my individual classroom practice. In order
The we of feritical friends s to improve my mdmdm ASST0) A k y
Inlv,:c( l:':I:\-Jp(lmve t}h(' opportunity to try something. to discuss it with your colleagues, to get 263

input. But the whole goal of it is improving my classroom practice. I'm documenting what I'm
doing on a daily basis, so [ can look back.

ith rookie roundtable, critical friends groups also help to initiate new
2::?5:: ‘itnlo the school culture. At Bran.dpnb.urg,_ new teacheri; are regmred t(:
participate. Many teachers feel that participation in these smal i%:dppothg:'ouepv;
is essential for developing the wide range of skills and know ﬁ:d ba tr}], v
teachers must have in order to be effective. Teachers can be coac ! gb e‘l(
peers as they move through a project, c.()nstantily Shanpg glqd getting feedbac t
Teachers are expected to custom d%}gp their own individual lmp}:oveptl_enl
plans, and use their colleagues as a refining factor. The end goal of the cri lc;a
friends group experience is to imprpve Stude_nt I'eammp,r ar)d performance by
improving teacher skills and enhancing orgammfl(ma] leqmmg. i which al
The egalitarian norm. Teachers often hold an egahtangn norm” in wf C !
teachers share equal status. In schools where lh‘IS norm exists, requests for p(;?e
assistance may involve psychological and social costs that partlapan}:s Ju ;tz}e]:
to be too dear, costs to one’s own sense of comp(‘len;e, the status one IHS] (\;191( )
important others, the obligation one incurs by accepting resources (Litt e, 1¢ d
There are costs, as well, in offering assistance, both in tems of the time and
effort involved and also in “an erosion of the corpus of }deas,_rr_lethnds, lélm
materials that serve as the basis of individual reputation, giving teac t(:rs
distinctive identity and status” (Little, 1990, p. 518). Cpllqboratwe prachc;zs that
designate mentors or teacher leaders violate thg egal.ltanan norm by con erln.ng
superior status on those who would offer advuce}. Little (]990,_p. 520) exp ains
some of the further difficulties inherent in creating collaborative communities

in schools:

Involvement and participation require greater contact and vfs_lblht){, greater.awarcne;: n_f‘ (}?:
another's beliefs and practices, and greater reliance on venﬁaple ‘|nf0m"|a(|nn as a s:s
preferred action. In an effort to arrive at decisions tearhers join discussions that mn;* lmis
tink them to like-minded colleagues; those same discussions, however, may fm;;? teachers to
confront peers whose perspectives and practices they do not share and cannot admire.

Increasing teacher-to-teacher interaction has the potential to make the polmcs
of the school more visible, as new aspects .olf school and_classro_om hf(‘% are
legitimately open to scrutiny, debate, and dectsmn.' To contain copfhct, teachers
and administrators may be inclined to reserve joint deliberations for th_ose
arenas in which agreement is most likely, arenas l:hat may have only marginal
significance for the lives of either students or teachers.

g?)vermming isolation: primetime. Creating opportunities for greater 'teacher
contact and connection may lead teachers to pursue new courses of action and



Journal of support. one another in the attempt to advanee the prospects for students’
Educational suecess. One of the strongest and carbiest mitiatives by Brandonburg High
School (o encourage regular teacher contact is program known as primetime,
Originally 3 weekly late start for students, designed 1o facilitate staff
development, primetime Wednesday was a successful and popular venture
with both students and teachers, Alter a new principal assumed leadlership at
264 the high school, primetime Wednesday became simply primetime. The late
T tart became an carly dismissal, and the weckly time Tor teacher collaboration
became a daily event. The high school student day now ends at 200 p.m., after
seven teaching periods. The cighth period of the day is set aside for teachers to
meet with students, with parents, with school improvement committees, with
critical friends groups, or to work on other collaborative projects.

Although there has been some effort to structure the time more closely, for
example, assigning one day for school improvement committee meetings and
another  for  departments 1o focus on  curricular alignment, informal
conversations are equally valued. A walk around the building would reveal
teachers engaged in myriad activities, from sharing thoughts about specific
students. to gaining advice on a ew course, to working through an advanced
algebra equation with the physics teacher whose lesson will apply the related
concepts. Both structured and unstructured endeavors gencrate a collective
curiosity and interest among colleagues and counteract possible negative
effects of the egalitarian norm, Problems are tackled collectively as a matter of
course. Strong professional relationships hetween and among teachers create
new norms of cooperation and hegin to extend the definition of what it means
to he a teacher. Teachers begin to see how their individual knowledge can be
applied bevond their own classronms to support curriculum, program, and
policy. They begin to create a more expansive school culture that promotes
individual growth at the same time as it advances the organization's capacity
to grow more critical.

Administration
38.3

Lack of influence

Principals may construct decision-making processes that look on the surface
like participatory processes in order to gain greater acceptance of
administrative decisions and greater teacher satisfaction. However, they may
be reluctant to extend genuine influence to teachers, assuming that teachers do
not have the expertise to make valuable contributions, or because the
administrators do not trust teachers to make decisions in the best interest of the
school. Research suggests that this is often the case. Teacher respondents in a
national survey indicated that previous participation afforded them little real
influence (Bacharach ef al., 1988). Teachers may be reluctant to be involved in
decisions and resentful of the time investment required when they perceive that
their actual influence is limited (Bartunek and Keys, 1979; Bacharach et al,
1988: Duke of af, 1981). Nonetheless, teachers in the Bacharach ¢ al survey
thought that they should be more involved in school and district decision
making, especially with respect 10 issues directly affecting their immediate

teaching responsibilities. Researchers have speculated ”lili» when the inﬂucpu‘ Creating smarter
relationships in a school remain unchanged, the benefits of collaborative schools lhr()u_gh
processes will go largely unrealized: collaboration
There is tittle evidence that school hased management alters inﬂm‘nr«‘ rvl;nmnships, renews
school orgamzations, or develops qualities of academically effective schools | Sehool-based

anageme enerates involvement in- decision making, but it does not appear to

’s]lllll::l‘f:l:::l?\( nﬁ:er']r”t;::"'\[x:l'l)(v Im:iking influence of site participants gl'nl('rnllv. the relative 265

influence of principals and teachers or ihe relative influence of professionals and patrons

(Malen et al 1990, p. 304),
This concern over a lack of genuine inﬂqence was expressed by some
Brandonburg teachers regarding the school improvement committees. FThey
feared they might act merely as fronts ;}u!hogzmg df\*lsmns alread”y made bg
the principal or other administrators. 1.h]S kl!’]d of ruhb_er stamp apprnai
allowed for the appearance of collaboration, without genuine influence. Says a
teacher:

Many people think that these committees are just a facade for :|(|mini.<tr;|lur‘s tor m:wk(-“h:‘lp_pf'_n-

what they planned all along. And that it's just better to hnvv a group of teac hm:s say, “Thisis

what yoti have to do.” than to have the leader sav, “This is what you have to do,

In order for participatory structurosltf) be effective, teachers need to be able to
S tineness of the partnership. -
tru/(itntl}l]sgg:;about decising-making authority often results from the ffimlhar
double bind so many principals experience. Although encouraged to include
others in the decision process, their own p()sit_innal autljnnty El[ld its attendant
expectations make distributing influence risky busm‘ess. I‘.vpn when the
authority to decide is shared, the blame for_a bad decision still falls to thg
principal. Faced with these potentially negative consequences, school leaders
find themselves crafting partial solutions that may, in fa(:t, reinforce th_e very
norms and habits they are attempting to change. The high school principal

elaborates:

In this building the staff is responsible and accountable for dwisit‘ms r(-gardmg cummlumi
assessment, and governance. The superintendent and Board of l'.(lur;nu_m _havc supported
that. And vet, in this building, when a decision needs to be made. . . the principal still has the
authority. Our Board of Education and policy speak of that as well Hnwcv_er, Ihnn\l{.{héh«;
school iﬁxprnvemenl process, decisions are mmje lhmugh_a very sy.stematlcprnce:\&.l; ;‘

guess in some respects the principal is still making the decision, but I've done it through the

process of school improvement.

Schools that want to build collaborative shared decision processes need to
attend to more than just changing school culture and norms. Therg are
structural difficulties that need to be clarified and addressed. Traditional
bureaucratic authority structures designate a.s‘ingle decnsmn_ rpaker who has
not only decision authority but also accountabyh!y. When decisions go awry, it
is clear who is to blame. For principals to be willing to hand_n_ver more genuine
decision influence to teachers and other organizational participants, structures
need to be in place that share both the rewards for successes, but also share
blame when unwise decisions lead to unintended negative consequences.
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Lducational L‘nnﬂi(_"( is an inevitable part of any gmup’s funrtim)ing. One n_f th(" factors that
Administration gets - the wav of schools hecoming  learning orgamzations i1s  the
283 ) misnranagement of this conflict due o poor skills and negative attitudes

toward controversy. The avoidance of conflict can leave a persistent
undercurrent of tension that, like a low-grade fever, saps the organization's
266 energy and enthusiasm for its tasks. On the other hand, open conflicts that are
handled badly can lead to on-going hostility and animosity among participants.
Either alternative deprives the school of the potentially beneficial outcomes of
conflict (Hart, 1998). Collaborative relationships enable a school to take
advantage of differences and use (hem as strengths (Barot and Raybould,
1998). Learning to appreciate and make constructive use of the differences in
perspective and experience of various organizational actors helps to create a
context where trust and respect are cultivated rather than depleted. Respect
and trust then become the foundation on which future collaborative
experiences are built.

The staff at Brandonburg High School speak about the difficulty of trying to
bring about school improvement. Their corporate experience with reform has
produced tensions, unresolved conflicts, and unanticipated problems.
Administrators and teacher leaders constantly struggle with the balance
hetween harmony and creative tension. The advantage of collaborative
problem solving is that it includes many people, and thereby broadens the base
of ideas. However, this broader range of options to consider can result in
confusion and a sense of chaos, Brandonburg’s principal seems to recognize
that conflict may be a necessary antecedent to institutionalizing new habits of
school life. He sees dialogue and debate as crucial to the change process. The
principal both enables and provokes change by asking challenging questions
such as, “Why are you teaching that? How do you know it’s good? What are
students supposed to know? Should it only be the teacher who determines
whether or not a course is offered in a single or double block?” Teachers
differed in their opinions about whether {he level of conflict at Brandonburg
was invigorating or debilitating. One teacher remarked:

The way that 1 feel here is that teachers run the show. It's just another part of your day. If |
don’thelp run the show, then someone's going to run my show, and [ don't like that. | want o
be part of the process. That's why I wanted to come here. Here | am pushed to think. The
work.it's expected and it's a challenge.
Formal training regarding the Coalition of Essential Schools and even the
implementation of coalition principles at Brandonburg High School is strictly
voluntary. No teacher is required to accept or employ coalition endorsed
practices. Some teachers are self-acclaimed skeptics. These teachers see the
coalition principles as overly concerned with socialization and processing
skills. at the expense of a focus on rigorous content-based standards, In their
opinion, the school should be more accepting of traditional teaching practices
that arc aimed at equipping students with the knowledge needed for more
advanced levels of formal education.

[ ontinui 3 ical debate at Creating smarter
» coaliti inciple has sparked a continuing pedagogica hate
B ( )]:1‘ :g?]]rltm'rrllﬁr(]*(mt‘zoversial idea is that teachers should mm‘vntmt(.ﬁrft schools thmqgh
()l:d;)]ei(r:lg ger;\{;'rali%te attending to all aspects of a student’s schzlml ?;(;;ene?t(c coilaboration
! the K S ] *a of study. Only after
E t only to the student’s mastery 0(‘;1 given are‘ of s ly af
122‘!1':‘(;< have considered the broad educational perspective sh(_)uld they thll(nl(;
of theﬁ%lves as subject area specialists. At Brandonbur}f, 'tlf:}?chcrsea;(;?:d eto 267
. . thei 1 i ject they teach. They are as
valuate their relationship to thg S}Jb]e(. y ] {
:i(()efri:s themselves not as subject specialists, but as Ipmf({:.motn;’ll[ }:eacrl:‘e::i Ltl :) ——
: ledgeable in a single subject. They must als
not enough for them to be knowlec _ ject. They must atso
i ; their subject fits with other subjects and be willing S8
recognize how their subject fits v ' ; issume
ibilit i f expertise. The classroom e
sponsibilities outside their major area of e i
:su;;)be at least conversant in several disciplines. In this regard., the efnphasis
is changing from teaching about a subject to t_eachmg fmt_n a subject. e
l Many Brandonburg teachers found this idea appealmg, but not every "
agreed. Some teachers believed that their energy and attention were |mpre<:jp::ha);
:?hanné]cd by this emphasis. In their view, the generalist principle requir

they be spread too thin. "
There's that fecling that nobody has any definable turf. It's Isupmsed tobe] acc}::ph‘i(t)) e o(;eag
anli;h teacher to grade a paper for historical ('nnt_(-}r:t.ham: fntrha h_lstml': ::; :rthatzlr?m"y
aper ~ 1 have a great deal of trouble with that for the simp son !
siptfeflif:t)\:eg:;:t“}]irru)war:; lfifr:’d: and [ know what I'm looking f{or, and what is important in
terms of my field. ' o
This shift in emphasis has resulted in unresolved tension am?ng theh aqc'l: z}
The tension underlies numerous concerns ?uch as mlstrus't (t)fr(::t?\rfzpt e::l; fying
‘ ] ith favoring more interac
ess over content, disagreement with more ) {
5trr(:1Clegies over directive approaches, worries that subject m}:egratlon bg:gfre;:g:
i - discipli 1 helming others, a
in some disciplines controlling and overw ) 2
background skills and knowledge canlr:ot bed ast EH'el(I:“Y:lge (:E\C/sl:[:feudl (;:
i isciph that students will n s S
interdisciplinary activities, and concern ; \ 0t be s
standardised subject-based tests if they spend time on 1nterd;sc:][il;n3kri)lrlv¥)(:lrtk;m
\ intaini i flict requires not only s
Maintaining a constructive level of con it g
i 11. Many teachers are uncomfortable a
open, respectful attitude as well ers arc uncomfortable wih any
i tensions involved in join .
vel of conflict and prefer isolation to thg :
:Zachem have been trained in negotiation skills tl;atttcaar‘\( kee[i ht:fj 1f1(::::n(:)'}
1 ‘ 1 from personal attacks or <
disagreements about ideas and away fron ) . division
1 i stile factions. Faculties need ca y
he school into warring camps and hos !
:tructured forums as they begin to develop new rl1lorms Qf p(;acpfﬁ.er'ghie;‘y tr}llic;g
training i i ¥ ication skills required o S
training in the attitudes and communication s !
new dif.course communities. With these skills in place, debate and conflict can

become positive elements in the school culture.

nclusion . '
(I\igw views of cognition encourage us not only to think differently about how

students learn, but about how schools can Iegrp as well. The knovszledge p;)ts_ses:lest(i)
i)y a school is socially constructed and specific to its particular context. It 1s



Journal of distributed throughout the school 1s arganizational members act on behalf of the
.lf(lll(‘;lli()n;ll orgamzation. New organizationa) learning s built on the foundation of the
Administration  ¢Xisting kn_nwlvd;,r(- A;m(l I)(l'h(-fs of the school. ()r;:;mlmlu)nal_ kn()wl(‘dg("ls
997 embedded in the philosophies the school espouses and those it enacts in its
38 structure, teaching practices, discipline codes, curriculum, stories, and ceremonies,

At Brandonburg High School, organizational learning has been enhanced as

268 administrators and teachers at the school have discovered ways to share their

T experlise, 10 make their thinking explicit, and to articulate their goals.
Collaboration has heen 2 central means for achieving these ends. And yet,
collaboration continues to present its own challenges in the face of long held
norms of autonomy and equality among teachers and the difficulties inherent
in changing belicfs and practices. Likewise, Brandonburg teachers and
administrators attest to the costs of group problem solving in terms of time and
effort and they speak about managing the emotions that are unleashed in the
process. Developing means to conserve energy and manage conflict will be
vital to Brandonburg's continued growth.

Fven though collaboration is not simple or easy, it can be valuable. As
schools struggle to reinvent themselves to respond to the need of a changing
world, collaboration may provide the mechanism for schools to become
learning organizations. As Brandonhurg teachers continue to collaborate with
one another, they create a context in which existing beliefs and knowledge are
challenged and, in some cases, transformed. From improvements in attendance
procedures, to modifications of the student scheduling process, to designation
of grade level academies, to honing the school improvement commitiee foci, all
in concert with the continuous development of various instructional strategies,
Brandonburg continues 1o grow smarter as a school by solving problems
better, ereating more useful and productive routines and procedures, and
improving on various teaching approaches. As one teacher suggests:

1 think Brandonburg has given me the opportunity to explore new avenues. This transition in
iy thinkmg about what history class was alt about. that didn’t happen in one week ar one
vear Istroggled with it a number of vears hefore Lactually tried to change my practices. This
s 28 vear ol teaching. Dimagine Il be struggling with that at 30 vears.

The commonly considered indicators of a school's growth and effectiveness
place Brandonburg in good stead. The school's graduation rate is 86.8 percent,
up from an average rate of 84.5 percent. The percentage of students going on to
four-year colleges and universities has increased from 48 percent in 1986 to 64
pereent in 1997, The school's student attendance rate has shown consistent
mprovement from 90.4 percent in 1995 to a rate of 94 percent in 1999
Standardized test scores meet the state and national averages, despite the fact
that average income of district residents and per puptl property valuation is
helow average for the county. Data indicate that students are increasingly
taking advantage of the options available to them. Enrollment in Advanced
Placement classes has increased from 18 students in 1989:1990 to 334 students
in 19981999, Student requests for double blocked classes have increased from
376 1 1992-1993 10 1,274 in 1997-1098, The number of students opting for five

i - vears. Further, the Creating smarter
rears of mathematics has doubled Ihv fast four )(.lrﬁ.‘ | 1f1rlh(vrl,d](0f (,l‘(}(]l )li{ thr()ugh
e entage of students attending the vocational schools has risen for ez - schools ]
P(‘r(““'l}({( ve fi ‘n 134 percent in 1994 to 21 pereent in 1998, These dat(;l collaboration

¢ past five vears, from 13. : o 21 percent . e do
:lslg;.{vs‘t that Brandonburg students choose to come to school each day @
oncel 4 tively e »d in learmng.
once there, are actively engaged i o + that
' Brandonburg teachers and administrators hdvg .u(,(pl('((i1 thleI f(ait,tely a 269
: : ! 11 0 I ~ o1 r <
learning and improving, both individually as pmfcssmnd!s an dmt)} e:(requ“am
an organization, is never over. Their actions are progressive and the res
E G , 18 ne :
growth is ongoing. One teacher remarked: -
1 like the fact that whatever you're doing is not tho»('nd product, lh(-r(: sfnl:vlaz: ,;‘zr:t:ﬁ“:; e
< ] ething else. It's not that what you're doing isn't important, but dnth fec 'v) N L:ha"(-ngﬁl
;)‘nt]h(‘ final Q»lﬁliun. [ like the anticipation of in)pmv('(l learning, expecting fo
again and again. There's always something coming.

Teachers have been encouraged to travel outside the dist(;i(t‘.:]. to O&Tl’tve(; Lnl:lh:;
practic teachers, and to expand their o n
school practices, to talk to olher et T iy
i “Thi 8 art, hardworking staff.

s. Says a teacher, “This 1s a r_eally smart, ) . ‘
?’l:g}:sqio:’\al development is very important here. I:verybndykl_lerenl: vfli‘g:::
learning. 1 think that inquiry is part of the norm, always seeking \

i make things better.” ) ) —
tryxlf ;(}:e %h(x)l'sgadministrators collaborate wx}& teac(l;errr'\‘;aIl(r(lE ;‘;ﬂ?ﬁ :EZ
. l 1 inki an
's problems, they make their thlpklng visible t
i‘;}l]:])glkagd goals that guide their decnsmns_‘ These are va!uable )lsfg:;nﬁ
exper}ences and yet, in order that these experiences do not b(;(,(;‘m_e annuence
re@entment‘teachers must begin to trust the genuineness of t el:l i rticu]até
B;and()nbu'rg administrators must find ways tge ﬂeﬂrl¥tﬁeflzfoi:1 d 31 o
' ision-maki thority on behalf of the ms seek.
the parameters of decision-making autl _ e e atscs
incipals and teachers participate in group problem-solvi ‘ s
?:db;):htl?gfn:elf)laecl on those experiences, not only are the::d S(;I\utltonshil;[q)exi(;g
. solvi ity of the school is improved. As teachers
but the problem-solving capacity o ' | mr o (hers s
ills / E problems
le knowledge and skills are mvolwgd in solving : ' ;
:,}?tllr;?t::ganizatioriﬂ commitment and motivation are likely to mcrteasel.)l'l‘lhlf]:]:
collaboration holds promise, not only for making students smarter,
making schools smarter as well.
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