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This dissertation uses a single and comparative stasly to examine the work of several
teacher-led and driven collaboration groups, knawklesign teams, as they worked to redesign
established curriculum into problem based lear(Rf§L) curriculum. The study is situated in
Cielo Vista High School, a diverse, public, commesive high school in the Pacific Northwest.
In 2009, teachers and administrators at Cielo \Hstgn School were awarded a five-year federal
grant to redesign their curriculum from a tradigrieacher-centered curriculum to a problem
based, student-centered curriculum.

A key component of the curriculum redesign anddfammation work was the formation
of teacher design teams, in which teachers work@ddesign established curriculum into
problem based curriculum. This dissertation focusedesign teams as the unit of analysis, to
better understand how teachers structured thdathmmiation to design problem based curriculum.

Theoretically, | explore several dimensions of teaaollaborative learning that
represents current gaps in the research literdfing, | examine how teachers structure their
collaboration when they are given the autonomyaea and how they learn from the routines

they establish in their collaborative work togett&econd, | examine the social dimensions of



teachers’ collaborative work in an effort to idéntiow uneven levels of teacher status influence
how teachers structure their collaborative work.

Methodologically, this dissertation uses Littlel®00) concepts of “sharing” and “joint
work” as analytical frames to describe the espbcmkaningful routines teachers have
established in their collaborative teams. In additi leverage discourse markers (Schiffrin,
1987) to identify and link teacher turn-taking, @mgentation, and decision making to illuminate
how interpersonal and social interactions influenee groups of teachers work together.
Discourse analysis using discourse markers algsledplain how and why some teams seemed
to work more productively than others. | make egied use of video recorded design team
meetings and teacher interviews to examine teact@taborative work.

This dissertation informs and extends the resd#esiature around situated teacher
collaborative learning by mapping what collaboratieutines several teacher-led and driven
design teams established in one year of daily desi@m meetings. | demonstrate that
collaboration can be a highly relevant and meaninggtting for teacher learning if such
collaboration is anchored in solving problems ekl in teachers’ practice and if teachers are
given the autonomy to leverage their expertiselémiify and apply solutions to such problems.
These findings suggest that schools and distrexsimot dictate the terms, goals, and structure
of collaboration to teachers. Instead, they woddnwse to focus on providing teachers with
relevant and authentic collaborative tasks, ideatiin part by the teachers themselves, in order
to increase teacher learning and improved instoatipractice.

Findings indicate that how teachers structured tt@laborative work varied across the
school. The teams that leveraged routines of stpalso typically engaged in collaborative work

characteristic of “joint work” (Little, 1990). Thgroups where teachers established an egalitarian



culture, despite differences in teachers’ yeamxpierience or depth of content knowledge, also
evidenced more instances of sharing and joint wBr&ad findings from this dissertation
suggest that a combination of teacher buy in tactieborative task, coupled with explicit
norms and teacher control over the structure aadyat of the collaborative work, and
thoughtful and strategic support of collaborativeups can create especially rich collaborative
experiences for teachers. Implicit in this disgetais the argument for a return to principles of

school renewal (Sirotnik, 1999) for meaningful schimprovement.
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INTRODUCTION

In many ways, there is nothing new about thisystBive years ago, teachers and
administrators working in a highly diverse high schwanted to stem the trend of declining
enrollment and nagging achievement gaps among grougtudents. This story plays out every
day across the US. Teachers, school administratistsict administrators, state educational
leaders, all spend countless hours trying to addtesneeds of students in their schools who
need the most help. However, whereas many schoa#std bring in different improvement
models from consultants or organizations from thside, Cielo Vista High School took a
different approach.

To solve these problems, Cielo Vista High Sch@d taken a transformation, rather than
adoption, stance to school renewal. From the vegyriming, it was teachers who worked in
collaboration with the principal to address thesesuof decreasing enrollment and increasing
achievement gaps, identify problem based learr?®).§ as a potential solution, apply for the
federal grant, and help guide the implementatiatgss.

Although they spent time learning what was goingroather schools and districts, the
school did not give teachers a model of PBL to adogtead the school asked teachers to use
their collective expertise, in collaboration withiversity partners, to develop a particular brand
of PBL that was grounded in educational researchtlaat worked best for their specific students.
One of the consequences of this philosophical @dagogical stance is that what the school
defines as PBL curriculum and pedagogy is in @&sihtonstant flux. But this is to be expected
in contexts of school renewal. In the words of Krotnik, “[School renewal] is not about a

point in time; it is about all points in time” (199p. 608) meaning, the purpose is not a finished



PBL curriculum but an ongoing process of professid@arning in which teachers constantly
revise and refine their curriculum to make it moreaningful and relevant to students.

Starting with the idea to move toward PBL pedagoggchers and administrators applied
for a multi-year federal grant to help them shiiit practice in every discipline in the school.
Then, when they were awarded the money to do sgdhool tapped existing teachers’
expertise, as well as locally situated partnersielp them develop a model of PBL pedagogy,
anchored in the research literature, that theyldeee from the ground up.

In some of the most important ways, this is nstaay about something new but what we
already know works, working again. From the begugnthis was a story about school renewal,
not school reform. As opposed to reform, Sirotmkg07-608) describes school renewal as a
process of

Individual and organizational change, about nunithe spiritual,
affective, and intellectual connections in the $iveé educators
working together to understand and improve theactce.
Renewal is not about a point in time; it is abdupaints in time—
it is about continuous, critical inquiry in currgmactices and
principled innovation that might improve education.

When viewed from the perspective of renewal, scimaprovement takes on a different
tone. It becomes long term. It focuses on instameti growth and asks those who are closest to
the students to leverage their collective expettideelp everyone improve their practice. It is
also about empowering teachers to drive the impnare in ways they deem best for students

and the school. It is anchored in a deep faithtéethers can do this work well.



A key component of renewal is the value placedeacliers’ expertise evidenced through
investments in their time to drive the curriculuadesign effort. Soon after receiving the grant,
the school made heavy investments in teachersépsainal learning. The most important of
these investments was the development of teaclsegrdeams to redesign the established
curriculum into PBL curriculum.

In this dissertation | investigate what happemesikdme of the design teams implemented
at Cielo Vista High School, a diverse, public, coatyensive high school in the Pacific
Northwest. Funded by a federal grant, the scha@rbeged teacher learning in collaborative
groups they call design teams to redesign theni@uum from a traditional model of teaching
and learning to a PBL model. The school providesgiteteam teachers a common, daily
planning period to meet and redesign the curriculomspecific courses. The school does not
stipulate how teachers are to structure their bollative work, only that the curriculum they
redesign is consistent with PBL pedagogy. Thisisscstent with the bottom-up, inside-out
approach school leaders have taken to implementafi®BL throughout the school. Although
different from work they were used to doing, schealders wagered that established teachers in
the school could redesign curriculum, accordinB B principles, better than anyone else.

In the following pages | examine how teachers kivay in design teams, structured their
collaborative work to redesign curriculum. Althoudgeply relevant for the work currently
underway at Cielo Vista, my study does not deahwhe effectiveness of the PBL curriculum
teams designed. Given that professional learninigcaflaboration are at the heart of the
implementation agenda the school has put forthstugy deals specifically with how teachers
are learning from their teacher-led and drivenatmrative efforts and how they navigate the

social dimensions of that work. By doing so, | addran under-theorized area of the current



research literature that largely ignores how teechgucture their collaborative efforts when
they are given great latitude to do so. In thiselitation | strive to map the terrain of teacher-le
and teacher-driven collaboration and learning agigts at Cielo Vista High School. The
guestions | pursue in that effort are as follows:
1. What collaborative practices do teachers establisiesign teams?
2. In what ways do those practices influence the bollative learning of design teams?
3. How do teachers navigate the social dimensionsltdlmorative work, both individually
and as a team?
4. What patterns of collaborative practices emergergnuesign teams throughout the
school?

To address these questions, | take a two-prongecbagh to my dissertation. To capture
the fine-grained interactions between teachersitgéct how they choose to structure their
collaboration, | use a single case study to exarnmad=nglish 3 team. In this study | marshal
evidence primarily from video recorded design teaeetings and teacher interviews to describe
the patterns | observed within the team and toigeoteachers’ perspectives on why the group
worked the way it did. To do so, | use a combimatbdiscourse analysis and an analytical
framework developed from Little’s (1990) conceptjoint work” to examine this team’s
collaborative practice over time. To capture a pawhat was happening across the school in
terms of teacher collaboration in design teamselaomparative case study to compare how the
English 2 team, the Social Studies 1 team, andifdtd 2 team structured their collaboration.
This comparative case study is not by any meanguosimensive of what every design team did

from the beginning of the PBL initiative. Howevaer,it | describe patterns that emerged between



and amongst teams working in the core content amed®ffer insights on why those patterns
emerged over four years of design team work atoGidta.

| have organized this dissertation around the ¥alg chapters. In Chapter 2, | discuss
where in the literature the case of professiorainimg at Cielo Vista High School lands. Cielo
Vista design teams are both similar to other cagésacher collaborative learning in the
research literature and starkly different. In thspter | describe how | used a framework
gleaned from Little’s (1990) concepts of “shariragid “joint work” help make sense of how
teachers structured their work in design teams.

In Chapter 3, | describe the Cielo Vista High Sdlasothe research context. In it |
describe the process school leaders have undetgadentify PBL as the focus of school
renewal, how they work to implement PBL throughitn& school, and the role that | have played
in that process as a university researcher anthaefoEnglish teacher at Cielo Vista High School.

In Chapter 4, | describe the methodology | usedi&da collection and analysis. It is here
that | describe the past three years of data c¢aleand analysis. In this chapter | introduce the
teachers and teams | use in my analysis and aogwehfy | chose some design teams over others
to be the focus of my dissertation.

In Chapter 5, | use a single case study to exahmmethe English 3 team structured their
collaborative work. My analysis of this team levgea “joint work” (Little, 1990) as an
analytical lens and utilizes discourse analysigld’s (1990) concepts of “sharing” and “joint
work” provide me with a way to describe the quatifyEnglish 3's collaborative work while
discourse analysis helps me describe the connesttisial tissue of their collaboration.

In Chapter 6, | use the same analysis tools antadetogy to conduct a comparative

case study of three different Cielo Vista desigmts. In this analysis | also examine the extent



to which each team engaged in routines of “sharargf “joint work” when redesigning
curriculum in order to identify patterns that exbstween teams and discuss how each team
worked differently. Additionally, discourse analysif specific instances from each team
provides me with ways of explaining why some tea@mgaged deeply in routines of sharing and
joint work and some teams did not. Using discoarsaysis, | explore how each team navigated
the social dynamics specific to each group and thmse dynamics may have influenced the
patterns of their collaborative work.

In Chapter 7, | conclude my dissertation with adssion of what | learned in my study
of design teams and ways my dissertation mightdeel to influence future practice in the area

of teacher professional learning.



CHAPTER 1
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

Although the research on teacher collaborationleaihing is robust and instructive, my
dissertation addresses a specific gap in what wevkabout teacher-led and teacher-driven
teacher collaboration and learning. Much of theréiture that describes how teachers learn from
collaboration illustrates mostly highly designedi dmghly structured collaborative contexts.
Meaning, much of the research shows teachers wgpedad learning from each other in
collaborative settings designed and structuredriyeusity researchers or district or building
administrators. Instead, my study documents nathjo® teachers direct their own learning in
highly autonomous collaborative groups, but waywlrch those groups can be as productive
and successful as those groups situated in highdigded contexts. Data collected on the teacher
groups in my study help bridge the gap between wiedtnow are the benefits of teacher
collaborative learning present in the literaturd armat happens in the lightly designed, highly
autonomous teacher collaborative groups that are cammon in schools. In this literature
review | explore those parts of the current redeéterature that best apply to the groups | am
studying knowing that the current research can takg me so far.

This literature review will explore the relevartlature that helps me better understand
how teachers structure their collaborative workytioey learn from collaborative work, and
how interpersonal and social dynamics influenceiammhct teachers’ collaborative work. This
literature review will take stock of the currertehature around teacher learning and
collaboration, and in so doing, will highlight gapghin that literature where this dissertation

may shed some light. First, | will explore learnaga concept. Specifically, | will draw from



Vygotsky (1974) and Wenger (1998) to discuss timelfumental ways teachers learn from
collaborative work. Second, | will examine the specharacteristics of teachers’ collaborative
work that contributes to their learning (CochraniBnand Lytle, 1999; McLaughlin and Talbert,
2006; Horn and Little, 2009; Little, 2002; Littl&990; Little, 2003; Wilson and Berne, 1999;
Darling-Hammond and Bransford, 2005; Darling-Hamohd2010; Hargreaves and Fullan,
2012; Sahlberg, 2010; Mclaughlin and Talbert, 2006)rd, | will examine more closely how
the social dynamics of collaborative work are résgan the discourse (Gee, 2011; Schiffrin,
1987) teachers use and the way in which they postiemselves within groups. In this section |
will also discuss the ways in which discourse, posing, and decision making are
interconnected. Fourth, | will explore the waysiihich collaboration between teachers can
deepen their pedagogical and content knowledgergespéBransford et al. 2005; Scardamalia
and Bereiter, 1993). Lastly, | will examine Judiikttle’s (1990) concept of “joint work” as an
analytical framework for design team data analysmchored in principles and characteristics of
deep collaborative learning, Little’s (1990) “jonvbrk” provides a flexible yet specific way to
conceptualize how teachers learn from the collab@aurriculum redesign they lead and

structure. Figure 1 below illustrates how | will barrowing my analysis of the literature.



Learning as socially and culturally mediated
(Vygotsky, 1974; Wenger, 1998)

!

Teacher learning in collaborative contexts (Cochran Smith &
Lytle, 1999; Grossman, Wineburg, and Woolworth, 2001; Horn and
Little, 2009)

4

Teacher discourse, positioning, and decision
making (Schiffrin, 1987; Harre and Langenhove, 1999;
Parker, 2003)

4

Collaborative learning to deepen
expertise (Bransford et al. 2005; Bereiter and
Scardamalia, 1993)

‘

Teacher learning through
“joint work” (Little, 1990)

Figure 1. Conceptual model of theoretical framing
Social-cultural learning

Teacher learning communities are social construicksally, in teacher learning
communities, teachers come together as a commointsofessionals to solve problems that
extend beyond the reach of any one teacher. Throoljaboration, teachers can learn about
their craft and practice. To explain why and h@ms collaborative efforts are especially
meaningful, researchers point to the inherentlyasdoature of collaborative work, focused
around “group worthy tasks,” as reasons why collatige settings are prime spaces for creative
problem solving (Vygotsky, 1975; Wenger, 1998).

When a teacher encounters a problem they cannoefigut on their own, they ask
someone with greater expertise for advice. Thisbmanything from clearing a paper jam in the
photocopy machine or asking advice from colleagliggg lunch about how to reach a highly
intelligent but unmotivated student. Vygotsky (29%heds light on both cases, suggesting we
learn from people with more or different experiisgust-in-time situations. These just-in-time

instances where we get help from a “more expedrditonstitute what Vygotsky (1975)



10

describes as a person’s “zone of proximal developi{gPD). In this space, people reach the
limits of their abilities and expertise and thek && help, marking the difference between
frustration and learning.

Although focused on the learning of individuals,géysky’s theory easy applies to the
work teachers do in collaborative contexts. Inaodirative groups, teachers many times find
themselves working with other teachers who eitlaaelmore experience or more expertise than
they do. When teachers focus their collaboratiotasks that demand collaborative problem
solving, teacher’s zone of proximal developmentiareonstant flux. For example, if a teacher
shares a sample of student work that is espegaliglexing, they will hear multiple suggestions
about how they can approach the problem. When &slyeactive, these kinds of conversations
become spaces where both the individual and thepgearn.

Wenger (1998) stretches Vygotsky’s principles afteng and applies them to
collaborative settings and contexts. Wenger (1998)es that learning arises when people, in
this case teachers, share problems of practice tinemwork in classrooms, with other teachers.
Wenger’s (1998) theory regarding communities otpece literature is most useful when
thinking about the link between participation aedication. When problems are made public
(participation), communities of people develop skdameaning (reification) through
collaborative problem solving, all of which canther the overall pedagogical expertise of the
group (pp. 62-71).

Both Vygotsky and Wenger argue that learning isjmstt socially and culturally
mediated but influenced by the environment ancctrgext. Meaning, both scholars argue that
learning results not just from interaction with et but when there is environmental or

contextual factors that create urgency to learthéncase of Vygotsky (1974), learning happens
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when a child needs help from an adult to accomg@itdsk. In the case of Wenger (1998),
learning happens when groups of people (partiopateed to solve problem within their field
or discipline and then develop tools (reificatibmhelp them solve problems better. In both
cases, relevance and authenticity is vital.

Complicating the prevalent, decontextualized, oag+tiodel of professional
development, Ball and Cohen (1999) argued thahiegr especially teachers’ professional
learning, should be situated in the work teachersalieady doing. Ball and Cohen (1999)
suggest that a pedagogy of professional practinsists of 1) discreet tasks that teachers look at
or involve themselves in, 2) a rigorous discoursevieen teachers that involves making claims
and proposing evidence to support those claims3asdpport from teacher educators or
professional educators to help teachers do thiatwaifwork. Most importantly, Ball and Cohen
(1999) reinforce the idea that professional leayrtan be most powerful when it is situated in
the work teachers are either already doing or m werk teachers see as relevant and authentic
to their practice.

With few caveats, design teams are essentiallynwomities of practice but without
teacher educator or university researcher supfartiesign teams, teachers grapple with

What needs to be learned (content), the natureeotdntent and
what that implies about how it might be learnec:@fes of
learning), curriculum and pedagogy (with what matsrand what

ways the learners can be helped to learn that chrgwen who they

' As the university researcher, | was in the roomvbas not involved in the day-to-day decision malafighe
group. At timed would offer suggestions here and there, but metviery group and not on a regular basis. My
participation in discussions was greatest in thgligh 3 group and occasionally in Social StudiesiyMath 2 and
English 2, my participation was minimal and did matiude the any decision making within the grolugescribe
my role and participation in each group more fillyfChapters 4, 5, and 6.
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are, the nature of what there is to be learnedtfaaties of how it

is best learned) (Ball and Cohen, 1999, p. 6).
As such, design teams can be intense learning spduEre teachers quickly adapt and evolve
both collaborative routines and curricular material serve their purposes. When design teams
choose to design and implement new curriculumestme time, the design team can become a
space where teachers share student work, teadoigyand materials, and general experiences
with teaching new material. Design teams are hisatly rich and contextually laden places
where teachers are constantly negotiating 1) wdlavant knowledge is, 2) shared commitments
to the task and shared understanding about whaaskeneans, 3) the disposition of their
particular communities, and 4) their relationshipgach other. Like the claims processors in
Wenger (1998) who adapt policies to do their wodkeneffectively and efficiently, design team
teachers take established curriculum and reinggatmake it more relevant and effective for
problem based learning. That work is sophisticatettle, political, complicated, and complex.

If viewed from the lens of collaborative learnipgofessional learning communities, and
situated professional learning, Vygotsky (1975),ngkr (1998), and Ball and Cohen (1999)
provide persuasive counter-balances to the enteghatodel of isolated and decontextualized
teacher learning that pervades the professionaldpment landscape. Although teacher
learning happens from time to time in solitude, ¢hee for collaborative learning, at least in the
realm of teaching and schools, seems stronger ette Isuited to the social context of schools.
Cielo Vista High School design teams, and the efyiatschool leadership choices they represent,
tack closely to the literature in how they haverbsguated within the school, the task they have
been asked to complete, and the collaborative @@turhich that work happens.

Teacher learning in collaborative contexts
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To further the discussion about how teachers leacollaborative settings, | connect
with research examining how teachers learn frorfabotative work. I build on research that
describes how contextualized, emergent, and tealtrham teacher collaboration can encourage
powerful teacher learning in schools (McLaughlinl dralbert, 2006; Hargreaves and Fullan
2012; Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 1999). | also legerthe research that examines how teachers
learn from their collaborative work in more intireatollaborative settings like teacher learning
communities (Little, 1990; Grossman, Wineburg, #ablworth, 2001; Little, 2002; Little,

2003; Horn and Little, 2009). My research applleslessons learned from this research to
examine largely teacher-driven collaborative sg#irin so doing, | strive to better understand
how teachers learn from collaborative work withleather when there is no outside guiding
hand to lead the process. Attention to this ubogs, yet under-researched collaborative setting,
will further the knowledge we have of such contegtbetter understand how teachers
collaborate and what routines they use to struc¢he® collaborative work that help them refine
their practice.

In this study, | examine cases of teacher collamravhere the teachers direct and
structure their own learning while engaged in #levant and authentic task of curriculum
redesign. What is clear from the research is thatgpful teacher learning occurs when teachers
have opportunities to learn in and from the worlteaiching. The extent to which teachers
perceive the task as relevant and authentic to itn&ructional practice is also important yet is a
point often times lost in some of the professidaatning community literature (DuFour, 2004;
DuFour, Eaker, and DuFour, 2005). For teacher lbolation to become rich contexts for teacher
learning, teachers must buy-in to the purpose ®ttilaborative task. Ensuring buy-in from

teachers is often a delicate balancing act asatisind school leaders act to provide
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collaborative spaces for teachers to plan how fgement various mandated policies that
teachers may find intrusive or inauthentic. Variémrsns of teacher collaboration can work

better when there is a shared acknowledgement bata@ministrators and teachers that the task
necessitates collaboration and when all stakeholitedt the task relevant and authentic to their
work as teachers and educators. As the followisgarch literature shows, professional learning
communities, teacher learning communities, and comtes of practice all provide structured
and reliable contexts for teacher learning if tesistperceive the tasks they are asked to
complete as relevant and the problems they araldsksolve as authentic.

McLaughlin and Talbert (2006) argue that teachamieg communities serve as
incubators of teacher learning that improves teaclpeactice through collaborative problem
solving. Their research documents how “teachenirg communities...build knowledge;
create shared language and standards for practicstadent outcomes; and they sustain aspects
of their school’s culture vital to continued, catsint norms of instructional practice” (p. 5).
Similarly, Hargreaves and Fullan (2012) describe Bohools and districts can distribute
“professional capital” to increase teacher andesttitearning. Teachers who foster professional
capital in each other act through their “relentlesgert-driven pursuit of serving their students
and their communities, and in learning, alwaysriedy, how to do that better” (p. 5). Both
McLaughlin and Talbert (2006) and Hargreaves anthi{2012) suggest that schools are better
served when they cultivate and pool existing teeglexpertise to improve instructional practice
school-wide.

In smaller collaborative settings of groups thaisist of between 3-6 teachers, the
research describes routines that help teachers fiman their practice. One way teachers learn is

to jointly examine problems of practice (Cochrani#®mand Lytle, 1999; McLaughlin and
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Talbert, 2006; Horn and Little, 2009; Little, 20Q4ttle, 1990; Little, 2003; Wilson and Berne,
1999; Darling-Hammond and Bransford, 2005; Darliigmmond, 2010; Hargreaves and Fullan,
2012; Sahlberg, 2010; Mclaughlin and Talbert, 200@pachers may discuss student
performance on an exam or on an essay assignmémyomay discuss why a particular
assignment did not seem to work for their studerite. topic matters little. The learning is in the
give and take and the staking of claims based aterue and the qualification of claims to
match the specific needs of a student or classi@oacSmith and Lytle, 1999; McLaughlin and
Talbert, 2006; Hargreaves and Fullan, 2012). Aarchs the benefits for improved practice may
be, for many teachers, this represents new mafieudifwork, especially when engaged in
collaborative settings (Darling-Hammond and Brar&f@005; Horn and Little, 2009).

When collaborative work is governed by shared ndimasguide collaboration; the
production of norms is itself a powerful part o throcess (Grossman, Wineburg, and
Woolworth, 2001; Wenger, 1998; Wilson and Bern&% 9 ittle 2003). Setting clear norms
serves three important purposes. First, clear nemsare that teachers approach collaborative
work professionally and respectfully. Second, nocas help establish an egalitarian culture
within a group (Grossman, Wineburg, and Woolwo2001). Like any other professionals,
individual teachers bring with them status depegain the years of experience they have, what
their perceived expertise is, and what classesrgylarly teach and/or official roles they hold
within a school. Norm setting provides a space wheachers can establish mechanisms and
processes where the less experienced teacherofa@rtable contributing to the work
(Grossman, Wineburg, and Woolworth, 2001; Horn kitite, 2009). Third, clear norms can
also establish routines whereby teachers can disagound deeply help pedagogical beliefs. In

and of themselves, norms do not automatically neaggeoup functional. As with the case when
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teachers examine problems of practice, teacher @hipeover the processes by which norms are
established and sustained can be just as imp@satie specific norms that govern a group’s
interactions (Grossman, Wineburg, and Woolwortt12Margreaves and Fullan, 2012).

When collaboration is productive, shared normsmoffevern specific routines teachers
consistently engage in over time (Horn and Lit2@Q9; Little, 2003; Wilson and Berne, 1999;
Little, 1990). Routines such as “sharing” can depento instances “joint work” (Little, 1990)
if norms help establish a collaborative cultureespect, openness, transparency with one’s
instructional practice, and willingness to share’stiailure with the group. The same principle
holds true when teachers develop and foster conmgn(Brossman, Wineburg, and Woolworth,
2001), when they leverage the collective professdicapital that exists within a school
(Hargreaves and Fullan, 2012), or when they workdoease their “knowledge-of-practice”
(Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 1999, p. 272). In eactecaorms can serve to flatten hierarchies
within groups to provide space for every teachexawtribute. Again, norms only stretch as far
as the agreements that teachers make to abidefwy th

A common characteristic of the research is thiairgely documents ways teachers learn
in highly structured and designed collaborativeisgs (Grossman, Wineburg, and Woolworth,
2001; Little and Horn, 2009; Little, 2003). That $&ttings in which research partners or
administrators play an active role in monitoringlaupporting the collaboration. For example,
in their study of a secondary inter-disciplinarykaroup, Grossman, Wineburg, and
Woolworth (2001) not only provided the funded tifoeteachers to deliberate around common
texts, but they provided the purpose for and stinecto teachers’ deliberations. In that study, the
authors took an active role in structuring teachmbBaboration and scaffolding teachers’

learning. With their help, teachers forged a tighit-and safe learning community.
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What remains under-theorized in the literature wleich is an important characteristic of
productive collaboration, is the establishment shared commitment to the collaborative task.
In the case of Cielo Vista teachers, that sharathtioment is the explicit agreement between
teachers that they would redesign the curriculuso@ated with a course according to PBL
pedagogy and principles. Such a commitment is fonahdal to productive collaborative work at
Cielo Vista High School. When and if teachers glisa on either the specifics of an assessment
or a project, or on more over-arching pedagogieéefs and values, what keeps the work
moving forward is shared commitment to the task.

Horn and Little’s (2009) work evidences the workwb teacher collaborative groups
where outside university researchers participatdtie collaboration. Whereas Grossman,
Wineburg, and Woolworth (2001) worked over two yetar structure and sustain community
with a specific group of teachers, Horn and Li(#809) had somewhat less influence on what
happened in the groups they studied. Neverthalms, and Little’s study (2009) evidence a
co-constructed and maintained collaborative spaostly because the authors were interested in
certain ways teachers negotiate and process cer@ihems of practice. Both examples of
collaborative work, the highly and lightly struotgrexamples, evidence common principles of
collaboration. Those include the value of norntisgtso that teachers could engage in
thoughtful and rigorous problem solving around cammroblems of practice.

Much of the teacher collaboration that happen<inosls is more likely to occur in more
organic and more autonomous settings that areuadéed by a team of university researchers or
outside experts. As more and more schools andadssturn to structures of collaboration as
sites of professional learning, it is imperativattive understand how teachers organically and

independently structure productive collaborativetirees and what makes those routines
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beneficial for teacher learning. Researchers hawehrto learn about collaborative contexts
where teachers guide and drive their own learning.
The social dynamics of design teams

Just because teachers are in the same room doesan they are learning from each
other. In fact, there are many ways collaboratietwieen teachers can derail deep teacher
learning. To make the leap between the collabagaroup as a context of teacher learning and
routines teachers leverage to learn from collabgratork, we should first consider the ways
that teacher discourse, positioning, and decisiaking impact how teachers interact in
collaborative groups. Discourse, positioning, aneinedecision making routines constitute the
connective tissue of teacher learning communifiegse characteristics of collaboration help
reveal the social dynamics present in teacherfalootative work and can help explain why
some design teams develop more productive collélerautines than others.

Teacher status. Although the breadth of research on professia®ining communities
illustrates many important facetslwdwthey function anavhatit looks like when they function
well, without an analysis of the role teacher gatlays in the deliberative process of the group,
we fail to seavhy some groups function well and why some do notexamined teacher status
in professional learning communities constitutesn@mortant gap in our understanding of how
teacher collaborative groups function (Lortie, 19@&4ossman, Wineburg, and Woolworth,
2001; Ingersol, 2003; McLaughlin and Talbert, 20@®cause there is little educational research
outside of the broad sociological literature thedld with how status is brokered within schools
and departments, much of what | will use to makeanggiments comes from outside the

educational realm.
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Van Maanen and Barley (1984) set forth a useful efajyescribing how organizations
function. They focus on status, or what they t@htrality” (p. 324), by examining how people
come to have power and control in occupational canities. The authors claim that once
people achieve or attain status within organizatianis difficult for them to lose it. Status has
sticky quality to it. Once teachers are assumdsktparticularly skilled or knowledgeable in key
areas, they are ascribed a level of status thaeprdurable throughout the life of their careers,
which in turn can afford those individuals posisasf centrality within schools. The authors
state,

Individuals who have achieved visible centralitythe community are
often identified by the labels of folk types ussgdnbembers to note
occupational wisdom. The ‘sage,” ‘pro,’ ‘guru,’léohand,” and
legendary ‘old timer,” are stereotypes in this relgaAs these social
types suggest, centrality can carry prestige, hdawwledge, and
power (p. 324).

These labels are highly durable within schools dhdye found, are typically attached to
teachers that exhibit specific knowledge and skHis strong content knowledge or a reputation
for good AP exam pass rates. The authors go olatm that centrality is linked to three
domains within organizations: “the work itself; thetting(s) in which the work is performed,;
and the network of social relations which surroti@work” (p. 325). | believe these domains
have corollaries within schools, the most imporg@irthese being the domains that are
concerned with the work itself and the settinggsyhich the work is performed. Teaching
honors or advanced placement classes, being tlzetdegt head, teaching in a highly coveted

classroom or in a highly regarded school, beingived in district-level work as an instructional
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or curriculum coach, are some ways in which thekvaord the setting for teachers’ work affords
teachers status within a school and departmentst Mgoortant from Van Maanen and Barley’s
work is the claim that:

Central positions may be reserved only for thosenbers who best

exhibit and articulate the community’s traditionalues, norms, and

perspectives. Innovators may be widely recognarediperhaps

consulted by core members, but they may not berdedagreat honor,

respect, or position (p. 330).

In a school setting, such as the one | am curreatigarching, where teachers are tasked
with redesigning curriculum in such a way that dgs traditional thinking about the role of the
teacher, the role of the student in the classraord,teaching and learning in general, there exists
a natural tension between those who representatigional values, norms, and perspectives
about what teaching and learning are and shouldrimkthose who wish to innovate. With
explicit efforts to shift fundamental cultural apbfessional values, norms, and perspectives,
some may experience loss and thus, may resisioggtising whatever power they have (Little,
1990; Lortie, 1974). For these reasons, it is irgyd that teachers norm their collaborative
practice to allow for opportunities for equal peigiation from each teacher, democratic
decision-making, and routine examinations of staeenrk. Such norming can help flatten the
hierarchies that exist as a result of an individaather’s status but would still create space for
all teachers to contribute to the collaborativeeff

Teacher discourse and discourse analysi€onversation analysis examines everyday
talk, whatever the setting or situation whereasalisse analysis examines the context of talk to

reveal the power structures and social, culturad, lastorical dimensions behind the verbal
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interactions people have (Gee, 2011). | use drsecanalysis to examine how teachers use their
status and power, evidenced in the way they hasgigoed themselves and been positioned
within the social and cultural context of the sdharad department, to impact the collaborative
decisions design teams make. In design teams,desaake language to get the work done. To
better understand how teachers develop and sub&amorms they have established in design
teams around a shared commitment to the workjmp®rtant to understand how they interact
through discourse.

An analysis of discourse markers reveals how tgaghesition themselves through
argumentation in collaborative settings, and hosirtbhoice of discourse markers dictates the
processes (debate, negotiation, and deliberatn@y) ise to make decisions as a group.
Discourse markers constitute one part of a largétepm of discourse that people use when they
communicate with one another (Schiffrin, 1987).wdwer, the role discourse markers play in
framing the trajectory of how people communicatéhwine another cannot be overstated.
Schiffrin (1987) calls out “well,” “but,” “so,” “low,” “I mean,” “Y’know,” “then,” “and,” “or,”
“because,” “oh,” as words that people use to mianke temphasis, repair, agreement, and
disagreement in conversatiénslost discourse markers are conjunctions. Schifft987)
describes how

Conjunctions mark structural relationships betweemstituent parts
of a sentence. Conjunctions also have semantiesathich
partially restrict what can be connected; sucheslatersect with
the meanings of the propositions being connectadhlys which are

governed not only by semantic rules of connectj\biyt by

> See the Appendix for a complete list of discoursekers.
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pragmatic principles through which external an@inal meanings
are created (p. 188).

Discourse markers have both a grammatical fun@mhpurpose based on their role
within a sentence as conjunctions. For examplengomeone uses the word “but” in reply to a
statement made by another person, they are usenfgitictional value of the word to signal a
statement of disagreement is to follow. In anothstance, a person may use the “now” to both
mark very specific and immediate time in a convisesaand also to signal an emphatic response,
either positive or negative, to a previous statdm&o the way people use discourse markers in
conversation reflects not just the grammaticalcstmes of the language, but the contextual and
situated demands in which they are interactinge Jdlue of conjunctions spreads over both the
grammatical function and meaning and the new wagple may use them to position
themselves in speech.

Although each marker holds generic value and mganimost any context, the way it is
used by people in specific contexts typically defgeon the specific circumstances of the context.
People have discourse markers that they use relbgaieesveryday speech that are part of their
communicative repertoire. Schiffrin (1987) argagserson may unconsciously use the word
“y’know” frequently in everyday interactions to @li tacit agreement from people he/she is
speaking to and they might use “so” to mark thesagreement instead of “but.” When
conducting a discourse analysis using discours&emgrit is important to track three meanings
or values attached to the discourse markers peglegeneric or denotative meaning of specific
markers (ideational structure), the connotativatextualized, and situated meaning of each
marker (cohesive meaning), and the patterns ofausagh participant in a conversation shows

over time based on natural speech patterns (intenat move) (Schiffrin, p. 60, 61). In my
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analysis of the data, | will use discourse markershow how the discourse teachers use in their
turns impacts the trajectory of discussions andsgegific process of decision making they use.

Positioning in design teamsThe work design teams have to do is intenselyroigs,
personal, and political. Much is at stake. To sopneblem based learning represents a radical
and ambitious shift in the role of teaching andnésy in the classroom. It focuses much more
on the student and what knowledge and skills theesit can bring to the classroom to inform
their own learning. To accomplish this shift, teashmay take up new roles as coaches who
guide students through a much more explorative stf/learning.

Teachers who have extensive teaching experienchibtgpa curriculum they feel is
highly effective will invariably feel some senselo$s when asked to fundamentally transform
and redesign courses. This is potentially probtenvéhen teachers have assumed and have
been ascribed status and power within their deart@and school resulting from their reputation
as teachers and their reputation for having extersontent knowledge. They may feel a sense
of loss that may show up in various interactiorey/thave with colleagues in design teams. The
converse may also be true. Teachers who are materg-centered and who focus on
improving their pedagogical content knowledge mayafiorded more power and influence in
the school as their particular skills better algth PBL pedagogy. Throw both these kinds of
teachers in the same room, in addition to teachbosare undecided on the benefits of PBL, and
the nature of their collaborative work can becometentious, political, vulnerable, invigorating,
and exciting all at the same time.

The relationship between positioning theory (Hamd Langenhove, 1999) and discourse
analysis is critical. Discourse is how people posithemselves and others. In smaller

collaborative settings where teachers have vaeeel$ of power and status, such variations tend
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to be accentuated, at least initially. The moeeshers make to position themselves in the
beginning of a long-term collaborative effort, caturate the collaborative dynamic of the group
over time, solidifying routines and norms of therkwoDiscourse analysis reveals the durability
or flexibility of teachers’ status over time andhdaghlight the extent to which teachers use their
standing and influence within the group to impactantrol the collaborative decision-making
process.

If we assume that people use discourse conscianslyinconsciously in social
interactions, discourse analysis becomes an impiaidal to understand how people position
themselves to get what they want in social settirtgagrre and Langenhove (1999) describe ways
in which people position themselves consciously amebnsciously in social settings, claiming
that “positions are relational, in that for onedo®positioned as powerful others must be
positioned as powerless” (p. 1-2). The authormscthat positioning is accomplished primarily
through discourse. Gee (2011) defines discoursthastudy of language in-use” (p. 8). Gee
(2011) also claims that language allows us to ergbentities for ourselves. Sometimes these
identities are universal, as with being a fathed sometimes they are situated, as with being a
father who is also a commercial real estate brokanguage is also deeply political. We
position ourselves and others through languageaiyswhat benefit ourselves. In fact, it is very
difficult to escape the social, political, emotigrend cultural parameters we draw as a result of
the language we use and identify with. Discoumssomes a powerful tool people use to
position themselves in ways consistent with thatitie they claim to have.

Harre and Langenhove (1999) draw from social aiydhpslogical theory to assert a
theory for how people position themselves in vagioantexts. In describing positioning theory,

the authors define a position as “a complex clustgeneric attributes, structured in various
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ways, which impinges on the possibilities of inengonal, intergroup and even intrapersonal
action through some assignment of such rightsedw@nd obligations to an individual as are
sustained by the cluster” (p. 1-2). A position elegls on an individual's experience with others
in a group, as well as their assumed and ascribegpand status. Positioning theory
encompasses all the ways people use their histexegriences, and expertise to accomplish
something through discourse, in their interactith others. The authors argue that

Positioning theory focuses on understanding howlpspgical

phenomena are produced in discourse. Its stgrbng is the idea

that the constant flow of everyday life in which alétake part, is

fragmented through discourse into distinct episddasconstitute the

basic elements of both our biographies and of dleeasworld. The

skills that people have to talk are not only basedaapacities to

produce words and sentences but equally on cagmtitifollow rules

that shape the episodes of social life. Not oriiyatwe do but also

what we can do is restricted by the rights, dudied obligations we

acquire, assume or which are imposed upon us indherete social

contexts of everyday life (p. 4).

Positioning theory explains the ways in which wedrate and navigate ourselves in
social spaces and thus, how our actions in thatte$sfimultaneously position others in specific
ways. It explains not so much reciprocity but assaand effect relationship with those with
whom we interact. In a conversation on bridgedind, for example, if | position myself as the
one with the most engineering expertise in a giaimultaneously position others as having

different or inferior expertise than mine. Thisspgmning impacts the way | interact with others
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and how they will interact with me. Through pasiting theory, the authors claim that people’s
identities are socially constructed by themselvettay others, over time, as a result of the
various contexts in which they operate.

Harre and Langenhove’s (1999) theory explains peaple interact in social settings and
how power and status are distributed amongst peoglry given interaction as a result of the
discourse people use. The authors focus on thiasc features of interaction” we can use to
understand and explain what goes on in conversa#iod how “social and psychological
phenomena are ‘constructed’ (p. 6). These are:

1. “The moral positions of the participants and tights and duties they have to say certain
things,

2. The conversational history and the sequence ofishafready being said,

3. The actual sayings with their power to shape aedapects of the social world.” (p. 6).

Interestingly, through such interactions, peoplthismlidify and revise the position they
hold within groups. Inherent in positioning theasya sense of flexibility. Although people
position themselves in certain ways to seize coaind power within systems and groups, the
positions people assume remain dynamic as a r@sthlé potentially constant changing
dynamics of a collaborative setting. Positioningdry assumes a given level of agency while
still explaining the durable nature of the positmeople come to have over time.

Although not my primary framework for analysis,@sirse analysis and positioning
theory are pivotal for understanding not just wideaign team is productive but why, at times,
the social dimensions of collaborative work carpb@blematic. This is especially true in teacher
groups where teachers share personal and profassabationship histories. In many ways, a

layered analysis of discourse and positioning edp me understand the extent to which teacher
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status impacted design team work, how that statshave impacted a team’s “chemistry,” all
of which can help me understand why some teams mere productive than others.

Democratic decision makingBy their nature, design teams are political. Teexhe
constantly position and reposition themselves @& on various topics to impact the decisions
the group makes regarding how the curriculum igseghed and what the curriculum eventually
looks like. In Parker’s (2003) work on teaching @emacy in a social studies classroom, he
describes the differences between decision-makioggsses and their relative value and
significance when preparing students to be engdgatbcratic citizens. His delineation of
debate, negotiation, and deliberation offer a goachework through which to view how
teachers make decisions in design teams. Wheiléss (R009) describes routines and roles
people play in democratic settings, Parker (20@3cdbes the processes people use in those
settings to make decisions. When considering ¢iméext of design team work and the goal
directed nature of curriculum redesign, it only makense to understand debate, negotiation,
and deliberation as uniquely different ways teasltan make collaborative decisions, all of
which can lead to different outcomes.

Parker (2003) describes debate as “a way of makaegsions without the benefit of
discussion” (p. 81). Debate is potentially the hypyeblematic decision-making process for
teachers to use as it presents the greatest oppgrtor teachers to use their status and official
roles to control the dialogue. As Parker notebatks are not discussions. There is typically a
moderator who decides when the debate has runutse and when to allow further dialogue.
The goal of debates is to win an argument by angmm@ecessary. Such a setting naturally
favors those participants who historically posittbemselves in roles of dominance (Harre and

Langenhove, 1999). Although relatively rare in tlesign team data, debate typically emerges
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in groups that have not dealt with differencesmhmn regarding pedagogical beliefs and
values.

The more a group of teachers uses debate to detigreements, the more teachers’
roles can become increasingly static within theugroThe teacher(s) who assume positions of
dominance stand to further that role as the teésheho assume a stance of acquiescence learn
it is simply easier to agree than to challengedibrinant ideas of the group.

Parker (2003) describes negotiation as a more eadavphy of making decisions. Unlike
debate, where the goal is to win the argumentegotiation people assume “competing interests
and the discussion is guided by calculating conistéime gains and losses of each interest group
[or person]” (p. 81). The purpose of negotiatistiar people to come to a mutual agreement
where some level of mutual benefit for each patgdhieved. In negotiations, sacrifice is
necessary as people work toward common groundomegdo in such a way that they yield as
little ground as possible. Negotiations are atsmpetitive, whether that competition is between
ideas or people, so stances of dominance and acguiee can still emerge even if all parties
involved have equal opportunity to participatehe tliscussion. The crux of negotiation is the
concluding agreement. People may still dominateaguiesce in a negotiation, but unlike a
debate, all participants bear a shared resporgifoli sacrifice even if the extent to which one
party sacrifices is not equal to others involved.

In design teams, teachers use negotiation to madisidns about practical matters. The
layout of a handout is negotiated, as is whetherooto include question y or question x on an
exam, as is deciding who will be responsible famtaoting external experts the team could
consult. In such instances, the stakes are relgtiow for teachers so the net gain and net loss

felt by any one teacher is fairly insignificant the end, a teacher may have to change the
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organization of a handout he/she designed ovewdekend, but the pedagogical values that
anchor that handout to good practice are not ctedes
Of the three, deliberation as a decision making@sse is the most complicated to achieve

and unpack. Research from communication and eidaucatholars offers useful definitions for
deliberation. Working in the field of communicatidGastil and Black (2007) describe
deliberation as “a form of communication that isdéxon principles of democracy” (p. 2). The
authors go on to describe deliberation

As an ideal, a way of communicating that groupsetioward, but

achieve only in degrees...Traditional conceptiondadiberation

emphasize equality, fairness, analysis of ideasagiocus on the

public good...and recent theorists highlight the imgace of

deliberation’s social aspects (Gastil and BlaclQ2®. 2).

The authors define deliberation as a process bghwpeople “carefully examine a problem

and arrive at a well-reasoned solution after agokeof inclusive, respectful consideration of
diverse points of view” (p. 2). More specificalthe authors describe/define the processes of

deliberation as

Creating a solid information base that is commaagepted by all,

e Participants identify and prioritize the key valastake in an issue,

¢ Participants identify a broad range of solutioret thight address the problem,

e Participants weigh the pros, cons, and tradeofisranthe solutions by systematically
applying their knowledge and values to each altereagand

o If deliberation takes place within a decision-makibody, it ends by making the best

decision possible in light of what has been leartheough discussion (p. 3).
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Deliberative decision-making, as defined by Gastil Black (2007), undoubtedly implicates
1) a predictable and robust set of norms that wgaldern such discussions, 2) a discussion that
would establish a common set of shared pedagog@li@fs and values to anchor whatever
decisions the group makes, and 3) genuine participand engagement in the problem-solving
process.

Parker (2003) agrees with Gastil and Black (200¥arker offers a thorough description
of, and definition for, deliberation as a decisioaking process. “Deliberation,” he claims,
“involves everyone in the group forging together #iternatives and making a
decision...Deliberation, in sum, creates an in-betwsgce among people who are not
necessarily friends but who need to accomplishad tipat requires joining together (p. 81). He
goes on to describe deliberation as

Creative...a purposeful relationship that requireasoneasure of
getting to know one another, presenting ourseleese another,
expressing opinions and reasons for them, anahirgiewhether we
are particularly fond of one another or not...Whetiverse group of
people deliberate together, they create a new iwehich differences
are regarded as an asset, listening as well asss{pg occurs, stories
and opinions are exchanged, and a decision isdadxgether (p. 80-
81).

Whereas negotiation involves a certain amount ofpgromise to solve a problem, the
fundamental issue at stake remains relatively umgb@d. In deliberation, progress is in part
defined as the development of new knowledge reguftom the deliberative process. Parker

describes this dynamic as an establishment of & “we™ (p. 81). Both Parker (2003) and
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Gastil and Black (2007) assume that all partieslved solve problems by developing new
solutions. In this way, deliberation seems to hiéweebest potential in collaborative spaces like
design team work where the work is to design/represomething entirely new.

Using debate, negotiation, and deliberation asveaneto understand how teachers make
decisions in collaborative settings makes sense @uple of different levels. First, the larger
context in which teachers are working creates tssipility for all three processes of decision-
making to be employed by design teams. The scatempting to transform itself into a PBL
school. Such a radical shift privileges a more shtietentered and constructivist kind of learning
and teaching over a more teacher-centered anditrzalikind of learning and teaching. Yet, as
is the case in many organizations, the teachersdigagree with this shift may not voice their
dissent in larger, more public settings like staéfetings or formal professional development
events. To publicly disagree with a school refoma istaff meeting is to risk a dilution of one’s
power and status, as there are invariably soméeesa the room that feel perfectly
comfortable confronting that teacher’s ideas. Hosvein the smaller setting of a professional
learning community, teachers’ power and statusmcentrated. Ironically, the smaller setting
can afford individual teachers more space to imgiaetecisions of the group and thus,
influence the extent to which the reform agendaken up or ignored within a smaller subset of
the school, such as the department. Second, tketasirricular transformation itself is a
creative problem-solving task. By engaging in #ektof curriculum transformation, many teams
will invariably engage in deliberation as a meamsdmplete their task. In the same way,
curriculum redesign implicates negotiation as teashevise draft lesson plans, assessments, and

student tasks.
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Discourse analysis, positioning theory, and demaxcdgcision making combine to offer
an interesting set of lenses through which to erarhow the social dynamics of groups may
impact how teachers structure their collaboratibithin any given instance of teacher “joint
work” (Little, 1990), teachers make discursive notleat reveal how they are positioning
themselves relative to an idea, tool, or teachstudent artifact. At the same time, the discursive
moves that mark teacher’s turns also signal toradaehers his/her intentions to challenge
(debate), qualify (negotiate), or elaborate upaliléerate) the relative merits of a shared idea,
tool, or artifact. When combined with data abotgacher’s history within the school and
department, we can begin to see how teachers wghiehstatus use their influence to structure
routines of deliberative and creative problem swuhat are characteristic of joint work. Over
time, the way teachers mark their turns, especiafign a colleague shares something with the
group, can establish collaborative routines thatesgoint work possible.

Collaborative learning to deepen expertiseThe research regarding expertise diverges
somewhat from the literature around learning irt thasserts the importance of process for
deepening expertise. That is not to say that eigeeit not a social and collaborative endeavor.
It is assumed to be. That is only to say that gigeeresults at least as much from process and
context as it does from being paired with a “motpest other.” Furthermore, the research
suggests that in the most robust learning envirotispé is a combination of a challenging,
group worthy task in addition to space and timéweiually dedicated colleagues that jumpstarts
learning and deepens individual expertise.

In some ways the major challenge of professioneéld@ment is the to help teachers

become what Bransford et al. (2005) calls “adaptxgerts.” They assert that
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Adaptive experts are far more likely to changerthere
competencies and continually expand the breadtrdapth of their
expertise. This restructuring of core ideas, bgliahd competencies
may reduce their efficiency in the short run bukeméhem more
flexible in the long run (p. 49).

For all intents and purposes, design teams seémldopotential for this sort of shift in
teaching. The central task of teachers’ work, cutdm redesign, is wrought with disagreement,
negotiation, and debate through which teachers reagkcit any number of beliefs they hold
about how they think students learn, the capatitgents may or may not have to learn rigorous
content, and even what they believe the purposeldoling should be. If teachers emerge from
this process with a vastly different curriculum,lsoit. If they emerge from this process as more
adaptive expert teachers, even better.

Although not necessarily broad, the researchdlitee on expertise is deep. Synthesizing
decades of research on how people learn, Branstal (2005) describe increasingly deeper
stages of knowing and doing. The “frustrated neV{p. 49) is one who is new to a practice,
skill, or knowledge and who quickly reaches to titoi which their skill or knowledge can help
them overcome problems they encounter. The “rewtixpert” (p. 49) is a person who has
reached a level of competency and facility wittearsimber of skills and practices yet who does
not take steps to improve their skill or practieeotime. The routine expert gets good at a thing
and keeps doing that thing in the same way bedabseomes efficient for them to do so.
Bransford et al (2005) refers to these people @sctionally fixed” (p. 50). They cite Hatano

and Inagaki (1986) who claim that routine expebscbme very good at solving problems but
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do not continue to learn throughout their lifetinescept in the sense of becoming even more
efficient at their old routines)” (p. 50).

For various reasons, schools are filled with botid& of people. New teachers learn
very quickly that the job of teaching is far momlex, complicated, and challenging than they
ever imagined. When faced with daily frustratiomsher resulting from classroom management,
learning new content, various administrative taskg£ommunicating with parents, many new
teachers are tempted to leave the profession wisgnréceive little coaching to help them
balance the demands of the profession. Additionatiiiools also have their fare share of
teachers who have established ways of planningiss¢earning new content when needed, and
teaching strategies that have worked for themerpthst. Either because teachers have little to
no extra time to take meaningful steps to imprdwa@rtpractice, or because the very structure of
schools and their job do not allow them time tdatmdrate with colleagues in meaningful ways,
teachers become routine experts out of necessity.

Looking again at “The Dimensions of Adaptive Exsst put forth by Bransford et al.
(2005), collaborative PBL curriculum redesign mehtscriteria for learning that would provide
teachers with opportunities to “balance efficiemgth innovation...[and] include opportunities
to experiment with ideas and, in the process, éapee the need to change them” (p. 51).
Because teachers collaborate around both the paband philosophical nature of teaching,
teachers have space to let go of “previously helgfs and tolerate the ambiguity of having to
rethink one’s perspective” (p. 51). Such a progeesides the “frustrated novice” teacher with
a safe place to collaborative problem solve theblgms of practice and the “routine expert”
teacher with a safe place to experiment with neatesgies, pedagogies, and instructional

practices.
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When discussing how expertise works within teamgroups of people, Bereiter and
Scardamalia (1993) differentiate between typeseopte and types of tasks those people engage
in to describe why some become people seem toefutttieir expertise while other people seem
to stagnate. To describe this difference, theasttifferentiate between “normal learning” (p.
91) and “progressive problem solving” (p. 112).nbrmal problem solving, individuals find the
known solution to a problem and move on. In preginge problem solving, individuals tackle
problems that have ill-defined or multiple soluscend that force individuals to deal with
increasing complexity. These processes can be madiia design teams. Because many teams
tasked with redesigning established curriculumy tieve choice as to the extent of that redesign.
They choose how ambitious, how radical, how PBheytredesign the course. If a design team
chooses to redesign curriculum incrementally, iyswhat further the established curriculum, or
in ways that simply add projects to the end ofldshed units or lessons, the curriculum
redesign process will only ask that teachers engagermal learning.” However, if design
teams take the more ambitious path and attempioéegdle redesign according to PBL
pedagogy, their process will demand that they eagafprogressive problem-solving.”

How teachers choose to approach the task of cluncuwedesign is deeply consequential
for the extent to which their teaching expertis# be furthered. “In an expert subculture,”
Bereiter and Scardamalia argue,

One of the requirements of adaptation is to padite in the pursuit
of ideal goals of the group, and this necessitetesinued
progressive problem solving...In nonexpert environtagethe
process of expertise is deviant. Within a subcejthowever,

progressive problem solving and continued buildihgompetence
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are not deviant but instead are central to onaggaation in the

life of the expert community. An expert communitye might say,

is one which to conform is to grow (although towris not

necessarily to conform) (p. 105).
The requirements the authors reference here ava@dirgirded by a shared commitment to the
task at hand and to work that is guided and govkbyeclear norms. Ideally, design team work is
progressive problem solving although design teaang to the degree and extent to which they
engage in this work. Teachers work to not justesdhe larger problem of defining and describing
what PBL looks like within a given content areat the more they push themselves to design
more sophisticated PBL curriculum, they build indival and collective competence and expertise
in PBL teaching and curriculum. Yet, in groups weheachers either do not share a common
commitment to redesigning curriculum according BLBrinciples or in groups where the norms
sustain established hierarchies between teacleahers will struggle to achieve a level of
progressive solving demanded by the task. Addiignprogressive problem solving, as outlined
by Bereiter and Scardamalia (1993), demands thah&s approach curriculum redesign not as a
competition between teaching materials, teachiyigstand personal pedagogies, but as the
creation of something totally novel.

Both Bransford et al. (2005) and Bereiter and @aanalia’s (1993) research suggests that
teachers’ collaborative work in design teams hatttential to be both new and complex.
Whether teams decide to perceive their work ingtegtéams that way varies from team to team.
For some, the act of redesigning established admic means loss. For others, curriculum
redesign brings an opportunity to teach in newamditious ways. This is not to say that some

teachers have good reason to fight to keep lessmhsinits that they feel have been particularly
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effective for them in the past and this is notdg that experienced teachers do not have
pedagogical wisdom to share with more novice te@cdis is only to say that design team
teachers must make themselves open to learnindeashliing strategies and philosophies in order
to embrace the process and complete the task. Withshared commitment to the task of PBL
curriculum redesign and norms to govern how teacimeract, regardless of individual's status
resulting from years of experience or expertiseeaching assignment, teams have little chance of
getting to the creation part of curriculum redesign

In sum, the literature shows the benefit of calla@ion to teacher learning. It clearly
illustrates that professional learning situatethmwork of teachers can make the learning more
relevant and authentic to them. In addition, ttexditure shows that routines such as examining
problems of practice and establishing clear norelg teachers learn from collaborative work.
The literature on expertise suggests that teadbans when they are asked to work
collaboratively on a highly rigorous task thatitsiated in their teaching. This body of literature
also suggests that such collaborative learningrenments help deepen teacher’s knowledge
about teaching and learning and help them refiag thaching practice. All of this literature
helps answer the question: In what ways can weatxpat teachers will learn from each other in
collaborative groups? Much of the data from desegms is informed by this literature. However,
the current research on teacher learning and ayliéibn does not stretch far enough to explain
how teachers, working in relatively autonomous gie$eams, are learning from the work of
collaborative curriculum redesign. We need to usided the routines and ways of interacting
design teams develop to redesign curriculum. | how to Judith Little’s (1990) work on “joint
work” to describe how design teams establish aioeilof learning.

“Joint work” as an analytical frame
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In this section, | describe how I use Little’'s (09@oncept of “joint work” (519) to
situate the routines teachers have establisheettihgm to deeper levels of collaboration and
learning in design teams. In so doing, | will asseat “joint work” is an extension of sharing
between teachers. As teachers implement their neaggsigned curriculum, there is trial and
error and experimentation that naturally occuraCand Hollingsworth, 2002). In addition to
using the design team space to design and redesigoulum, teachers also use it to
collaboratively problem solve day-to-day issueg Higse when they implement the new
curriculum. In addition, | will argue that the ddtilt work of sharing and collaboratively solving
problems of practice exists most clearly in deseams that have set norms and have established
a common commitment to the task of PBL redesigornié may vary in the extent to which
they are explicit and clear and the commonalitthoke commitments might rest on tenuous
compromises made between teachers. But withou¢ $ewel of both of these components,
“joint work” is hard to come by.

Design teams sit within a context of school culttiitenge through shifts in curriculum
and instruction. As a pedagogy, PBL demands tlaahters not just shift how and what they
teach but, to an extent, how they define themseadgdsachers. It would be foolhardy then to
think that a shift from more traditional teachingtimodology to a problem based learning
pedagogy would not imply a shift in how teachemwthemselves as professionals and how
they approach their jobs.

Based largely on his and others’ research in Ketf2rngys, Thomas Guskey (1987)
illustrates a linear process of change. He arguea $hift in how teacher change is
conceptualized by showing that teachers changelikbefs about teaching and learning as a

result of evidence that a shift in their persomakgtice can produce positive outcomes. The
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second claim, asserted by Clark and Hollingswd@0g), argues that teacher change is not a
linear process, as Guskey’s work (1987) claimedtljdayclical. The model Clark and
Hollingsworth (2002) posit affords more interactioetween the domains of teacher change. A
discussion of Guskey’s (1987) and Clark and Ho#limgrth’s (2002) ideas about teacher change
s warranted in this dissertation because theyfoelps attention on the location of teacher
learning within teachers’ collaborative work.

Based on his and others’ research in various Kettthgs, Thomas Guskey (1987)
asserted a widely regarded framework for examihimg schools accomplish teacher change
through professional growth. He situates formatances of teacher staff development, or
professional development, as the spark of teaeaening but he claims that teacher learning
actually happens when teachers experiment withkmewledge or strategies in their classroom.
Gusky’s framework describes a linear process fov teachers change, starting with
professional development that spurs a change anées’ classroom practice, leading to a
change in student learning outcomes, which in tawrses teachers to change their beliefs and
attitudes about student learning. Guskey’s (1@8n}ribution to the literature established an
opinion among some scholars about how teachergetteir beliefs about teaching and
learning by asserting that a change in beliefsltefom experienced improvement in student
outcomes from experimentation with new strategi@hier than resulting from participation in

traditional professional development. Figure @sitates this dynamic.
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T. Guskey: Educational Researcher 15, (1986), 5-12.
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Figure 1. A Model of the Process of Teacher Change

Figure 2. A model of the process of teacher change.

However useful for the time, Guskey’s model failsatcount for the multitude of ways
teachers learn informally throughout the day arafy&Vhether learning results from short
conversations in the lunch room, internet reseachy participating in weekend book groups,
teachers work to improve their craft in various w#lyat are not accounted for in Guskey’s
(1986) model. Acknowledging that weakness, Claxtk Hollingsworth (2002) revised Guskey’s
framework to argue for a more multi-dimensionaklmal, and interrelated understanding of
how teachers come to believe different things about students learn.

Although intended to track how individual teachehgt their beliefs, Clark and
Hollingsworth’s (2002) model can provide a way &sdribe and locate 1) what collaborative
practices design teams use to redesign curricuha2ahow those practices influence the
learning of the group. lllustrated in Figure 3dve] their framework represents various ways
teachers approach new methodologies and pedagmgf@® they consider the extent to which

they implement them, if at all.
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D. Clark, H. Hollingsworth: Teacher and Teacher Education 18 (2002) 947-967.
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Figure 3. The interconnected model of professignaivth.

Clark and Hollingsworth’s (2002) model affords bd#xibility and complexity for how
educators think about teacher change and growdisskrts a model that affords multiple entry
points for teachers as they consider changingipeadtiotably, unlike Guskey’s framework,

Clark and Hollingsworth’s framework acknowledges time teachers spend reflecting on what
they learn from professional development instaaceshow those strategies have worked with
students in the classroom. As such, it servesusfal tool in examining both individual teacher
change and the processeamscan leverage to spur both group and individuathealearning

and growth. | will be using this model as a lemg&xamine the broad collaborative practices
teams of teachers establish over time. Speciichfbcus on the “domain of practice,” that is,
teachers’ collaboration in design teams to 1) trabkt new knowledge, texts, and materials
teachers leverage in their design teams; 2) exahoneand when teachers decide to experiment
with new strategies as a team; 3) how they talluatiee problems of practice they encounter as
a result of that experimentation; and 4) documemt bach teacher describes their experience in

that process and what happens within the teanresuét. Although Clark and Hollingsworth
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provide a useful framework to understand largergpas in design teams’ collaborative practice,
their framework does not provide a useful lensefcamining the daily routines, processes,
practices design teams use that foster collectiaming.

Little (1990) asserts a framework for describimghly productive collaboration between
teachers when they share documents, tools, aridcéstthat evidence some kind of
experimentation resulting from their attempts t@lement some element of the newly
redesigned curriculum. Little’s (1990) “joint wdrknore specifically explains what happens
when teachers share what and how they experimevteh Clark and Hollingsworth’s (2002)
domain of practiceictured above. “Joint work” (p. 519) goes beyantlegial interaction
between teachers defined by storytelling duringlyrseeking out and providing assistance
between classes, and sharing of materials over emiai between classes. Collaboration
characteristic of “joint work” involves 1) shareelsponsibility for the work of teaching, a 2) a
collective conception of autonomy, 3) support adher’s initiative and leadership, and 4) an
established group affiliation and identity thagreunded in teachers’ professional work (Little,
1990, p. 519). As | illustrate, although the roasineachers use may differ from group to group,
the characteristics of “joint work” provides me wen effective way to describe why some
collaboration between teachers is more produchae pthers.

Little’s (1990) work on collegiality and collaboran, specifically her description of
“sharing” (p. 518) and “joint work” (p. 519), prales a more specific way than the models
discussed above to understand the productive eaitiasign teams use to structure their work.
Little (1990) describes sharing as “making the mady materials of [teacher’s] work accessible
to one another” (p. 518). Teachers share suclgshas handouts, quizzes, and homework

assignments with colleagues who are looking for m&ys of structuring student learning.
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Little (1990) describes sharing as “variable imfcand consequence...[that] may engage more
or fewer teachers, may be fully reciprocal or amigrginally so. Teachers may reveal much or
little of their thinking or practice in the matdsaand ideas they share” (p. 518). Through regular
engagement in tasks that necessitate “joint work1p),” teachers become a unit of learning. In
the context of design teams, the sharing of tegctwals and resources, whether it is a graphic
organizer to scaffold students’ note-taking or evey given to students to get their feedback on
group work, can lead to the kind of collaboratitr@cteristic of joint work that results in
collective learning.

The data has revealed that these instances ohghaan become rich episodes of “joint
work” (Little, 1990) when teachers $alidateor qualify their reactions to whatever tool or
document is shared, B)aborateon specific ways the tool is useful, and 3) sugges/s the tool
can be furtherefinedandrevisedto serve the needs of the teacher who sharedohartd the
needs of their class. Thus, Little’'s (1990) concedpfoint work” serves as a primary lens

through which | will code and analyze the datauFeg4 illustrates this interaction.

Collaborative teacher learning through “joint
work” (Little, 1990)

Joint work
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Figure 4. Collaborative teacher learning throughtjaork

Figure 4 illustrates what this process looks l#kgain, it is important to remember that
instances of “joint work” are usually situated estgn team contexts where teachers have either
set clear collaborative norms and/or have estaddishcommon commitment to the work of PBL
curriculum redesign. One of the most common andrmgatlly most powerful routines of joint
work teachers have established starts when a teslshees a document, tool, or a student artifact
for the design team to consider. This sharingthetstage for design teams to collaboratively
consider the shared tool or artifact. In some gaseshers immediately move to validate, reject,
or qualify the shared tool or artifact. It is inglspace where joint work is most clear and most
complicated. In instances of “joint work” teacheonsider the value of what was shared,
through their peers’ questions, comments, and stiggs, and teachers bring to bear their
expertise and make clear their pedagogical valoddaliefs about any number of areas of their
educational belief systems. In this space, tedelaening is both practical (broad) and
pedagogical (deep). Teachers learn both praatiags to revise and refine the tool or artifact
and they learn different philosophical reasons tigyr peers would make some decisions rather
than others when refining or revising the tool difact. By extension, taking up the tool or
artifact by other teachers represents at leastBapéinterest in and agreement with the way the
tool or artifact positions the content studentstatght and the pedagogy the tool or artifact
represents. Especially engaging or powerful ingamd joint work can lead other teachers to
experiment with the tool or artifact, which in turan lead to additional instances of joint work
around the slightly adapted tool or artifact. fitavork” is not just a way to describe an instance
of teacher learning and collaboration but it ddmsia way teachers iterate around specific tools

and artifacts over time.
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As a collaborative routine, instances of “joint Wbare just one routine teachers used to
learn more about the effectiveness of a tool ouduwnt or to learn more about how students
responded to a task. In these instances, teacrairlg was not necessarily limited to the shared
document, tool, or artifact. This dissertation feesi on instances of joint work that are relatively
compact and focused, that start with a clear beéggithat show a teacher or teachers sharing a
tool or document. The most productive instancemdeebe those that would inspire other
teachers to pick up the shared tool or artifagtittout, and then bring back to the group to share
their experiences with implementing it in theirsdeoom. Although this process was part of the
larger curriculum redesign process, it consistsn# way teachers learned from each other in
design teams.

As important as “joint work” is for providing a gddramework to examine teachers’
collaborative work, routines consistent with “joubrk” exist within a context of teacher
learning. Teachers do not just start collaboratreek using productive routines. In many cases,
those routines evolve from intentional efforts ba part of teachers to establish a commitment
to work and to set norms to sustain those commitsn@rossman, Wineburg, and Woolworth,
2001). All collaborative work sits within a comgaited structure of explicit and tacit norms,
personal and professional relationships, and varsmeial and professional dynamics (Lortie,
1975; Ingersoll, 2003). At times those personal prdessional dynamics can be treacherous.
At other times, they can be empowering. In whatevey those dynamics are manifested in
teachers’ collaborative work, norms play a bigwyedefined role in sustaining them. In instances
of “joint work,” teachers have established waysvofking that help them leverage or mitigate
the personal and professional dynamics, and in afford them the space to develop routines of

joint work in their collaboration. For Cielo Visteesign teams, “joint work” was most common



46

within design teams that choose to design and img@ite redesigned curriculum throughout the
design year. For whatever reason, not every teaderthis choice. However, in the design
teams where teachers redesigned and commonly ireptexchnew curriculum, the potentially
for “joint work” increased because many teacheeslisme design team meeting time to share
their experiences with implementation.

Conclusion

There are two areas the literature on teachemilggand collaboration that have not
successfully been accounted for yet: collaboraettings where teachers lead and drive the
agenda with little external assistance and theasdgnamics of collaborative work. In this
dissertation, | attend to both of these gaps.

In this literature review | highlighted 1) the vauis principles evidenced that describe
productive routines of teachers’ collaborative wdkhow discourse, positioning, and decision
making can reveal key social dynamics that inflgelnow teachers interact in collaborative
setting, and 3) how examining instances of “joilrky (Little, 1990) in design teams can
illuminate useful examples of teacher learningadilition, my use of the research literature
exposed two interlocking gaps in the literaturegiamg to examples of productive of teacher-
led and teacher-driven collaborative work and heachers navigate the social dynamics of
collaborative work. | situate my work first as attension of the current research on teacher
learning in collaborative contexts and secondwasto inform the current gaps in the research

literature that | have identified.
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CHAPTER 2
THE RESEARCH CONTEXT: CIELO VISTA HIGH SCHOOL

Introduction

| have a long-standing relationship with the Pac#chool District and Cielo Vista High
Schoof. | was a former English teacher at Cielo VistatH&chool from 2001-2009 where | was
very involved within the school community as aniadwto various student groups, activities,
and clubs. I live in Cielo Vista’'s attendance aaed often see former and current students in the
local supermarkets and restaurants. | am a digaietnt with two school-aged kids both of
whom would attend Cielo Vista High School if thegne teenagers. After a break in 2010, |
came back to the school as a university researélsesuch | have deep personal, professional,
and historical ties and interests in what happerbka school district and at Cielo Vista High
School. My relationships with the people and plandhis research setting come with biases
about people and policy within the district andaahHowever, my relationships with them also
afford me a privileged perspective that helps marzz what the research reveals against who |
have known people in the research setting to be.

| draw much of the information in this chapter fromy personal and professional
experience working as a teacher and universityareber at the school. At times that
information comes from observing teachers workasign teams, at other times that information
comes from sitting in on staff meetings or summefgssional learning workshops, at other
times that information comes from informal convéimas | have with teachers and staff during
lunch, before or after meetings, or after school.

In this chapter | will be describing 1) how the schdecided to apply for a federal grant

that centered on PBL, 2) the extent to which teechwere involved in that decision making

’ All names of people and places are pseudonyms.
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process, 4) the relationship between the schoottadchool district as it pertains to
professional learning and curriculum developmephdw the school has positioned their
professional learning agenda within the contexhefr school renewal (Sirotnik, 1999) efforts,
and 6) the roles | have assumed at Cielo Vistahamdmy history at the school influences how |
approach my current research and study.
The School

My research is situated at Cielo Vista High ScH@/HS), a public, comprehensive
high school in the Pacific Northwest. The schasl/es students from various racial, ethnic, and
socio-economic backgrounds but it is situated iafflment school district. In addition, the
school serves a significant English Language Leaglkel) and Special Education (SPED)
population. Cielo Vista serves approximately 18G@lents: 45% of students qualify for free or
reduced-price lunch, 10% qualify for ELL suppontvsees, 12% qualify for special education
services and 47% will be in the first generatiomaifege graduates for their family. In addition,
the student population comprises of 6% African Aicger students, 20% Asian students, 20%
Hispanic students, 46% White students, and 8% Mditthic students.
Organizing for Renewaf

Investigating options.In the 2008-9 academic year a broad, multi-facetguoration of
Cielo Vista was in full swing. This period involvedrange of people and ideas working at
different levels of the organization and pursuirfgpat of related but varied questions. What is
the rigor and quality of Cielo Vista curriculum?reAstudents compelled by their

experiences? What exciting instructional modelstdhat could inform Cielo Vista

* This section of this chapter was largely excerpbgchermission, from a chapter written by Andrevo&se. The
chapter is part of a book, currently being writbgnrepresentative from the local university andheais at the
school, that describes various facets of the scatemwal process currently underway at Cielo Mitigh School.
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educators? How can the professional culture ofbGlesta be supported to foster innovative

practice?

Like many creative moments preceding innovatiois, ihian open-ended, fluid, and
somewhat chaotic period of investigation. At ledhste distinctive groups were engaged in
exploring organizing images for the school. Ohe,Rrogram Delivery Council (PDC), which is
a formal representative body, has long been agriat@art of school governance at high schools
within the district. Consisting of Cielo Vista pats, teachers, and administrators the group was
convened to consider the reasons for what waseateecline in student enrollment and to
sketch out strategies for reversing the trend. §hosip proposed focal themes that students
would affiliate with within the school: Global Sted, Visual & Performing Arts, Science/Math
Academy. This gave rise to an additional groupctdrsce, math and career/technology
education (CTE) teachers who explored the broatgature and movement of STEM
education. A third ad hoc group of Cielo Vista &taét offsite to explore models for
professional learning. They identified a handfubobks and articles to read. This group later
morphed into a formal Instructional Leadership Taarder an initiative launched by the

incoming superintendent.

Across these activities teacher leaders, builddrgiaistration, parents, and the local
school foundation took a hard look at the schddiey examined student outcomes, attendance
patterns, student engagement. They discussedgonoguality across departments within Cielo
Vista and learned about the innovative programisdtieers in the region and beyond had
undertaken, visiting several schools in the regexploring afterschool programs.

The school community developed a deeper senseinfailiccesses and failures. The

strong graduate rate and a rate of students atigr2dior 4-year colleges were clear. And efforts
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undertaken in the previous few years increase ac@adggor were bearing fruit. The Advanced
Placement (AP) enrollment level was among the tagimethe nation. These obvious successes
notwithstanding, equity was a major concern aslknemnt levels disaggregated by ethnicity told
a more nuanced and troubling story. Students lof @nd English learners were
underrepresented in STEM-focused (science, tecggpéngineering, and math) AP courses.
African-American and Hispanic students composed 22%ie overall student body, but only

6% of the students passing an AP exam in a STEMseo&tudents with disabilities, students
living in poverty, students of color, and studentth a first language other than English, showed
consistently lower achievement than their countesp®verall course failure rates for science
and math classes hovered between 20% and 30%; dammligh language learners and Hispanic
students, the respective rates were 35% and 43%seTinsights into equity dimensions of
student achievement in Sammamish fed a deep desivag faculty and leadership to rethink
and challenge these troubling patterns.

Given rapid changes in society, advances in digginologies, and increasing
globalization, the CVHS teams knew that focusingraditional measures of school success
alone (standardized test scores, GPA, etc.) wantithe enough to match current students’
needs. They embarked on a study of literature fdocation and industry perspectives —
including the work of David Conley, who had prewbuvisited and profiled CVHS in his books
College KnowledgandCollege and Career Readgnd Tony WagnefThe Global Achievement
Gap) — as well as a study of existing schools in #ggan and nationwide that had adopted
innovative practices. From that study emerged afsety principles and skills, some of which
have been termed “ZTentury skills” — collaboration, critical thinkingreativity, the ability to

design and revise and receive feedback, commuaicaind student ownership of and
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responsibility for their own learning (http://wwwv2p.org/). A focus also emerged on the
importance of STEM content and skills. National ljpzdtions called for an increased emphasis
on STEM education in preparation for careers, ksd #or increased quality of life and
participation in society (e.g., making informed idens about political and civic issues related
to their health care, ethical decisions regardimguse of emerging technologies, and the quality

of the environment) (National Research Council,1301

Moving forward with a plan. At about the same time this process was happethacg
were other PBL-like projects and programs happenmitigin the school. One was an emerging
after school robotics program that was gainingapuarity amongst students, among other
small after school programs and projects whereestisdworked collaboratively to solve
authentic problems. Another one was a partnersitiywden the local university and social
studies teachers to redesign the Advanced Placeamestican Government course to include
more projects that would involve students in thelnaf governance. Along with the redesigned
AP Government class, classes within the carearsnt#ogy, and engineering department had
been flirting with PBL pedagogies for years. Lasthere was a small group of teachers working
to describe, in ideal terms, what a student gradgi@itom Cielo Vista High School should be
able to do and know.

These three relatively disconnected ideas conveargadneeting that convened
sometime time in winter or spring 2009. Either dgrthis meeting or in other meetings that
happened around this time (both the principal aagdher interviewed were unsure of the exact
timeline), researchers from the local universityg school district, and teachers and
administrators from the school articulated an iegéem working more closely together around

the idea of developing PBL pedagogy within the ST&btiplines. The principal described how,
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around this time, the school learned about thedtivg in Innovation (i3) being awarded by the
federal government from either district adminigirator university researchers, or both. To help
write the grant, the school recruited a recent PgrBduate who was recommended to them by
the university researchers who by this time haatreccollaborators with the school. The
principal described how the grant application waiten in five weeks and included a small
group of people including the principal, the teadhe&erviewed for this chapter, and the person
recruited to draft the grant language. At some fpogfore or during the grant writing process,
the PDC worked with the grant writing team to prepthat PBL be implemented throughout the
school, not just within the STEM disciplines. Teadher interviewed described the decision to
apply for the grant with the school-wide PBL fo@ssa “consensus decision” within the PDC.
When asked about the extent to which the largérwtes consulted for feedback, the
teacher interviewed described various conversatiwaisoccurred within the constituency groups
that each member of the PDC reported to. The teactezviewed described these conversations
as “a two way street” where teachers would listesh provide feedback and then PDC
representatives would report back to the larger BD@y. In addition, the teacher described how
she and other members of PDC would present thegssdpeing made in the PDC to teachers in
staff meetings. During such meetings, teachers gieen the opportunity to ask questions and
make comments. The teacher interviewed describsdinme at the school as “the beginning of
greater control...when teachers were at the tablkingalecisions about things” and leading
discussions with the staff about ways the schooligkhchange to address the problems they
faced. Describing how close collaboration betwdmnl¢adership team and administration has
become, the teacher interviewed stated that “alenestything we do that is successful is a result

of teamwork.”
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This is not to say that all the teachers at Ciakia/High School were on board and
excited about the new direction the school wasgoirat that time. There were no staff-wide
votes conducted during staff meetings. Teachers wet surveyed about their feelings regarding
the shift to PBL principles and pedagogy. Howebeth the principal and the teacher
interviewed described the excitement generateth&@ygteative brainstorming generated in the
PDC, the generally positive reception they recewbeén they started talking about project and
problem based learning, and the enthusiasm gedeséii@n the school when they received the
grant from the federal government. The teachervi@eed described how, at the time, “The
feeling was positive.” “Although there were indivials who were hesitant,” she said, “the
atmosphere around here [in regards to the grangya seemed to be positive.”

The initiatives that followed at CVHS — problem-bddearning as an instructional
strategy, a focus on science, technology, engingeand math (STEM) content and skills, and
others — were chosen intentionally in order toraBgudents’ high school experiences more
closely with these skills that students need toastrate in college and in the workplace.
Implementing PBL

In 2009 Cielo Vista was awarded a large federahtgi@support its work to 1) develop
and support Science Technology Engineering and N&IiEM)-focused coursework; and 2)
develop problem-based learning curricula acrosstheol in every content area in order to 3)
close specific achievement gaps within the scheolemced by disparities of AP enrollment and
pass rates, students’ grades in math and sciencseveork, and graduation rates of various
groups of students. By instigating widespreadtsif teaching and learning over multiple years,
school leadership has worked to improve the acadland professional culture of the school.

Professional learning sits at the center of thatesyic change.
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An important component of the school’s renewal pescwas the development of the
leadership team. When the school first receivedythat, it developed an open application
process for all Cielo Vista teachers interestgoimng the team. Teachers, administrators, and a
member of the local university sat on the interv@wnmittee. The initial members of the
leadership team included a science teacher andi@ studies teacher. Later, a person from
outside the school was hired to help manage thgdéiuahd some logistical and management
needs created by the grant. Several teachers leavedalded over the years. The four teachers
added to the team since 2009 include an Englighulage learning (ELL) specialist, a Cielo
Vista science teacher who also serves as the sshtechnology coach, one of the school’s
reading specialists, and an English teacher whdobes experimenting with standards-based
grading practices. Mostly consisting of teacheosnfthe Science and Social Studies departments,
as well as the principal, the leadership team aeasiglans, and implements all the formal
professional learning events throughout the scHbwlas not until the 2013 school year that a
teacher from the English department was addedettettdership team. To date, no Math,

Foreign Language, Physical Education, Special Baugeor Visual Arts teachers have
membership on the leadership team.

There are no clear answers as to why this is the. d¢ais entirely possible that the
principal and leadership team look to integrateleas who have been largely successful with
implementing PBL in their classrooms. Data collddig the external evaluator, Knuth

Research) suggest that the Social Studies and Science tepais have been most successful in

> Knuth Research is the independent educational meseaganization responsible for evaluating thatie®
success of Cielo Vista High School’s i3 grant. fededd in the text of the grant, their responsibiitare to measure
the outcomes of the innovation (PBL), the extenwkich the school has remained faithful to the watmn (PBL),
and the extent to which the innovation (PBL) hasrbienplemented within the school. Starting in tipeir®y of
2013, | have collected interview and classroom olagn data for Knuth Research regarding theitueataon of
this grant.
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making the shift to PBL curriculum and pedagogye history of how PBL came to Cielo Vista
also suggests that teachers within those deparsment already developing expertise within
PBL previous to the grant. In the busy day-to-dieydf a school, it makes sense that the school
looked first to those departments to recruit teesh® serve on the leadership team.

In collaboration with the principal, the leaderstepm makes policy decisions regarding
various components of the PBL work. Leadership Tezauchers are given yearlong release time
to support the PBL work throughout the life of tirant. Some teachers have one period of
release time each day while others have five psrafdelease time each day. The team has been
highly influential in determining how the PBL woube framed internally and externally and in
guiding the scope and sequence of how PBL was immgeed throughout the school.

From the beginning, school leadership chose toysuasstrategy of renewal instead of
reform to move the school improvement process’ &vdySirotnik, 1999). Sirotnik (1999)
describes renewal as different from reform in teaewal is a process, engaged by individuals
within a community, of constant improvement throwgliaboration and cooperation. Renewal
is a process that comes from and is sustainedmititiei school community. Sirotnik (1999)
argues that renewal is different from reform. “Reig’ (p. 607-608) he argues,

Is about whatever is politically fashionable, peindutlike in
popularity, and usually underfunded, lacking infpssional
development, and short-lived. Renewal is abouptbeess of
individual and organizational change, about nuniyithe spiritual,
affective, and intellectual connections in the $iveé educators

working together to understand and improve theactce.
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Their decision to take renewal-minded perspectivechool improvement was
intentional and stemmed from their belief that aogtainable school change must result from
the existing pedagogical and methodological expentiithin the staff. In many schools, either
district or building administrators would bringamnew curriculum or leadership structure from
somewhere else and implement it within the schdbCielo Vista High School, the innovation
came from within the school itself. Just about gvenol or guiding document or partnership the
school developed has either originated from thesgige of Cielo Vista teachers and staff or has
been adapted and cultivated to be relevant aneatithto the specific dynamics of the school.

The partnership the school established with thev&sity is a good example of the
collaborative nature that saturates this projedtelit came time to revise the Key Elements
document in which the principles of PBL pedagogy @escribed and defined, as a
representative of the university, | worked closelth teacher leaders and the principal to rewrite
the document. For example, | provided expertisgigm the principles with the research
literature and to offer different ways the prineiplcould be articulated. The school’s leadership,
however, has made all the final decisions regardnggnization, specific language choices, and
the structure of the document.

One of the goals of the CVHS renewal project isnprove the school’'s academic
culture around teaching and learning. This goaldmean different things to different schools.
In the realm of student learning, CVHS works to méarning more relevant and authentic to
students across content areas. For example, @HEmistry, students worked with
oceanographers to analyze data collected in théid®@cean having to do with pH levels in the
water or, in the case of Senior English, studenghtiwork in groups to brainstorm ways they

could address problems such as human traffickmntheir immediate community. In the realm
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of teaching, CVHS works to make teaching more pyllansparent, and collaborative within
and across content areas to improve teachersigeadn some cases teachers may be given a
release day to examine problems of practice aurtthér refine a unit or assessment to meet the
goals of student learning set forth by the schBehewal in both realms demands an increased
investment in time, money, and school-based e)geerti
There are many ways the school has worked towasdytal. Professional learning

through collaboration is perhaps one of the mogbirtant ways the school is working to
fundamentally change and improve the culture afhigy. Using the “professional capital” that
already exists within the school, the school leglligrteam is engaged in a process of pushing
and pulling teachers to review, revise, and reaetieir practice (Hargreaves and Fullan, 2012).
Hargreaves and Fullan (p. 135, 2012) describe leaahers are

Pulledinto something they find energizing, that they gikeen time

for, and that respects their collective (not indual) professional

autonomy and discretion; yet they are glsshedo review or revise

what has been more or less effective for them tamatquire

practices from other colleagues who may be doimgesthings better.
Using PBL as the catalyst, school leaders striv&htfi the way teachers approach teaching and
learning. CVHS defines PBL pedagogy in a docuntieey developed called The 7 Key
Elements of Problem-Based Learning Classréoms

This document was the result of a three-year cotkdion between teacher leaders and

University of Washington researchers from 2009-20IRe principal and University of
Washington researchers drafted the first 2-pagamein 2009. It was heavily influenced by the

research literature. Then, based on feedback fiesigd team teachers, teacher leaders and

% See the Appendix for a full copy of the Key Elensedbcument.



58

University of Washington researchers, the documerst revised and expanded, including the
addition of key components and a clearly articaatdionale for each Element. Before it was
published and presented as a finished documehetstaff, the authors received input from
teacher committees within the school and the falifsin addition to gathering feedback from
key partners such as Knuth Research. In this dentirthe school identified the following
seven principles of PBL pedagogy

e Collaborative groups

e Culturally Responsive Instruction

e Academic Discourse

e Authentic Problems

e Authentic Assessment

e Student Voice

e Expertise

PBL has become the tool to push and pull teacloatfsrk differently about 1) how
students learn and 2) the role they play as teadhehe student learning process. To many
teachers at CVHS, PBL pedagogy serves as a signifaeparture from how they have
previously thought about teaching, learning, andiculum. Previous to the PBL initiative, most
teachers taught in ways that would be considesatitional or teacher-centered. From time to
time teachers had students working in groups ortlheih working on various projects, but
largely the purpose of those tasks was developeassigned by the teacher with very specific
ends or assessment in mind.
The school invested in the existing expertise amutedge within the teaching staff to

drive the curriculum redesign effort and lead tksided shifts in professional growth and
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learning. An important aspect of that theory df@ag and the primary unit of analysis in this
dissertation is the design team. In design teéaashers who have experience with teaching the
curriculum work together to redesign it. Teacldnsy knowledge about PBL 1) from the Key
Elements document (which defines PBL at CVHS)r@fvarious teacher-led formal
professional development sessions offered througteuyear, and 3) from their own research
and inquiry into what PBL looks like in other edtioaal settings.

A significant component of the school’s larger @sdional learning strategy was
implementation of design teams to redesign courdewide principal proposed the design team
idea based in part on the successful redesign dhiBrican Government class by teachers
within the district, including two teachers at @i&lista. He said,

“We saw the promise in the way of thinking thatctears could do
that and then we started thinking, if we did tldb@ol wide, what
would that really look like. And then even in theugt writing
process there were questions about, do we readlg teehave all
this release time and based on what we learnedtiiam .it seems
like if teachers are really going to change thedrctice and engage
deeply we have to invest in that way. And thatttethe [design
team] model that we proposed.”

In the first year of curriculum redesign, teacheese asked to participate in design work
according to their experience teaching the counsktlaeir interest in redesigning the existing
curriculum. In part because of the struggles abapte of design teams, the next year the
principal and leadership team asked teachers tabmyhte and propose courses they would like

to redesign. Throughout the process the leadetship and principal have tried to balance the
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need to redesign as much core coursework as pessidlthe desire to redesign only those
courses teachers they had support from teacheesi¢sign. With the grant ready to expire at the
end of the 2015 school year, AP Literature and AR @us AB and BC are three examples
where the school has not invested in a full coweslesign and the teachers have not voiced an
interest in redesigning the courses. To many teactiee design year is a luxury. All the

teachers interviewed, even those who were hegtdntly buy in to PBL, spoke positively

about the time they spent redesigning curriculuth wolleagues and the respect they felt from
the school to be given the time and space to ddesgn work. Although both the principal and
the teacher interviewed both assumed that teaclbeid have opted out of the design experience,
| know of no teacher who did so.

Design teams are an important location for resebedause school administrators and
teacher leaders have positioned each teacher'siBiictional practice within the classroom
and their collaborative work in design teams asomepmponents of the shifts they strive to
accomplish throughout the school. In design teaeashers have time and space to share their
practice and their beliefs about various facet®athing and learning. This represents new
work for teachers. Through my research, | am @#tizd in examining 1) what collaborative
practices teachers established in the design taachBow they impacted teachers’ learning, 2)
how teachers navigated the social, inter-persanatmsions of their collaborative work, and 3)
the patterns of collaborative learning that emeigettveen and among design teams throughout
the school.

Teachers who worked in design teams met daily duamextra, common planning
period. This collaborative work was intense and pgl@x. Every day they negotiated amongst

various standards (Common Core, Advanced Placemdday Elements); various high stakes
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assessments (High School Proficiency Exam or H&ERHE,of Course Exams, AP exams);
various district assessments; various strengthsvaatnesses of the established curriculum; and
the varied experience and expertise each teacbeght to the curriculum redesign effort.
Teachers struggled to negotiate between the congpstandards and expectations placed upon
them by the school, district, and state, and nagitfee competing interests of their colleagues
within the design team.

As with any school-wide policy, the way teachergehaxperienced the design team
experience is varied as is the extent to whichgietgams have successfully redesigned
curriculum. For example, some design teams rededigrost of the existing course and continue
to refine what they initially planned while othexgign teams have struggled to redesigned large
chunks of curriculum and to find the time to keepring what they have already planned. There
are probably many reasons why particular desigmsesere more productive than others, some
of which are not the topic of my dissertation. Hoe#e that variability represents a problem
space both for the school, in terms of how to askltbe consequences of that variability, and for
the research, in terms of how to richly describewfhctors and characteristics varied and why.
The latter is the topic of this dissertation.

For the purposes of my research, design teamsit@gral. In design teams, teachers
have had an opportunity to learn the benefits 8&borative and collective problem solving and
decision-making. The more teachers collaboratedrat the highly complex task of redesigning
established curriculum, the more they could poédigtcome to see the value of collaboration as
an integral component of their ongoing practices téachers worked to integrate such principles
as authenticity, relevance, and student voicetima curriculum, they shared their practice and

their pedagogical beliefs with each other. It wad continues to be the school’s hope that such
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conversations may cause a shift in teachers’ Isedibbut teaching and learning. School
administrators and teacher leaders intend thagjdésams serve as the incubator for change
regarding how students are positioned as learmelfiaw teachers approach their work to
improve and refine their practice.

The school’s relationship with the district

Before the school began working on the current gcimeprovement project, much of the
school improvement policies underway at Cielo VIdigh School originated at the district level.
In 1996, the school district hired a new superidam who, over time, sought to improve district
schools through the implementation of a commonicuirm from kindergarten through 42
grade for every content area, and worked to opeesaco AP classes for all students. Both the
common curriculum and AP open access policiesddleavily on curriculum as the driver of
school improvement, and both policies were mandayegly at the district level.

Both policies are important to understanding hod ahy Cielo Vista teachers approach
this current school improvement project. First, podicy to open access to AP coursework to all
students represented a fundamental shift in thghfon teachers for a couple of reasons. Many
teachers were themselves students in AP classesatiesed to a small population of students
who had the support and resources to be succésshdse classes. In many cases rigor was
defined by massive amounts of reading homeworknagwhorization to prepare students to be
successful on the multiple choice and essay sextiothe AP exam. Passing those classes and
those exams became a badge of prestige and hostomael upon the few who were willing to
put in the time and sacrifice. As those studentaiye teachers of AP classes, they learned that
prestige, clout, and status came with consistdngli pass rates. By opening access to those

classes to any students who wanted to take theyardkess of reading ability, motivation, or
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learning ability or disability, teachers worriedthheir pass rates would decline sharply. In some
cases, teachers were right. Pass rates did detlfiret. Teacher’s frustrations were exacerbated
when they received few additional resources to srighe needs of the diversity of students who
now took AP classes. Over time, however, AP paes Istabilized and even increased as more
students took more AP classes. Overall, despitedbml justice perspective from which the
district talked about both policies, the way théiggowas implemented and supported tainted the
way many teachers perceived the policy.

Second, the common curriculum served to supporbplee access AP class policy by
scaffolding student learning in rigorous coursewiookn kindergarten through high school so
students would be prepared to take and be suctas#B classes. The district’s intention was
to have teachers develop and design the commoitwum in grade level teams. Once
developed, that curriculum would be posted onlitere teachers could access it and use it in
their classrooms. From time to time teachers adtesslistrict would meet and discuss the
effectiveness of the curriculum and design comnssessments by which they could measure,
across schools, the effectiveness of the new adune. The district’s intention was that this
process was to be democratic and collaborativersmudd increase the quality of student
learning across the district by providing relevantl ongoing professional learning opportunities
for teachers. However, the common curriculum wasatthout problems. In some content areas,
such as ELA and Math, once written, teachers h#d dontrol over adapting and changing the
curriculum. In other content areas, such as S&tiadies and to a lesser degree Science, the
common curriculum never took shape. Over time teecin different content areas came to have
vastly different experiences both with the “commessi of the curriculum and the extent to

which they controlled what they taught to theird&nts.
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The choices the school leaders made at Cielo Yegfarding curriculum redesign follows
in the district’s footsteps but takes a differgppieach to implementation. The school asks
teachers who have experience teaching a courseparb of the redesign effort. The school
provides them with the Key Elements as a guidingudzent, but then gets out of their way and
gives them the time and space to redesign thecalum with colleagues who they know and
trust. Either during the redesign year or in tharyte follow, those same teachers pilot the
curriculum they have redesigned and continue tckwagether to refine the plans they originally
made. Such work implies that they are teachingémee things on the same days in similar ways.
In most cases, this approach has provided CieltaVeachers with ongoing professional
learning experiences they call “the best they lewer experienced.” One of the English teachers
whose team is part of this study described how ‘fidkgon that somebody is giving us the time
and taking note that that is an actual, in faeita part of good instruction at the very least,u
is the ability to have time to do your planning dalk about practice. That feels good.” However,
despite the overwhelmingly positive response altters interviewed have given to time allotted
to work with colleagues, the PBL pedagogy theysarengly advised to use to redesign
curriculum looks to some like an effort to make tuericulum common across classrooms. For
those who teach in departments where there anegstrarms sustaining teaching privacy and
autonomy, such as in the English department, thpyoach such perceived moves to a common
curriculum warily.

The legacy of vastly different experiences wittoenmon curriculum and with what a
common curriculum means in theory and practiceairt vidences itself in how teachers at
Cielo Vista approach the task of curriculum redeslg those departments where the common

curriculum was more rigidly articulated and implartesl, teachers approached the idea of a
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common curriculum with reticence and suspiciontfi@m, any move to make curriculum
common across classrooms, despite the far-reaehitognomy and control those teachers had in
how they redesigned curriculum, represented anotioee to sterilize and standardize their
teaching and the curriculum. The data suggestaseliepartments where there was essentially
no common curriculum, teachers tended to apprdaeidea of a common curriculum with
interest. The data also suggest that in those ttepats where the common curriculum was most
rigid, teachers were more suspicious of the PBLkwor
The landscape of professional learning at Cielo Via

In most cases, the hesitation some teachers fedtrtbthe “commonness” of the
redesigned curriculum added just another layeoofgdexity to an already complicated,
complex, and robust landscape of professional iegrat Cielo Vista High School.

To support design team work, school leaders deeel@psummer instructional workshop.
The school paid teachers to attend four days depsional learning that is focused around
specific key elements that were to be the focualgirofessional learning throughout the year.
This workshop known as the Summer Institute of hey and Teaching (SILT), was itself
designed around problem-based learning strategi&lL T, teachers were taught by other Cielo
Vista teachers, and were many times asked to cengidblems of practice they have wrestled
with in their classrooms. In addition, teachersengiven the choice to attend various sessions
that were designed by teachers around specifidgmbassociated with implementing problem-
based learning. One teacher might lead a sessistandards-based grading while another might
lead a session on research skills. Teachers wagéttay their colleagues, were given relevant
and authentic problems of practice to considervamdkshop with colleagues, and were given

choice as to what sessions to attend.
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On a monthly basis, teachers attended staff meetiveg were also planned and led by
Cielo Vista teachers and that were also focusednarthe implementation of specific key
elements. Although teachers were not given as mholte during these meetings, the content of
the meetings was mostly relevant to the work teacivere doing in their classrooms and to their
work in design teams.

The school designed these three components ofgsiofel learning to synergistically
support teachers’ learning throughout the schamditRe data from various sources within and
outside the school support the sense that teaaheessed and leveraged the various sources of
learning with great success. These data include dtiigndance rates at non-mandatory summer
professional learning workshops and high ratingsmfteachers on the sessions they attended In
addition, teachers have expressed to me, both flyrarad informally, that the time and space
afforded them when working on a design team hagigeed them with some of the best
professional learning experiences of their careers.

My roles at Cielo Vista High School

| was an English teacher at Cielo Vista High Schomh 2001 to 2009. During that time
| taught the English 9, Honors English 9, English Honors English 10, and English 12 courses.
In addition, | taught an array of elective classagying from Link Crew, a class that taught
upper-level students how to serve as mentors shifn@an students, to various levels of the
Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) skes, to redesigning and teaching all
levels of the student leadership curriculum. Frd@@32007, | served as the advisor to the
Student Leadership and Activities program. Durimgf time | advised and coached students in
various school-wide philanthropic and other smadlls projects such as planning school dances

and assemblies.
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When the school hired me in 2001, | felt immediatdl home within the department. In
fact, it was due to meeting several members otl#partment while touring the school that |
decided that | wanted to teach at Cielo Vista Highool. My first year was spent doing a lot of
listening during lunch. The conversations at lumcthe English department were robust. They
moved quickly from literary references, to off-cojokes, to disparaging remarks about the
district and administration, to people’s personadd with their kids, spouse, their loved ones.
Over time, lunch is where respect was earned, \nafpgiven, and relationships made in the
English department. | quickly learned that wit dmuoor were the currency of public discourse
within the department, that certain teachers indidggartment got to teach AP classes based on
their perceived deep content knowledge, and thaidépartment thought of themselves as the
best group of teachers at the school. There wasmght of joining other departments for
lunch when all the best teachers in the school weose department and all of them were your
friends. To the best of my knowledge, this sameadyie within the department exists today.

Rarely during these “meetings” were there any deepeversations about student
learning, or sharing problems of practice that wesytond storytelling. That does not mean
conversations about student learning did not hapeéreen individual English teachers either
after or before school or between classes. It orégns that rarely, as a department, were such
topics discussed. One of the reasons for this doeilthat despite our close professional and
personal relationships, there was always the urespakie that advice, unless specifically
elicited, was not offered and strict norms of peiyvand autonomy about each other’s practice
was the custom. As a teacher in the departmenidhtan to and helped foster that culture.

During my first two years, | worked very closelytviShannon Cape, a teacher who no

longer works at the school. We co-planned ancaogtit a freshman remediation class for all
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the freshmen students who failed English theit 8emester of high school. In my first four
weeks teaching the class, three fights broke ontyirtlassroom. However rough the experience
was, it was made manageable because | was workithgwreat collaborator. Through that
collaboration, Shannon and | problem solved thekiof issues that resulted from teaching
students who experienced significant struggles va#ding, writing, and staying on task. |
believe a result of my collaboration with Shannaswhat many of our students got back on
course and earned their way into sophomore Entiesin next year.

After my first couple of years in the departmeny, fmcus shifted to extra-curricular
programs on campus. | think | was still consideaggbod English teacher, but it was clear to
everyone in the department that | was interestedhar things in addition to teaching English.

Throughout my tenure working in the English depanimmy identity had more to do
with my efforts in the student leadership realmthialid as an English teacher. Although | have
a Masters degree in English, | never claimed tobewas ever thought of, as a content
knowledge expert. For a year or two, | was so lwasly extra-curricular activities in my work
with various student groups that | wouldn’t attehd department lunch. Normally, this would
guarantee a teacher “outsider” status with the eyt but my efforts in my extra-curricular
work garnered me respect from the English teachéfisether it was taking offensive sections
out of the school yearbook, or making attemptstserthe discourse of the student governance
through student election debates, what would ndymaluld have ostracized me from the
department instead evidenced to them a willingbt@$sing order, intellectual rigor, and
standards to programs in the rest of the schoolmy colleagues, | was merely bringing the best

of the English department to other parts of thevsth
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As a result, | was still invited out for drinks @ftschool on Fridays, to holiday parties,
and to the end of the year party at one of the iEm@g¢acher’s houses. As was custom, all of
these events were for English department membéys on

The relationships | have with other teachers anphdments at the school are different. |
know most of them professionally, mostly by repiotatand some of them personally. Even
though the extent of those relationships is natesp, they have still afforded me almost
universal access to classrooms and departmentggtioat the school. This has made classroom
and design team meeting observations, interviemdg eaen the informal chat during staff
meetings far easier than if | were not a formechea at the school. It is from these experiences
that | can speak with some authority about thertwmrkings of the English department
specifically, and the other departments in the sthwre generally. My perspective is in part
borne out of my experience at the school whichrmhow | think about the way teachers
approach school change and the various layersotégsional learning associated with that
change.

| left the school in March of 2009 to take a jobeagaching assistant in the local
university teacher education program. By that timas a Ph.D. student in the College of
Education at the local university. Two of the stuidd evaluated in the teacher education
program eventually took jobs teaching in the Chilsta English Department. In addition, my
current role as a research assistant has broughaakeinto the school, almost daily, to serve as
a researcher, consultant, adviser, and counsefoatty of the same teachers | worked with
previously. Even though | feel like the same persow status as a result of my association with

the university and my new role at the school, hesged within the building.
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Over the last three years | have become a fixtuséa#f meetings, in leadership team
meetings, in the Advisory Board meetings, and Healped draft some of the foundational
documents teachers use to guide their design teak Wiror the past two years | have helped
teacher leaders plan the summer professional leamstitute at the school. Two years ago |
was part of a small team that rewrote the Key El@sdocument that teachers now use to guide
their curriculum design process. | also routirdyticipate in the leadership team meetings in
which the teacher leaders and principal set pdbcymplementation of the school renewal
process. Lastly, since the Spring of 2013, | haveked for Knuth Research, the external
evaluator for the grant to conduct teacher intevgiand classroom observations to evaluate
what PBL looks like in Cielo Vista classrooms ahd extent to which PBL has been
implemented throughout the school. As such, | ang wrevested both in the success of the school
around their PBL work generally or in the succesdesign teams specifically and in the
research that comes out of the school regardingwuek within the PBL initiative.

This overview of my history and my current roldla school is all to say that | have had
both an indirect and at times a direct impact ewvéry phenomenon | am now studying. That
tension is ever-present as | work to leverage nopiedge of teachers to inform how | write
about them yet stay as grounded as possible idatee Specifically, it is always difficult to
know when and if to detach what | know of teachessorically from what they may say in
interviews and in meetings. Interviews, especialhg one place where this tension is most
obvious. Because | know many of these teacherspaltg, | know when and how to ask follow
up questions to get teachers to speak more canaldlyt the specific dynamics of their team,

for example.
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The data | have garnered from teachers in inteiwigany times enriched what | saw
happening in design teams. At the same time | hawinely shared design team meeting
observation and interview protocols, interview senipts, video footage, and research memos
with the research team to get different perspestorewhat is happening within specific
instances of teacher collaboration and my integpi@ts of them. These regular checks with the
research team have helped me balance my biasesvhathis evident in the data and adds rigor
to my data analysis and findings.

Given the school’s relationship to the district &ne various policies of school
improvement asserted by the district, my role wttine school for the past 13 years informs my
opinion in ways that deepen my understanding ofshgs teachers position themselves within
the current school improvement project. As prof@sai learning has taken a more central focus
in the current project, | can speak to how teackagage in their own learning, both individually
and collaboratively, in ways that add depth anddtie to the data | have collected.

Conclusion

Five years ago, even before Cielo Vista High Schaad awarded the federal grant, the
principal began to provide space for teacherske tg greater roles within the school to directly
impact school policy and governance. The princgmapowered teachers to confront the causes
of declining enrollment and teacher morale. Thiskyand what came of it, can serve as a
blueprint for how schools can transform themsehsemaking teachers the center of a process
of school renewal. The decision to move forwarcdhvABL as the centerpiece for school
transformation came primarily from teachers. Omgedchool received the grant, school leaders
put faith in the existing pedagogical and contemawledge of teachers to redesign courses.

Although it would be naive to assume that everghieaat Cielo Vista has completely bought in
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to PBL and the way it has been implemented, tha siaggest the school made every effort to
keep teachers informed, provide them with spa@skoquestions, provide feedback, and/or offer
criticisms as the idea to move toward PBL pedaggagged traction.

Since they received the grant, Cielo Vista Highdtthas structured various levels of
professional development throughout the schochtdifate the implementation of PBL school
wide. The most important of these is the desigmtediere teachers redesign established
curriculum. Design teams represent a bottom-updéssut school improvement agenda,
consistent with principles of school renewal (Sirkt 1999).

Using my experience at the school as a teachemgnale as a researcher as
complimentary lenses through which to view the aesle, some aspects of teachers’ work are
important to understand more fully. First, indivadlulesign teams have approached the task of
PBL curriculum redesign differently. My experieree a teacher and research at Cielo Vista tells
me that this difference should be viewed in padilgh each teacher’'s and each department’s
experience with district curriculum policies ovhetlast decade. Second, in some cases, teachers
embraced the idea that design teams commonly dasdjimplement the redesigned PBL
curriculum. In other cases, teachers were heditegither redesign curriculum according to PBL
principles or to commonly implement the curricultimy jointly designed or both. How teachers
approached this process may be attributed to 1g:xttsting departmental culture, 2) the
individual experiences of teachers as membersdefpartment and as teachers within the district,
and 3) the historical experience individual teastserd departments have with the various
curricular policies put forth by the district arttetschool. In most cases, it is some mixture of all
three making each design team unique entities uvithue histories nested within a common

context.
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More generally, my understanding of the schookexinhelps me explain the importance
and implications of what | am finding from the d&bgprovide a fuller picture of what is

happening broadly within and between design teams.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

Given the nuances of the research setting, mynigggm uses a case study, grounded
theory approach to the research (Miriam, 2009;Ksoa, 1986; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Using
case study, | investigate particular contexts diaborative work that help highlight larger
patterns and trends emerging throughout the s@abin other educational settings. Because
the school presents unique instances of widely astdborative routines, I utilize a grounded
theory approach to investigate both the uniquethadibiquitous in terms of collaborative work
found at the school.

In this dissertation | examine different grain sioé collaborative design team work. |
use a single case study to examine how one teactwted their collaborative learning and how
they balanced the interpersonal dynamics of groogkwi he single case study provides me with
a blueprint of sorts for when | examine the othesign teams in my sample. In addition to a
single case study, | focus on a comparative casgly stf four different design teams, all within
the core content areas (English, Math, Social $&8)bf the high school. Through a comparison
of four design teams across core content aredentify patterns of how design teams have
approached and structured the curriculum redesigregs and identify areas of differences and
similarities among design teams.

My two-pronged approach to studying what is happgim design teams across the
school gives me the potential to speak to the smehces of teachers’ collaborative work in the
single case study, and gives me the potentialeéalsfp general trends across the school.

Through a combination of both prongs of my disgemea | can describe specific routines
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teachers used and can address ways in which desigrs’ work could generalize to the field.

Table 1 below shows how the data maps on to tlearels questions | explore in this dissertation.

Table 1.

Research Questions and the Data

Document review
Design team meeting Teacher interviews (Teacher generated note
videos from design team meeting

n N

What collaborative
routines do teachers X X X
establish in design teams?

In what ways do those
routines influence the

collaborative learning of X X
design teams?

How do teachers navigate
the social dimensions of

collaborative work, both X X
individually and as a team

)

What patterns of
collaborative practices
emerge among design X X
teams throughout the
school?

Data Collection

| use a qualitative approach to answer my resegueltions. The data | use to support
my findings comes from data | have already collé¢89010-2011 school year, 2011-2012 school
year, and the 2012-2013 school year).

Focal groups studied For this dissertation | have chosen to study thgligim 3 team for
the single case study and the English 2, Sociali&ul, and Math 2 teams for the comparative
case study. The choice of these teams is intaadtion

The English 3 team, observed in the 2011-2012 dole@w, evidenced equitable and

productive collaborative practice throughout tharyeAs such, they offer an instructive example
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for how a team of teachers established productilelmorative practices with little guidance and
support. Like all the other design teams studeagh teacher in this group had attended various
professional development experiences planned hgreihe school or the district. Many of these
experiences were collaborative in nature. Howewnethose experiences teachers were usually
given specific tasks to work on and an agenda of they would accomplish those tasks.
Although the work completed in these meetings wpeally teacher-generated, teachers had
little say in how that work was structured or wtte product of that work would be. In addition,
the teachers in this design team brought a diyeo$iexperience and expertise to the curriculum
redesign effort which presents an interesting stfdyocial interaction and status. This team
consisted of two novice English teachers (femal@s3, experienced English teacher (male), and
the school’s ELL facilitator who was also had vdraand deep experience in the classroom
(male).

Comparative analysis of the English 2, Social $sdi, and Math 2 teams afforded me
the opportunity to examine the various ways soramgeapproached the collaborative work of
curriculum redesign. Approximately 25 design tedrage completed or will complete course
redesign since 2009. There typically are 3-4 teexher design team but there has been as many
as 8 (BioChem team) and as little as 2 (AP Compa&overnment) since design teams started
working. In my research at Cielo Vista High Schddiave followed seven design teams in the
Social Studies, English, and Math departments. oSing to focus on the collaborative
experience of the English 2 and 3 teams, Sociai&ul, and Math 2 provide me with a
representative sample of the design team work émesl while researching at Cielo Vista High
School from 2010-2013. My sample is in no way coghpnsive of all the experiences of every

design team at Cielo Vista, but the four | havesgimoprovide me with a comprehensive
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description and analysis of my sample. As suchcamparative analysis highlights practices
and routines that were consistent among the tedati®wed and examines relevant differences
in how they structured their work.

Video recorded design team meetingd video recorded each and every design team
meeting | attended as well as kept field notesachaneeting. Through video, | can revisit
previous design team meetings and conduct a fiamen analysis of how teachers interact both
verbally and through body language when redesigoimgculum (Powell, Francisco & Maher,
2003). The use of video and video analysis is ealpeanportant for identifying and tracking
teachers’ discursive moves and subtle interaciiBosvell, Francisco & Maher, 2003; Martin,
1999). Thus, video analysis is integral to answgenty research questions. Although larger
collaborative patterns like routines are easy fertmtrack during design team meeting
observations, the subtlety of discourse patterngtismmediately noticeable during observations.
Through repeated video analysis, | can identify @ack discourse patterns and markers
(Schiffrin, 1987; Gee, 2011) teachers use thatiarfte the ways they problem solve, brainstorm,
and make decisions. This is made even more poweHah | collaborate with the research team
to analyze the video data. | have found the altityevisit video clips, many times over with
different audiences, a valuable tool for furthelideting my claims and interpretations of what
people say and how they interact in collaboratetéirsys.

Interviews. | relied on semi-structured and stimulated reicédirviews (Merriam, 2009;
Patton, 2003) with participant teachers to gaiir therspective on how their experience in
design teams. Given my research design, teacteviews assumed greater significance, as
data from them helped me establish a baselineaghes’s beliefs and attitudes at the beginning

of their design team experience. Semi-structuretbpols provided me with the flexibility to
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ask additional questions when needed and skip ignesf teachers answer multiple questions at
once.

| used stimulated recall interviews with teachergdin their insight on specific instances
and episodes that seem most pertinent to my résgaais. To facilitate these interviews |
asked teachers to watch video of an episode af design team collaborating and describe ways
they saw themselves and their colleagues inteaatithe group. Stimulated recall interviews
can provide opportunities for teachers to reflecg focused way on a specific instance, on their
behavior and the behavior of their colleagues (\bimg, 1991; Schepens et al., 2007; Dempsey,
2010). Through stimulated recall interviews, | laoied teacher’s perceptions of specific
episodes of sharing, joint work, or disagreemenmtekample, and constructed a fuller
understanding of an episode through the perceptibtiee teachers who experienced it.

As | developed both types of interview protocolshared them with the research team to
get feedback. In the past, such feedback has\@deable for fine-tuning and nuancing
guestions to get more specific answers from teacher

Document collection.Teacher-generated documents, such as notes fragndeam
meetings and common handouts and copies of Powgrstmies provide potentially important
data points (Merriam, 2009). To account for theigsthat the teachers | am working with all use
the Microsoft program OneNote, a program not suigaoloy Apple computers or software, |
asked teachers to send me Word documents of @ iloey take during design team meetings
and all relevant classroom artifacts they use whaohing PBL implementation units.

Data Collection Over Time
The data | collected in the 2012-2013 school yeaescribed in Table 2. Upon

reflection, it was clear to me that the weekly alzagons data collection plan | established in the
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2011-2012 school year provided me with a limiteglwinto how each team was actually
working together on a day-to-day basis. Althoughweekly observations design gave me a
good indication of their collaborative routines ptiene, it was difficult to know the extent to
which each team was satisficing their behaviorrendays | observed. Despite these limitations,
the data | collected in year 1 provide me withghss that contribute to the answers | provide to

my research questions.

Table 2.
2011-2012 School Year
Design team meeting Interviews Teacher Classroom
observations artifacts/notes observations

*English 2 Weekly (September- | Semi-structured Throughout the year T1(3.5.12,3.30.12

March) e Fall T2 (3.5.13)

Video recorded e Spring T3 (3.14.13)
*Social Weekly (Spetember- | Semi-structured Throughout the year Not observed
Studies 1 March) e Winter

Video recorded e Spring

To compensate for the above stated limitationsesr L of data collection, in year 2 |
implemented a pre/post structure for design teasemiations to establish an early and late
baseline of how teachers were working togetheepsesented in Table 3 below. To accomplish
this | observed design teams for a week in Septearka week in June. In addition, |
negotiated with each design team to observe dagigtimgs when they were planning a PBL unit
they intended to implement at some point duringyder. These daily observations provided me
with opportunities to observe how teachers resobaedlicts over multiple meetings, how they
made decisions regarding minor issues like theuagba handout and major issues like how to
structure a summative assessment, and how theylisstal collaborative routines over the
course of a week or month. For example, in onante | was able to observe how one team
dealt with problems of practice as well as how theycessed their collaborative practice as a

group. Such activities, rarely limited to one negtare also important for documenting how
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teachers may shift their opinions and beliefs réigarany number of pedagogical topics and

issues.
Table 3.
2012-2013 School Year
Design team meeting Interviews Teacher
observations artifacts/notes
Math 2 Daily for one week in | Semi-structured Throughout the year.
September to establish|{gorotocol in October.
baseline of
collaborative practice | Stimulated recall
4 meetings protocol in March.

Teachers watched videp
Daily for a month and | of a design team

half (December- meeting and shared
January) to observe insights and
planning of a complete | observations.

PBL unit

12 meetings Semi-structured

protocol in June.
Daily for one week in
early June to observe
any change or evolution
in collaborative practice
1 meeting

Participants

The participants in this study have been selectad the group of teachers who are
participating in curriculum redesign work in destgams. With input from the project teacher
leaders, the principal selects and invites teadlogpsirticipate in the curriculum redesign process.
Participants are fully consented previous to dateection. Their participation within the study
is voluntary. Design teams consist of teachers e a diversity of experience teaching the
coursework and various content-specific and pedagbgxpertise.

My choice of which design teams to study alignswmity background as a former high
school English teacher, my ability to offer suppegarding questions of content and pedagogy,
and the interests of the larger research agendaa rAsult, my dissertation draws from data from

the following design teams:
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e 1 English department design team (English 2),

e 1 Social Studies design team (Social Studies 1),

e 1 Math design team (Math 2).
Each teacher in each design team fully consentetytase of their participation in video
recorded design team meetings, interviews, andrdentireview. This includes both the
teachers who are on the design team depicted isittilgée case study and the teachers who are
on the design teams depicted in the comparative stasly.
Data Analysis

Given the unique research setting at CVHS, | ralipdn a grounded theory approach

(Merriam, 2009; Erickson, 1987) to develop thedrgttaddresses my research questions.
Because some of what | learned about design teadifficult to anticipate in advance,
grounded theory afforded me the option of buildimgory from the data as a result of gaps or
discrepancies between the research literaturerendata (Merriam, 2009). | entered this
investigation with my existing theoretical framewdnowing that through the data collected on
these design teams, my findings elaborated andhebgobon the existing research. Although
some findings may be novel, they are anchoredaat le part in the research literature. In
addition, | triangulated the data by pulling fromsthn team meeting video, teacher-generated
documentation from design team meetings, and teacteeviews. Table 4 below illustrates

how each data source provides evidence to spesdctoresearch topic I've identified.
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Table 4.
Data Triangulation and Research Topics
Design team Teacher- Teacher
meeting video generated interviews
documentation
from design team
meetings
Research topic #1:
The collaborative routines teachers X X X
establish in design teams to redesign
curriculum.

Research topic #2:
The ways those routines may or may X X X
not influence the collective learning
within design teams.

Research sub-topic #3:
The ways teacher’s status shapes how X NA X
groups collaborate and the ways stafus
may shift within groups and settings.

Theoretical framework. A multi-layered framework guides my analysis of tata
illustrated below in Diagram 1. First, | use thecept of “joint work” (Little 1990) to identify
instances of sharing that turned into instance@borative problem solving. Little (1990)
describes “sharing” as occasions when teachers ffakerdinary materials of their work
accessible to one another” (p. 518). | define ataimce as an event that

1. Starts when one teacher shares a tool, docum&dching or student artifact
with the design team,

2. Lasts between 2-15 minutes,

3. All the teachers present on the design team verpaliticipate in the
discussion to solve whatever problem a teachehemeam has presented to
them.

These instances show various characteristics of litike (1990) describes as “joint

work.” “Joint work” is defined as “encounters amaegchers that rest on shared responsibility
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for the work of teaching (interdependence), collectonceptions of autonomy, support for
teachers’ initiative and leadership with regargtofessional practice, and group affiliations
grounded in professional work” (p. 519). After erttified potential instances of “sharing” or
“joint work” in the video, | examined them furthaccording to Little’'s (1990) characteristics of
“joint work.” Amongst all the video at my disposéljs only those instances of sharing that
turned into collaborative problem solving that bexned further. Many times | had already
identified these instances in the field notes ktdaring the observation.

Second, after | identified an instance of “jointnd | went back through the video to
identify the kinds of discourse markers teachedwssethey interacted. Discourse markers
constitute one part of a larger pattern of discetinsit people use when they communicate with
one another (Schiffrin, 1987). However, the rakcdurse markers play in framing the
trajectory of how people communicate with one aapttannot be overstated. Schiffrin (1987)
calls out “well,” “but,” “so,” “now,” “I mean,” “Y’know,” “then,” “and,” “or,” “because,” “oh,”
as words that people use to mark time, emphagaijrr@agreement, and disagreement in
conversations. Most discourse markers are conpmsct Schiffrin (1987) describes how

Conjunctions mark structural relationships betweemstituent parts
of a sentence. Conjunctions also have semantiesathich
partially restrict what can be connected; sucheslatersect with
the meanings of the propositions being connectadhlys which are
governed not only by semantic rules of connectj\biyt by
pragmatic principles through which external ane@inal meanings

are created (p. 188).
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Discourse markers have both a grammatical fun@mhpurpose based on their role
within a sentence as conjunctions. For examplengomeone uses the word “but” in reply to a
statement made by another person, they are usenfgitictional value of the word to signal a
statement of disagreement is to follow. In anothstance, a person may use the “now” to both
mark very specific and immediate time in a convisesaand also to signal an emphatic response,
either positive or negative, to a previous statdm&o the way people use discourse markers in
conversation reflects not just the grammaticalcstmes of the language, but the contextual and
situated demands in which they are interactinge Wdue of conjunctions spreads over both the
grammatical function and meaning and the new wagple may use them to position
themselves in speech.

Although each marker holds generic value and mganimost any context, the way it is
used by people in specific contexts typically defgeon the specific circumstances of the context.
People themselves have discourse markers thatifeesepeatedly in everyday speech with
people that are part of their communicative repestoA person may use the word “y’know”
frequently in everyday interactions to elicit taagireement from people he/she is speaking to and
they might use “so” to mark their disagreementaadtof “but.” When conducting a discourse
analysis using discourse markers, it is importantdack three meanings or values attached to the
discourse markers people use: generic or denota@aning of specific markers (ideational
structure), the connotative, contextualized, anthed meaning of each marker (cohesive
meaning), and the patterns of usage each partidipanconversation shows over time based on
natural speech patterns (interactional move) (8ahifp. 60, 61). A full list of the discourse

markers Schiffrin (1987) used and what each meanse found in Appendix A.
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Discourse markers provides me with a way to examatgust how teachers interacted
on an interpersonal level but they provide me aithiay to identify how their interactions lead
to larger decisions they may make as a team regatde document, tool, or artifact a teacher
has shared. Discourse markers suggest not justdamliers navigated the social dynamics of
collaborative work but how their ways of workingy&gher led them to repeatedly use specific
kinds of decision making processes (Parker, 2004¢am whose discourse is typically marked
by disagreement may depend on debate as a demsiking process. On the contrary, a team
whose discourse is typically marked by agreemedtedaboration may depend on deliberation
as a decision making process. Those patterns movd way to explain how some teams

established more productive routines than others.

Conceptual Framework:

Collaborative teacher learning through "joint
work” (Little, 1990)

Teachers use discourse to engage
in “joint work”
(schiffrin, 1987; Gee, 2011)

Collaborative decision

o

Joint work e

Figure 5. Conceptual framework: Collaborative tesidbarning through joint work
The data suggest that these instances of shanmigezme rich episodes of “joint work”

(Little, 1990) when teachers talidateor qualify their reactions to whatever tool or document is
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shared, 2glaborateon specific ways the tool is useful, and 3) sugges/s the tool can be
furtherrefinedandrevisedto serve the needs of the teacher who shareddhand the needs of
their class. Validation, qualification, rejectiaand elaboration can be evidenced in the way
teachers mark their discursive turns. For examfpéeteacher marks their turn with “but,” it
implies to the group that the teacher will be egpieg a level of disagreement with whatever
was said or shared. In addition, when teachersodise is analyzed to identify the discourse
patterns teams use when immersed in “joint wothg’discourse can reveal the decision making
processes teams use and thus can suggest reaspasmdateams are more productive than
others. For example, episodes where teachers oetnitgly mark their discursive turns with
“and,” suggest that teachers are in a creativelpnoisolving space consistent with deliberation.
Thus, Little’s (1990) concept of “joint work” sers@s a primary lens through which | code and
analyze the data.

For my specific research interests and questiaosingled theory illuminates findings
that emerge from the data that may address theusagaps in the current literature regarding
teachers’ collaboration. This pertains to how teaslstructure their collaborative work, how
they interact professionally in times of disagreemanquiry, and creative problem solving, and
how they manage those interactions to navigatergifices in status to move their work forward.
To develop that theory, | analyze data collaboedyiwith my research team and do so using
Atlas.ti [or a similar qualitative data analysi®fio Using this data analysis tool, | combined all
the various forms of data | had to reveal both gigguatterns of collaborative practice within
specific teams and larger patterns of collaborgtneetice amongst multiple teams. In most
cases of collaborative data analysis, | share Bpatstances of video recorded design team

collaboration to structure a team discussion incWhiwe coded the data according to specific
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parts of my theoretical framework. In additioningsa collaborative approach to data analysis
ensures that when patterns emerge in the data gaiterns are deliberated about and validated
by members of the research team.

Initially, | used the processes of validation/gfiedition, elaboration, and refinement to
code instances of joint work in video recorded gieseam meetings. In addition, my initial use
of this process to code the data may revealedxtemieto which iterations of tools and the
sharing of those iterations were leveraged by idd&l teachers and the design team.

Coding. The process through which | analyzed the videonssd data is as follows. |
used my field notes to identify instances withia thdeo recorded design team meetings that
evidence sharing of a specific document, tool,hearor student artifact. Field notes have been
integral in helping me quickly identify instancégically between 3-15 minutes, within the
hours and hours of video data | have collectendcribed each instance and then engaged in a
process of open coding and then more focused catdinged from my analytical framework
(Emerson et al, 1995). Specific codes cover variopgs from the kind of decision making
teachers engage in to the topics of discussionaAbus points in the process, | engaged the
research team in collaborative data analysis tetifyeexisting codes within the data and to
reveal additional codes that may be helpful. Inittmld throughout the data analysis process, |
have produced various research memos that | haweshhred with the research team for their
feedback. Over time, this method of analysis aadady/sis of the data has helped me whittle my
coding down to some specific themes and my cuaealytic framework.

The process | used to analyze the teacher intesvégwd the documents | collected from
teachers was similar to the process | used to aedhe video data. | engaged in a process of

open coding, followed by more specific coding, gred by theme and topic,that then informed
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the analytic framework. In addition, the interviewsre helpful in triangulating the video data. |
designed the semi-structured and simulated reoatibgols to get teachers talking about
collaborative routines that were established owee such as various kinds of norms that existed
within the group, the extent to which teachers tiauhey were learning from the experience,
and their interpretation of the professional andaaynamics at play within the team. The
stimulated recall interviews, especially, becaménéagral way for me to triangulate the data
around specific instances in design team meetimgsl documented in the video. By watching
video of themselves working collaboratively, teasheere well primed to recall how and what
they learned from specific instances and the waysghich the social dynamics within the team
played itself out in that specific instance.

The research teamThe research team consisted of the primary invatstigwho is a
university research associate in the College ofcBtlon, me, and two to three other graduate
students, al of whom were also involved in eithalecting data at Cielo Vista High School for
their own studies or were helping to write abowet tbsearch conducted at Cielo Vista. Over the
past three years, we have met every two weeksfolus of those meetings was both logistical
(to identify who was available to attend what magfat the research site, for example) and
research and/or data associated (to discuss a segframn interview, video recorded class or
meeting, survey, or written research memo).

Single Case Study of Teacher Learning through Collzoration: English 3

This section examines the collaborative cultura single design team. Using primarily
Little’s (1990) concept of “joint work” as a thedieal and conceptual framework for my
examination of the English 3 team observed dufreg2011-2012 school year, this study will

address or examine the following research questions
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1. How does the English 3 design team structure ttadiaborative practice?

2. What relationships exist between this team’s coltabve practice and the extent to
which the team learns collaboratively?

3. How does the English 3 design team navigate thialsdynamics of the collaborative
work?

Participants (brief overview). The English 3 design team met during the 2012-2013
school year. The team consisted of Roger, a whate teacher with approximately 9 years of
teaching experience. Isaac, a white male with Bsyesmching experience who served as the
school’'s ELL support person and who also taught Elasses at the school. Autumn, a white
female with 2 years teaching experience and Debaralnite female with 2 years teaching
experience. Autumn and Deborah both attended tine $acal university teaching education
program. In that program, | was their universitacio. In addition, the year before Roger was on
the English 2 design team. Roger’s experience ertiglish 2 team was problematic. Roger
and his English 2 colleagues struggled to see@ggd on the extent to which they would
leverage PBL principles in the curriculum they ridaed. As a proponent of PBL pedagogy,
Roger found it difficult to reach a consensus vhih design team colleagues. Committed to
having a different design team experience withnles team, Roger made explicit moves at the
beginning of the year to make sure that his nemtapproached the redesign task from a similar
perspective.

Data sources.Data that evidences this design team’s collabagginactice come from
video recorded design team meetings, field notentduring design team meetings, interviews,

and document review.
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Comparative Case Study of Teacher Learning ThrouglCollaboration: Design Teams
Across the School

This section examines and reveals patterns oflmmiédive practice, across multiple
design teams, and the relationships that existdmsveollaborative work and teacher learning
and growth.

This study deals with two levels of analysis. Eirgxamine each design team’s
collaborative practice through the lens of Littl€1990) concept of “joint work.” This first level
of data analysis will look closely at all the dateave collected on each design team including
interviews, design team meeting observations, dectmeviews, and classroom observations.
Focusing on design team meeting video and teankawiews | develop rich descriptions of
each team; focusing on teachers’ perceptions ofthey saw their practice changing through
design team work and comparing what they said ¢gifip episodes within the video. Then, |
take a step back to find similarities and diffeefiamong the groups to see if any patterns
emerge amongst all the teams in my sample. Spaltyfj this analysis compares the
collaborative routines of each group to establislyswthey learned, or in some cases did not
learn, from their collaboration. It will be in th&®cond phase of analysis, where | will identify
patterns between specific routines design teaman¢he extent to which teachers perceive a
shift in their thinking about teaching and learninthis study will address the following research
guestions:

1. How does each design team (English 2, Math 2, §8tialies 1) structure their
collaborative routines?

2. What, if any, teacher learning emerges from eaain® collaborative routines?
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3. What relationships and patterns exist, acros$albiesign teams studied, between their
collaborative practice and extent to which deseant teachers learn collectively?

Data Sources.Data used to evidence claims made in this studycathe from video
recorded design team meetings, field notes takengldesign team meetings, teacher
interviews, classroom observations (if availabéggd document review.

Conclusion

Throughout both the data collection and analysisgss, great care was taken to ensure
that my interpretations of what was happening sigleteams were grounded in the data. The
combination of hours upon hours of video recordesigh team meetings and teacher interviews
provided a solid base on which | made claims about teachers structured their work together.
Although | used document review sparingly, it wasraportant component of analysis to
compare what teachers said they intended to deein interviews and design team meetings,

with what they actually did with students in thasdroom.
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CHAPTER 4
SINGLE CASE STUDY — THE ENGLISH 3 TEAM
Introduction

The research literature on teacher learning afidbmration suggests that teachers learn
from collaborative routines that are guided by camiy held norms (Wenger, 1998; Grossman,
Wineburg, and Woolworth, 2001; McLaughlin and Tatb2006) that immerse teachers in
authentic problem-solving tasks that are situatettheir daily work (Wenger, 1998; Ball and
Cohen, 1999; Cochran Smith and Lytle, 1999; Wiland Berne, 1999; Darling-Hammond and
Bransford, 2005; McLaughlin and Talbert, 2006; Haayes and Fullan, 2012). Much of the
literature on teacher collaborative learning pasgher learning as a worthy and explicit goal
of professional collaboration. | take this samerapph.

Much of the research on teacher collaborative lagris situated in designed settings,
where university researchers structure what teaawlaborate about and how they collaborate.
Although the principles from this research havevprouseful for understanding how teachers
from one high school learn from their collaboratinrdesign teams, there is still much to be
learned by examining collaborative settings wheeehers structure, lead, and drive their work
and learning. Through my examination of how a tedfnglish teachers learned from their
collaborative efforts to redesign curriculum, | ledp inform that gap in the literature.

In this single case study, | examine a group athers who worked throughout the year
to redesign an established curriculum into a probibased learning curriculum. To do this work,
the school provided them with guiding PBL princgbiescribed in the Key Elements document

and a common, extra planning period during whidytivere expected to collaborate to redesign
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the curriculum. From the beginning, these teacivere in almost full control of how they
collaborated and what the curriculum eventuallyapee.

This group of teachers (English 3) redesigneduhmr level English course. Two of the
teachers on the team were teaching the juniordass (Autumn and Deborah), one of the
teachers taught a section of the AP junior clasgyé®, and one of the teachers taught the junior
level ELL class (Isaac). Even though most of tlarts planning was focused on the junior core
class, the redesigned curriculum was implemented three levels of the junior classes.

| will be exploring the following research questsoin this part of my dissertation:

1. What collaborative routines and norms did the Eig8 teachers establish in their

design team?

2. In what ways did those routines and norms influegheecollaborative learning of the

design team?

3. How did the English 3 teachers navigate the sattiraénsions of their collaborative

work?
Literature review

In this study, | take a social-cultural perspectwéeacher collaborative learning
(Vygotsky, 1975; Wenger, 1998). Although teachens learn from doing individual research or
investigations into their practice, that learniagpotentially increased and deepened when they
act collaboratively to solve problems that emenrgead their teaching practice (Wenger, 1998;
Ball and Cohen, 1999). The research around devejapipertise also supports the notion of
collaborative learning and argues that proceskes'firogressive problem solving” (Bereiter and
Scardamalia, 1993) can, over time, help teacharsrbe “adaptive experts” (Bransford et al.

2005). Although collaboration has the potentigbéofraught with disagreement as teachers make
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their beliefs and values explicit, collaborationang teachers also holds great promise for
helping teachers shift their practice over time.

In the research literature, scholars describemestthat help teachers learn from their
practice when situated in smaller collaborativéisgs. One way teachers learn is to jointly
examine problems of practice (Cochran-Smith andel st999; McLaughlin and Talbert, 2006;
Horn and Little, 2009; Little, 2002; Little, 199Dittle, 2003; Wilson and Berne, 1999; Darling-
Hammond and Bransford, 2005; Darling-Hammond, 26G{dgreaves and Fullan, 2012;
Sahlberg, 2010; Mclaughlin and Talbert, 2006). Teas may discuss student performance on an
exam or on an essay assignment or they may digdusa particular did not seem to work for
their students. Although important, the topic may matter as much as the conversation itself.
Teachers learn as they make claims based on e@darntqualify those claims to problem solve
issues students experience in class (Cochran Smdh.ytle, 1999; McLaughlin and Talbert,
2006; Hargreaves and Fullan, 2012). As clear abé¢hefits for improved practice may be, for
many teachers, this represents new more difficatkwespecially when engaged in collaborative
settings (Darling-Hammond and Bransford, 2005; Hord Little, 2009).

When collaborative work is governed by shared ndimasguide collaboration; the
production of norms is itself a powerful part o throcess (Grossman, Wineburg, and
Woolworth, 2001; Wenger, 1998; Wilson and Bern&@% d.ittle 2003). Setting clear norms
serves three important purposes. First, clear nemsare that teachers approach collaborative
work professionally and respectfully. Second, nocas help establish an egalitarian culture
within a group (Grossman, Wineburg, and Woolwo2®01). Like any other professionals,
individual teachers are ascribed “status” withieithimmediate peers groups, reflecting years of

experience they have, perceived expertise, and el@isges they regularly teach, educational
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background, social class, and official roles theldtwithin a school. Norm setting provides a
space where teachers can establish mechanisms@esges, such as sharing materials and
establishing fixed and flexible roles within groupshere the less experienced teachers feel
comfortable contributing to the work (Grossman, @arg, and Woolworth, 2001; Horn and
Little, 2009). Third, by establishing clear norrteachers can facilitate safe interactions whereby
they can disagree around deeply help pedagogitafvdn and of themselves, norms do not
automatically make a group functional. As with tase when teachers examine problems of
practice, teacher ownership over the processeshimhworms are established and sustained can
be just as important as the specific norms thaego®a group’s interactions (Grossman,
Wineburg, and Woolworth, 2001; Hargreaves and Ru#12).

When teachers’ collaboration is productive, theastiamorms they establish often govern
specific routines they consistently leverage owraet(Horn and Little, 2009; Little, 2003;
Wilson and Berne, 1999; Little, 1990). Routineslsas “sharing” can develop into instances of
“joint work” (Little, 1990) if the norms teacherstablish create a collaborative culture of respect,
openness, transparency with one’s instructionaltjpe, and willingness to share one’s failure
with the group. The same principle holds true wteathers develop and foster community
(Grossman, Wineburg, and Woolworth, 2001), whery theerage the collective professional
capital that exists within a school (Hargreaves kultan, 2012), or when they work to increase
their “knowledge-of-practice” (Cochran-Smith ancdtley 1999, p. 272). In each case, the norms
teachers establish can flatten hierarchies withomgs to provide space for every teacher to
contribute. Again, norms only stretch as far asatpeements that teachers make to abide by

them.



96

A common characteristic of the research is thiairgely documents ways teachers learn
in highly structured and designed collaborativeisgs (Grossman, Wineburg, and Woolworth,
2001; Little and Horn, 2009; Little, 2003). That $&ttings in which research partners or
administrators play an active role in monitoringl @upporting the collaboration or in which
predetermined protocols are enacted. For examptégir study of a secondary inter-
disciplinary book group, Grossman, Wineburg, andWorth (2001) not only provided the
funded time for teachers to deliberate around comtexts, but they provided the purpose for
and structure to teachers’ deliberations. In thadys the authors took an active role in
structuring teachers’ collaboration and scaffoldiegchers’ learning. With their help, teachers
forged a tight-knit and safe learning community.

What remains under-theorized in the literature wleich is an important characteristic of
productive collaboration, is the establishment shared commitment to the collaborative task.
In the case of Cielo Vista teachers, that shareshtitment is the explicit agreement between
teachers that they would redesign the curriculuso@ated with a course according to PBL
pedagogy and principles. Such a commitment wasalmeatal to productive collaborative work
at Cielo Vista High School. When and if teachasagreed on either the specifics of an
assessment or a project, or on more over-archidggmgical beliefs and values, what would
keep the work moving forward is their shared commaitt to the task.

This study also addresses a second gap in thatliterregarding teacher led and driven
collaborative work. Much of the research that death teacher learning in collaborative
contexts documents either researcher or admirostaaisigned collaborative spaces or

predetermined collaborative tasks. This was not#se for this team or any other design team at
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Cielo Vista High School. Teachers determined haosy tivould structure their collaborative
efforts and largely what the product of that catlediive work would be.

In this study, | map the terrain of teacher collabion in the wild, revealing the ways
teachers structure their work together, with ligigoport from either school leadership or tools
from outside sources, through established routamelsthe ways they navigate the social
dimensions of collaborative work.

Context

Confronted by stubborn achievement gaps betweeougagroups of students and
gradually declining enrollment, four years ago Gi€ista High School applied for and was
awarded a federal grant to shift the school fromaditional model of teaching and learning to a
more problem-based learning model of educationnicggon educational research, school
leaders were convinced that shifting to a problexseld learning approach would increase
student engagement and motivation and would betégrare students for success in college and
science, technology, engineering, and mathema3i€gl) careers (Blumenfeld et al., 1991;
Barron and Darling-Hammond, 2008; Baoler and Stga#608; Belland, Glazewski and Ertmer,
2009; Conley, 2010). Previous to the federal grisatchers taught in mostly traditional ways
across the school. Instructional practice rangenh fiteacher-centered and directed such as
lecture or direct instruction to heavily studentisged throughout the school. Although it was
common to find students working in groups togetherarious ways and for various purposes,
classes were mostly organized around teachersrésgand knowledge.

Confronted by a wide array of ideas about what BBdand is not, the school took an
inside-out approach to developing PBL that woulstlmeeet the needs of their specific teachers

and students. In collaboration with local universihe school developed the 7 Key Elements of
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a Problem Based Learning Classroom document. thatschool identified seven principles of
PBL (expertise, student collaboration, authentabpgms, authentic assessment, academic
discourse, culturally responsive instruction, pssfenal collaboration) to guide teachers as they
worked to redesign the established curriculum BB curriculum. The school provided teams
of teachers, consisting of between 3-4 teachetb, avone-year release of a shared, common,
daily planning period to redesign the curriculureagher’s involvement in design team work
was voluntary.

From the very beginning, the English 3 teachem@gched the task of PBL redesign
with enthusiasm and vigor. They met once in thedheidf August 2011 to discuss their initial
thinking around the curriculum and to get to knaeleother better as professionals. Based on
my observations of design teams the previous sofesol, | suggested to the English 3 team that
getting together to set norms and discuss theasighgior to starting their redesign work would
be something worth pursuing. It was during this timgethat teachers took it upon themselves to
publicly stated their support of PBL curriculum estyn, shared personal learning styles and
work preferences, and where they all expressedtarest in developing systems whereby they
would “check in” with each other to make sure ewaghad a chance to air differences or
suggest changes to the way the team was working.

Because | became a frequent member of their déségn meetings, | became an
observer participant within the team (Geertz, 19A8}imes | would participate in the
discussion to make suggestions or to help the pragess their thinking around a specific topic.
The following table documents the frequency by WwHiparticipated in the English 3 design
team meetings documented in this study. Data floatéable comes from my field notes of

documented design team meetings
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Table 5.
Researcher Contribution to English 3 Design Team Matings
Date of meeting Contribution

11/16/12 No record of participation.

11/19/12 Conversation w/Deborah about student reflections.

12/4/12 No record of participation.

12/7/12 Participated in problem solving conversation alstutient response to
Peggy Mclintosh article "Unpacking White Privilege".

12/10/12 No record of participation.

12/11/12 No record of participation.

12/12/12 Participated in conversation around how to engaggests in a conversation
focused on students' survey responses.

12/18/12 No record of participation.

12/19/12 Suggested to teachers that they consider planncogngletely PBL unit to
implement in second semester. Teachers brainstdran tivat unit might
look like.

12/21/12 Participated in conversation about what a PBL umihis course could look
like.

In addition, throughout the year | had many inforeanversations with individual English 3
teachers on various topics ranging from PBL andikye Elements to departmental dynamics to
wedding planning. Based in part on my personatiogiahip with each teacher on the team, |
was a trusted resource and colleague to theseeisach

Participants. The English 3 design team included one veteraroGiedta High School
teacher of 10 years, twd*3ear teachers, and the school’s ELL facilitatbhese teachers had
worked in the same department together for 1 y@elporah and Autumn routinely collaborated
together on common courses they were teaching.rRugklsaac were typically not a part of
that work.

Roger. Roger Casey is in his tenth year teaching Englisbielo Vista High School. He
attended the local university and graduated wiblaehelors of arts degree in the Cultural History
of Ideas (CHID). CHID is an inter-disciplinary deg spanning sociology, psychology,

anthropology, and history. Before receiving hisstaes in teaching from a traditional university
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teacher education program, he ran a before andsateol program for students with special
needs and worked as a district para-educator whathided experience with teaching autistic
children.

Roger is a well-tattooed, 32 year-old single, eimtale. Like many people his age, he
partially paid for college by taking out studerah, which now accounts for his relatively
modest lifestyle. He’s often bragged to the departt about how some of the best deals in town
can be found in Goodwill on a Sunday morning, gbeople spend their Saturday cleaning out
their closets and garages.

Roger takes an expansive approach to his worlaatddent-centered approach to his job.
He has been the advisor to many clubs at the llghad, including Latino Heat, the club that
promotes Hispanic cultures in the school; AVID, pudl out program that supports first
generation students in their endeavor to be acdeptand attend college; and Walk for Aidan,
the student-run fundraiser for Duchene Musculartyhy. As in the case of Sampson, a
transplanted orphan and former student from Siezome, he offers students support like driving
them to and from school and helping pay for thelvo®l supplies.

Over time he has gained a reputation as an edolgtar of new instructional strategies
and the latest problem-based learning initiativeagxception. His classroom is crowded with
pictures, posters, student artwork, instructionatlgs, and whiteboards becoming old and
chipped from students’ overuse. His students #e:avorking collaboratively in groups to
produce writing or prepare for discussions or cfagsentations. Both times | observed his
teaching, he organized the class around small gnawk where students justified different ways
they identified themselves. To one African Ameniciudent he said, “Don’t tell me that you're

black and young; tell me why that mattedd€ defines content as “inquiry skills, collaborativ



101

skills, reading skills, and writing skills.” Heysathat the book is “not an essential part of the
English classroom. A traditional part, yes. Asestial part, no.” He calls “antiquated” the
belief of “reading and writing which means thatgyhwill read an entire book and [they] will
write a five paragraph or five page essay andwhiashow [their] ability to read and write.” To
Roger, such practices “lose kids.” To him, a teadthould “Teach [students] the skills, [and]
use whatever on planet earth you need to teach tihese skills.” Engaging students by using
texts, materials, and tasks that are relevantdmihs a teacher’'s most important job. In 2013,
all of his students who took the state reading festsed.

In the English 3 team, Roger assumes the leadditdtar and primary note taker of the
group as evidenced in such questions he asks hetliening of meetings as “What did you do
on week three? What worked? What didn't...?” Hatireely shares his personal experience
teaching juniors the content in question. He &tpacally serves as the content expert for the
group due to his experience teaching the contahttareading and writing he does outside of
work. This was evident in one meeting when he jolex background information on a Patrick
Henry speech the group decided to use. He alsaifuns as a source of curricular institutional
memory. He describes his role within the groupnase taker,” “to provide models” of past
handouts or things that have worked for him inghst, and a content and curriculum resource
for the group. His self-appointed role as notestaddso helps him listen to what his colleagues
have to say. Despite his efforts, his enthusiaamorcasionally cause him to dominate
conversations by talking too much.

Deborah. Deborah is a third year English teacher at CiakiavHigh School. She
graduated from the local university with both almors degree in English and a masters in

teaching secondary language arts. She is alsossdlm special education. She minored in
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music and multicultural studies. Deborah was wergcessful in her student teaching experience
in Hillsdale School District, a neighboring schaatrict, where she routinely received glowing
observations from her cooperating teacher and frentontent coach. This is her first teaching
job.

Deborah is an inquisitive, Asian American womainén early twenties. She reads
heavily outside of school in topics ranging froncistogy, leadership, and literature. Along
with teaching core seniors and juniors, she alachtes the student leadership class. One teacher
in the department called Deborah the “silent assassthe department because she will sit and
listen to someone speak at length and then askstiqo that stops them in their tracks. She has
a reputation for being a quiet intellectual foraghwm the department.

Deborah was engaged to be married in the sumn20X8. She is a private person and
rarely sees her colleagues socially. From inforcoalversations I've had with her over the years,
she seems to be actively involved in her churchcamders her social life around her religious
activities.

Deborah was initially drawn into teaching througgr studies in equity and education.
She says, “I started learning about the socialecdrdf education and how education was really
powerful in my life.” Although majoring in Englishas turned out to be useful for her, she
doesn’t profess a deep love of English. Her passionore aligned with her desire to make
education more equitable for her students. As tioes on it will be interesting to note how
Deborah negotiates between the traditional, teaatr@ered way in which she was taught
throughout school, and the more student-centerddapproach she is encouraged to use at

Cielo Vista.
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In her design team, Deborah chooses to ask questind probe others’ ideas when she
participates. Although she also spends time cbhaédnhg for the good ideas that bubble up, she
tends to listen to what her colleagues say anddbkmuestions that push their thinking. She
describes herself as the “quietest” teacher ortdan. She focuses her contributions on “trying
to figure out how to take all of our big discussanlittle bit more tangible” and grounded in
specifics. This is consistent with how her colleeg perceive her. Throughout the year,
Deborah gained confidence with facilitating thecdission within her team, sharing examples of
student work, and setting the agenda.

Autumn. Autumn is a third year English teacher at Cieist& High School. She
graduated from a university located on the easstawah a bachelors degree in English, with
minors in Irish studies and psychology. She ateérttie local university teacher education
program where she received her teaching certificaliegh school English and received an ELL
endorsement from another local university.

Autumn is a young, enthusiastic, white female heaen her mid-twenties. She was
married in the summer of 2012. She loves to bakkenaany times uses baked goods to bribe her
students into completing assignments, especiaby thee end of the year when her seniors
occasionally need a little extra push.

She was originally drawn into teaching becausensrged to “help others see the beauty
in literature.” This motivation, however, was sammat trumped by the inequities in educational
opportunities she saw as she did observationsriaugaschools and in what she read in the
educational research literature. Now, she saysdasion for being a teacher is to “provide
students with more opportunities and [to] teachtlpeactical skills so they can pursue whatever

it is that they like [in life].” She describes shshift in her thinking about teaching as something
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it took her awhile to be okay with. She says, ftjht not convince so-and-so to love this book
like | do and that was almost kind of selfish” fgpeoach the role in that way. She describes her
expertise not in terms of her content knowledgeitt¢rms of her ability to teach students in
such a way that the instruction “is related bacth&r everyday life.” “All the crappy lessons,’
she claims, “were ones where | couldn’t explain wieywere doing it.”

Autumn approaches her job with enthusiasm andr&tisn. At times she gets frustrated
by her students’ low completion rate on homewortt assignments and at other times,
sometimes in the same breath, she talks enthusithgtabout a assignments like the persuasive
essay she taught her juniors during the 2012 sgfemol For the persuasive essay assignment,
“students had to advocate for something that wa®rtant to them.” Autumn describes how,
contrary to other assignments she assigalédher students did the project. “It just blew my
socks off that every single kids had something dostee explained, “I got all teary-eyed
afterward because | was so overjoyed and the kats ¥00.”

Having taught in a problem-based learning schoal meighboring district for her student
teaching, Autumn was often frustrated by the “ceett” nature of student choice, student voice,
and relevance in the curriculum the school washiegc Now that she is more in control of
what she teaches, Autumn is unafraid to try out sgategies with her students. Last year she
routinely surveyed her students to both gauge th&rest regarding various texts and topics for
units and also to get their feedback about lesaodsunits she taught. She also experimented
with the online platform Edmodo in an effort to gatdents to interact and collaborate online
during times when they were not in school. Bo#tances illustrate Autumn’s desire to design

lessons and activities that authentically engageestts.
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When working with other teachers, Autumn is bottriical and generous collaborator.
She appears unafraid to ask questions of her golemawhen she needs clarification or when she
disagrees with an opinion yet she is quick to deadrduring design team meetings with short
exclamations of agreement or interest. At the drtle@2013-2104 school year, Autumn
resigned from her teaching job at Cielo Vista H&ghool to pursue a career in public relations.

Isaac. Isaac is a third year teacher at Cielo Vista Héghool, but is in his eighth year
teaching in the district. In addition, he has eigee teaching biblical philosophy and
sociology in a small Christian high school In Horagiafter completing his undergraduate
degree at a college in California. He has a bachelegree in Biblical Studies and a masters in
teaching English from a local university with anlEéndorsement. He originally applied for
ELL teaching positions in the district because ¢hgere more jobs available in that specific area.

Isaac is a thoughtful, humorous white male teashhrs late twenties or early thirties.
Despite the arrival of his first child in the sunmeé 2013, Isaac still goes out to concerts and
shows from time to time describing fatherhood ast ‘heally that life changing as of yet.”

Isaac’s reason for entering the teaching professiwas not grounded in a higher calling.
He went into teaching almost accidentally, as altes not knowing what else he could do
professionally. Once he started teaching in Hoasltwe realized that he “had no idea how to
teach or put together a lesson plan.” As a reBalbased his initial teaching style off one of his
favorite professors in college but soon realized thtanding up and lecturing about interesting
subjects isn’t that engaging” for students. Wheratrived back in the US he went back to
school to learn how to teach.

Now, in his role as an ELL teacher and the scisdéLL facilitator, he feels he has

become proficient in “looking at the student ane tlontent and bridge [the two] in a way that’s
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successful...I think I've developed an ability to enstand where a student is at [in the English
language acquisition process] and diagnose itignaihd help them goal set to get passed it.”
Despite his standing within the school and as geptdeacher leader, Joey’s expertise is many
times squandered within the English departmenthddigh all of the English teachers like him
personally, they have come see him as someone wblesas the ELL facilitator is “a waste of
resources.” Few have asked him for advice on peglegl strategies regarding ELL students.
However, his standing within the department dodsspeead into the ELA 11 design team where
he enjoys full membership as a teacher, colleaaue ELL expert.

At the beginning of each meeting, the design tegitally engages in small talk with
humorous and light-hearted stories about their sg®ets, students, and teaching blunders. As
he is especially close with Roger and Autumn, Isaadgpically part of those conversations. As
the meetings became more focused, Isaac typicatlgugaged his colleagues and elaborated on
their ideas. His contributions around questionEmglish content routinely started with the
phrase, “And, | also wonder if...” Within the teara &also facilitated big picture conversations
about topics like how teachers articulated the psepof a unit to students now and in the future
or what the purpose of using a specific text isbréakthrough the team experienced came about
when Isaac asked the group, “I wonder if we thowdgdut how to communicate that [connection
between students and primary document] to studeig?accurately described his role within
the group as someone who serves as a “sounding’eat someone who asks the group
“probing questions” to help them plan units tha accessible to all students.

Methodology
In this study, | use a case study approach to awagithe work of this single design

team throughout the 2012-2013 school year. | olesktive team for a week at the beginning of
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the year (September) to establish a baseline t§ sbhow they structured their meetings and
how they interacted. Later in the year | followbéd team as they planned two different units of
study. During this time, | observed them every dde first group of these daily observations
extended from the beginning of November 2013 uhé&élmiddle of December 2013. During this
time the team was planning their satire unit. Gnmup of observations are the focus of this
study.

The second group of daily observations extended the beginning of January until the
middle of February. During this time the team whsping the unit they would teach at the
beginning of the year. | video recorded each deggm meeting | observed and took extensive
field notes guided by a design team meeting protihad was developed in collaboration with
my research team.

It should be noted that the boundary between whergam was planning lessons and
materials for specific units and when they workadither curricula was extremely porous. It
was not uncommon for the team to be both plannimgaulum for a future unit and be refining
lessons they were currently planning. In fact,rtiéility to plan and implement at the same time
became a key routine for this design team.

In addition to design team meeting observatiolagsd conducted interviews with each
teacher throughout the year. | interviewed eacbhteilaonce at the beginning and end of the year.
| used a semi-structured protocol for these in&wgi (Merriam, 2009; Patton, 2003). | also
interviewed them in the middle of the year, atshee time | was also observing their design
team meetings. For these interviews, | used a e recall interview protocol. Stimulated
recall interviews can provide ways for teachergeftect on specific interactions captured on

video (Wineburg, 1991; Schepens et al., 2007; Dem@010). Using stimulated recall
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interviews, | could ask teachers about specifierattions with their colleagues that represented
larger patterns in their collaborative work.

| coded and analyzed the data collaboratively, Withresearch team, and also
independently based on the analytical frameworkigged in the concept of sharing and joint
work (Little, 1990). Research team members inclutiedorimary investigator and three other
graduate students who also conducted researchghevdo with PBL implementation at Cielo
Vista High School. | routinely shared both videottge and interview transcripts with the
research team during bi-weekly research team ng=etiaring which we would examine, re-
examine, and analyze specific clips of data. Suebtmgs not only solidified and vetted claims
over time, but they also helped me keep my biasebeck that were a result of my extensive
experience at the school.

Key terms

There are several key terms | use throughoutniéysis of this team’s data that demand
further clarification.

Instance In this section, | analyze instances of teachsslaborative work. These
instances come from video recorded design teamimggsetAn instance is a slice of data, usually
between 3-15 minutes, where teachers shared a @mtutool, teaching or student artifact, and
then engaged in collaborative problem solving adoiimat text characteristic of “joint work”
(Little, 1990). Data collected suggest that notrgveacher needs to participate, but engaged
participation from all present is optimal. Althoutiie data is rife with instances of many
different routines the team engaged in, for thislgtl focus only on those instances that

evidence joint work.
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Productive collaboration. For the purposes of this dissertation, | defiredpctive
collaboration as a process of how design teamstated their collaborative work over time in
ways that fostered teacher learning. An integral plathat process was how team members
established a culture of responsibility and accalitity toward each other through a shared
commitment to the task of PBL curriculum redesigd ¢hrough a commitment to genuinely
engage the task by leveraging the expertise eachée brought to the process. | do not define
“productive collaboration” by using student leamgpioutcome data but | do include a brief
description of how much curriculum the team produiog the end of the year.

Sharing. | take my definition of sharing in a professiofedrning context directly from
Judith Little’s (1990) work on collegiality and t¢aboration. She states:

Through routine sharing, teaching is presumablyariass private,
more public. In principle, the pool of ideas andimoels is expanded.
The coordination of teachers’ work and studentstees is made
possible in ways that cannot be achieved throulgbrdorms of
collegial contact. By making the ordinary materiaisheir work
accessible to one another, teachers expose tees @hd intentions
to others. (p. 518)

Here sharing is an activity between teachers wimenteacher shares a document, tool,
teacher or student artifact that evidences somiglgmothey need help resolving. Many times
teachers share materials they either are thinkiogiteexperimenting with in their classroom or
have already experimented with in their classrodhe materials the English 3 teachers shared

with each other were not necessarily representafipeoblem-based learning but in many cases
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those materials were a part of a larger unit ®dasn which teachers attempted to implement
PBL strategies into their classroom practice.

Joint work. As with sharing, | take my definition of joint work a professional learning
context directly from Judith Little’s (1990) workaollegiality and collaboration. She states:

| reserve the ternoint work for encounters among teachers that rest
on shared responsibility for the work of teachimjgrdependence),
collective conceptions of autonomy, support focteas’ initiative
and leadership with regard to professional practod group
affiliations grounded in professional work. Joirink is dependent
on the structural organization of task, time, atieenresources in
ways not characteristic of other forms of colledyaland thus is both
responsive to larger institutional purposes andenadble to external
manipulations. Collegiality as collaboration orj@isit work
anticipates truly collective action—teachers’ demis to pursue a
single course of action in concert or, alternativéd decide on a set
of basic priorities that in turn guide the indepemidchoices of
individual teachers. (p. 519)

Here joint work is an activity between the Engl&teachers that many times resulted from
an instance of sharing. However, sharing and work are different kinds of activities. Teachers
may share materials such as a quiz or studentstgatiformally over lunch, between classes, or
after school. But the act sharing does not impéy tollaborative work around what was shared
took place. A teacher may even learn something foother teacher’s shared tool, document, or

artifact without having a conversation with thenithdugh data from the English 3 team shows
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that their sharing often? led to joint work, jombrk is different by nature than sharing. Instances
of joint work demand in-the-moment, face-to-faagused interaction between teachers. For this
design team, sharing served as the impetus faryark. Joint work may occur when teachers
solve problems of practice or it may occur whertheas redesign some part of the established
curriculum to better meet the needs of their sttglaithin the English 3 team, instances of
sharing developed into joint work when the probkstving task demanded prolonged,
intellectual “heavy lifting” by all members of tiheam.

Implicit in Little’s (1990) descriptions of sharirapd joint work is the claim that each
provides the potential for teacher learning. Akéady described, in the case of sharing, teachers
may learn a different way of designing a graphgaoiizer or a quiz. Although valuable, sharing
alone creates more of a potential for technicahieg about practice. (In the case of joint work,
teacher learning is denser.) Teachers may alsoupakarious technical strategies to use in their
classroom or planning and they also may shift thedagogical values and beliefs over time. Both
sharing and joint work represent learning oppottesifor teachers, but in the context of design
team work where teachers redesign curriculum acogto different pedagogical principles,
engagement in joint work is important if teacheesta shift their instructional practice and bedief
to align with PBL pedagogy.

Findings

The English 3 team worked in a largely autonomoaBaborative setting. In the 2012-
2013 school year, | observed the English 3 teartin2&s. My field notes evidence that out of
those 25 times, a teacher leader for the PBL tnigavisited the group twice to check in with
them and offer support. My field notes show thahlaf these meetings were friendly and

respectful. In these meetings, teachers did noestecific documents or materials with the
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teacher leader nor did the teacher leader makstamyg recommendations for how the team
should improve or change what they were plannimgchers stated in interviews that sometime in
late Spring, the district curriculum coordinatodaprincipal visited the team to hear about the
scope, sequence, and specific planning the teanddraelthroughout the year. In this meeting the
team received feedback that caused them to changeecwith several of their units. During the
11/21/12 design team meeting, | shared a reseaeamomvith the English 3 team | had written
about them and how they work as a group. In thisxojd referenced several studies on teacher
learning and collaboration. My field notes shovstbonversation lasted approximately 15 minutes.
The data evidence four components of their collatbcg work that were key for
establishing productive routines. First, the teataldished a shared commitment to redesigning
curriculum according to PBL principles and pedagdgrcond, they established inquiry cycles of
design and implementation. When implementing lessmmnected to more PBL centered units,
teachers used design team meetings to share Kpariences implementing tools, teaching and
student artifacts to solve emerging problems oftza. Third, instances of sharing developed into
instances of joint work as teachers collaboratecteatively solve problems of practice. Not every
instance of sharing developed into joint work. $fgadeveloped into joint work when the
problems teachers experienced proved either pedadiygcritical or complex for one teacher to
solve on their own. Fourth, the discourse pattéora the English 3 design team meetings
suggest that the team routinely used deliberataiheir primary decision making strategy when
engaged in joint work. The routine use of deliherasuggests that the teacher(s) who had status
in the group made intentional moves to create kaloofative and egalitarian team culture and that
they helped create a collaborative setting whech é@acher’s expertise was leveraged in the

problem-solving process. As a decision-making sgwatdeliberation also describes a process
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whereby new solutions are devised from the colledtnowledge and expertise of the group. No
one person has the right answer. In deliberatioohlpm-solving is a creative and collaborative
process. In this section, | will evidence eachrala turn.
Claim #1: The team shared a commitment to designingBL curriculum
Grossman, Wineburg, and Woolworth (2001) argueuhél a shared purpose for

teachers’ collaborative work can be establishéite Bubstantial collaborative work and teacher
community can be accomplished. Before the Englitdagh started redesigning curriculum in
the fall, they met during the summer to set norntslarainstorm ideas for the scope of the
English 3 course. In August 2011, | secured assparcthem to work and suggested they do
some initial norm setting to lay the foundation fioture collaborative work together. This norm
setting was not guided by protocols. | suggestedeam discuss ways they work best
individually and in groups. | also suggested thegre with each other whatever initial thinking
they had done about the curriculum. Both suggestidvad seen used at various times both when
| was a teacher and when | had observed a pre@als Vista High School design team. At no
point did | make explicit the connections betwedratthey were doing to norm setting that may
exist in the research literature. In the meetiag¢chers discussed how they work best
individually and in groups. Isaac was not presenttiis meeting. Roger, especially, pointed to
that meeting as a positive first step towards apective collaboration with the team. He
explains,

We had that norming discussion and | said, looksgujust want

to create a really great PBL product. And Debonath Autumn

immediately go, “Oh my god, that's exactly whatdnt/to do.” |
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want to create the best thing possible. And that evee of the best
premises we had.

This was an important first step, especially fogBo Having been frustrated with a design
team experience from the previous year in whichhees were slow to accept PBL as a valid
pedagogy, Roger considered it integral that thdi&m@ teachers express a willingness to engage
in PBL curriculum redesign. Although the other tears on the team did not recall this interaction
or this meeting specifically as a pivotal for altidre design team work, observations of numerous
design teams show a team deeply engaged in PBkigede

As it turned out, this was also an important stapttie team. Not only did a shared
commitment to the PBL redesign task create comnealagogical and philosophical terrain from
which to start planning a new curriculum, it alssught them valuable planning time in the future.
They could dive straight into the brainstorming g@hehning process without rehashing potentially
lengthy conversations about whether or not PBLvalel pedagogy for English content.
Disagreements arounghatcontent was to be included in the new curriculund & a certain
extenthowthey taught the content were inevitable and hgdlBrossman, Wineburg, and
Woolworth, 2001; Hargreaves and Fullan, 2012). Hewethe English 3 teachers’ ability to
establish a shared commitment to the task gave theriteedom to debate the details of
curriculum redesign respectfully, knowing that augh expressed differences would not derail
the whole process. In retrospect, Roger attribtltissinitial instance of norm setting as vital for
the long-term health of the group. “Once we had,'thee described, “the sky was the limit as far
as our connection [and] our openness with eachr.dthe

Claim #2: Teachers established “sharing” as a coll@orative routine
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| observed the English 3 team 10 times betweerehidper and December 2011. In those
meetings, the English 3 team was redesigning aomngatire. Out of the 10 meetings, teachers
shared a document, tool, or artifact in 10 of th@me of the most notable characteristics of how
the English 3 team worked together was their wgitiess to share their experiences implementing
redesigned lessons. At times they would share atesdrom their class or ideas for future
lessons. At other times, they would share documémss, and teacher and student artifacts with
the each other in order to enlist the team’s helgefining whatever was shared further.

Table 6 below illustrates the meetings in whidbserved (x axis) teachers sharing

documents, tools, and teacher or student artifgcsis) with the group.

Table 6.
Instances of “sharing” of instructional tools and naterials in Satire Unit
Topics | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Student surveys (design, data
analysis, feedback) X X X X X X

Scaffolding note-taking
strategies X

Class manifesto X

Teacher developed model
essay X

Student peer evaluation/self
evaluation handout X

English content handout
(various) X X

Unit calendar X

Various student
work/artifacts X X

Lesson plans X X X
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The information in this table clearly shows a wedt¢n pattern of sharing within the group.
By sharing, | mean that a teacher shared a toclrdent, student or teaching artifact with the
group that may or may not have been taken up byrihgp as a focus of discussion. In some
cases, such as meeting 1, teachers shared seasaldocuments, or materials at different times
in the meeting. Not every instance of sharing, hawedeveloped into joint work between
teachers. This table also evidences various thabgst the school context in which they were
working. Because design teams met every day, there many more opportunities for teachers to
bring tools, documents, and artifacts into the gleseam meetings. Most importantly, routine
sharing seems to suggest at least a minimal defteast between teachers and a shared
commitment that they would commonly implement theéesigned curriculum similarly.

Claim #3: “Sharing” to “joint work”

In the English 3 team, the data show that occasabsharing routinely developed into
instances of joint work. Many times when a teadiared a tool, document, or artifact, it
prompted a creative problem-solving conversatidween teachers in which teachers exchanged
ideas about how they dealt with the specific probie their practice and also many times
prompted deeper pedagogical discussions regardatppic at hand.

Table 7 below shows essentially the same informa®Table 6 but it highlights the

occasions of sharing that developed into joint work
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Table 7.
Instances of “sharing” of instructional tools and naterials in Satire Unit

Topics | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Student surveys (design, data z X X X z 4
analysis, feedback)
Scaffolding note-taking X
strategies
Class manifesto z
Teacher developed model X
essay
Student peer evaluation/self X

evaluation handout

English content handout X X
(various)

Unit calendar z

Various student X Y
work/artifacts

Lesson plans z z z

KEY:

Capital “X” = Artifact shared by novice teacherthed to joint work.

Capital “Y” = Artifact shared by an experienceddeer that led to joint work.
Lower case “z" = Artifact shared but did not leaddint work.

Out of the 10 observations | conducted with thellEh@ team from November to
December 2011, 10 meetings evidenced sharing betteaehers. Some meetings evidenced
multiple occasions of sharing. Out of theddasionsof sharing | observed, 10 developed into
instances of joint work. Out of the 10 instancegaoft work, a novice teacher in the group
initiated 8 of the instances. To illustrate thdaténce between “sharing” and “joint work” 1 first
share a typical instance of sharing and then sdrarastance of joint work.

The following instance of sharing comes from the4112 English 3 meeting. In this
instance, Roger starts the design team meetingdonyng teaching materials he will be using to

teach satire to his students.
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(1)Roger: So I'm starting that today and | stdiattfrom
Autumn and I'm doing the Brad Pitt, Chanel #5
parody of that and then the thing I did for sasréo
show them the real news article of the bannindnef t
Mexican American Studies program in Arizona.

Deborah: Mhmm.

Roger: And then just like what the issue is arehtthe
satirization of that issue which is the Daily Show
interviewing and talking about it and that kind of

thing.
(10)Autumn: Could you send that to me?
Roger: Um, sure. Just like the link?
Autumn: Yeah//
Roger: Sure.
Autumn: That'd be great. Thanks.
Roger: Um, yeah, because | was having a harddairheme

yesterday just like, how the hell do | do—I justrwa
to make a hard distinction between parody andesatir
and what it is//

Autumn: (Inaudible)

Roger: And it’s difficult. Sometimes.

(20)Autumn: I'm really frustrated in teaching satright now.

In this instance, Roger shares materials he intemdse with his students. Autumn
shows interest in his materials and asks him taleirem to her. The team’s response to Roger’s
sharing is polite, marked by Deborah’s validatespomse of “Mhmm,” and Autumns request
that he “send that to [her],” but they fail to talkg Roger’s materials as a focal point of the
conversation and use them to improve how they emngagients using these specific materials.

At the end of this exchange, Autumn changes thgstto talk about her frustrations
with her students’ literal approach to satiricadtse Although Autumn stays on the topic of
teaching satire, she refocuses the team’s atteati@y from Roger’s materials (his effort to use
the materials to make a hard distinction betweendgyaand satire) to her problems with
teaching satire to her students in general. Aditsieperson to respond to Roger’s materials with

more just “Mhmm” (line 6), Autumn’s response of “@d you send that to me” (line 10) does

little to set the stage for further discussion prmblem solving around Roger’s documents. The
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discussion about Roger’s materials ends abruptysuch, this instance represents an example
of “sharing” within the English 3 team but not ‘iwork” (Little, 1990). As we will see below,
sharing becomes joint work when teachers use theriaks or documents one of them shares to
anchor deeper, more substantial conversations Wwhéeachers engage in creative problem
solving as a group.

The instance | call “Autumn’s Note-taking Problenopgened design team meeting 1 in
Table 1 and represents an example of joint workvéen teachers. In this instance, Autumn, a
novice teacher, shared a note-taking graphic orgashe had developed to help focus her
students’ viewing of a video. Autumn’s problem wesv to make note-taking more of a
collaborative venture for students and how to netkdent learning as a result of the video more
accessible and transferable to other content witlerunit. As the transcript below shows, the
conversation between teachers started as a disaussiused on validating the graphic organizer
(is this a “good” or “bad” document) and then quycteveloped into a conversation about how to
make note-taking a more relevant and authenticresqpee for students using the document as a
focus. The fluidity between discussing the spedfiifact and discussing the pedagogical
implication inherent in the artifact seemed to m®amon characteristic of active problem
solving in this team. In these meetings, topicsensiscussed cyclically and recursively, not

linearly. Instances of joint work take time to dge so the chunks | share are lengthy.

(1)Roger: | think this is really good.

Isaac: This is the one that you emailed all ofrighit?

Autumn: This is the um, the notes that I'm, julst lihe template for
everything//

Isaac: Oh yeah. Really good.

Autumn: It's nothing special.

Roger: No//

Isaac: They're just taking notes as individuadijvidually?
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Autumn: | think so but I think I'm going to hatleem time, give them time,
um maybe give them time to, like, talk about thmates to their
group and like share information.

(11)lsaac: Okay.

Autumn: And maybe they can be even like//

Roger: They could post their notes on Edmodo.

Autumn: (Inaudible) They could post their notesEdmodo.

Roger: | think that's good and bad. | thinkgisd because, one, they're

taking notes in class. Then they're typing the :i0fe So it's
essentially reviewing the notes when they type tbenkdmodo.
Just to type them.

Autumn: Yeah.

Roger: You know? And then, other kids, maybe tthieyn't take great
notes or don't know what they are, so it's kind afiodeling
activity.

(21)Autumn: Mhmm.

Roger: You know what | mean as opposed to likerabling thing?

Autumn: Right.

Roger: Um... | think it's, | think that's fine.

In the above transcript, the team is facing antedacc whiteboard on which Autumn’s
graphic organizer is projected. As is typical af English 3 team, teachers almost immediately
move to validate whatever was shared. Sometimes#idation comes from all the teachers, or,
in this case, it comes from Roger who immediatalyss “I think this is really good” (Line 1).
Although a small thing, such validation is a wagdé& teachers set the stage for further
consideration and discussion around shared agifatie validation communicates to the teacher
who shared the artifact that the quality is good #rat it is worth discussing further. More
importantly, such validation further communicateshe other teachers in the team that the group
is a safe place to share experiments or risks égachay have taken in their classroom.

When contrasting the enthusiastic way in which R@fehink this is really good”) and
Issac (“Oh yeah, really good”) respond to Autummd$e-taking tool here to the way Autumn
responded (“Could you send that to me”) to Roger&erials in the previous example of sharing

above, the difference between the two is clearut@gou send it to me” implies that Autumn
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wants to review it herself before she passes judgmbereas “I think this is really good” is a
publicly stated opinion about the quality of theltdAlthough subtle, Roger’s enthusiastic
validation seems to open the collaborative spadeupthers to contribute whereas Autumn’s
neutral response does not seem to further the ceati@n or invite others to elaborate on Roger’s
materials.

As is typical within this group, at this point ine conversation, teachers asked for
clarification about the use and general intentefdrtifact, as is the case with Isaac (Line 7). In
Line 13, Roger’s suggestion about alternative waydents could use or share notes marks a
transition to a larger conversation about noterAglstrategies in general. Roger’s suggestion also
marks the point in which teachers transition fromoaversation about the general merits of the
artifact to a conversation more characteristioaftjwork, about the role, purpose, and
pedagogical value of note-taking in general. Theveosation continues with Deborah’s question
that furthers Roger’s suggestion about studentisdgypp their notes in Edmodo (Line 15-17).

(25)Deborah: You want to have them type theieapum, after they watch their

notes?

Autumn: | don't think I'm going to have them tythbem. | feel like it would
take so much time.

Roger: [, yeah, I, I'll just, I just tell my kidghatever notes they take in

class they have to uh, post on Edmodo. Which mietthey
have to retype them. Uh, which means that they tagéudy
them. Because | think retyping is studying.

(32)Autumn: In a way because they're, you're @semg it again.

Roger: Exactly. And you're formatting, you'rearehatting it and a lot of
times when you take notes it's in your own handtaed you need
to think about, how do | need to reformat this #oeo people can
understand it. So like that thought process.

Autumn: It's just the time aspect.

Roger: Mhmm. It takes a lot of time.

(39)Autumn: It takes a lot of time.

In line 25 of this instance, Deborah asks Autunalirect question about whether she

intends students to type their notes after theghwtte video. As was typical of Deborah’s
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participation in the team, her question summarRkeger’s suggestion in such a way that she gives
Autumn the opportunity to confront it directly. Auhn’s response to Deborah’s question, “l don’t
think I'm going to have them type them” (Line 26pmpts Roger to offer a rationale for why he
has students type their notes. Roger’s ration&detisg on Line 28, deepens the discussion further.
Whereas Autumn and Deborah are trying to figurewaays to better implement this specific note-
taking task, Roger offers pedagogical reasoningvioy he has students retype their notes. His
comment reframes the conversation, making it abolving the dilemma of how students can

learn better from taking notes, not just how toggatlents to complete the task of note-taking.
What started as a conversation about whether aa note-taking tool is “good” or not has
developed into a discussion about how teacherbeter structure note-taking tasks to make
them more authentic and relevant for students.ibiph Roger's comment is the suggestion that
note-taking tasks should ask students to synthesgreen amount of information, and do so in a

way that students can share them with peers.

(40) Deborah: But if you have them look at theites and type up just
the, the two strongest points.

Roger: There you go.

Autumn: Perfect.

Roger: Maybe that is kind of like an outline?

Autumn: Mhmm.

Roger: Like, look at all your notes. Synthestzese down to the
two most important components or four CDs or whatev

Deborah: Right. Yeah.

Roger: That's a really good idea.

(50)Autumn: I mean, could you do that withouving them type it up?

Roger: Of course.

Autumn: Like, highlight, like could you have thehighlight them?

Roger: Mhmm.

In Line 40, Deborah picks up on the implicatiorRufger's comment and suggests ways

that Autumn could achieve the same goal of havindents revisit and synthesize their notes
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without having them retype all of them or post thenEdmodo. She says, “But if you have them
look at their notes and type up just the, the ttwongest points.” Both Roger and Autumn
validate Deborah’s idea and begin to elaboratéervarious ways Autumn could achieve those
goals. At this point in the conversation, a resolubas been reached to Autumn’s original note-
taking problem. The team has arrived at the satutmlaboratively, in ways consistent with
deliberative decision making. For all intents andposes, Autumn’s suggestion regarding
highlighting ends the part of the discussion chiarstic of joint work. However, as the
conversation continues below, Roger returns t@hgnal suggestion (students retype their
notes and post them online) and in the procespetsehe conversation further.
(54) Roger:  Um, but yeah, | think you could darity way. As long as they
are-- |, | love it when the kids are communicatorgine. | think
that's really great. Like, they created some docusi® use.

Which I thought was fantastic. They made like rafioin and
lampoon document. Like a graphic organizer.

Autumn: That's awesome.

Isaac: On their own?

Roger: Yeah and they were passing it aroundcb ether. | was like,
what the hell is that document?

Autumn: Cool.

Roger: | was like, what is that? Oh, they mat#'# awesome.

Deborah: Yeah, that's cool. Pretty awesome.

Even though the conversation was fairly compleferegeRoger’s turn in line 54, his
continued rationale around students’ work on theerplatform Edmodo marks this discussion as
a potentially powerful moment of teacher learningttwould not have happened if Autumn had
not initially shared an example of how she struggurote-taking in her class. He shares with the
team how students adapted a document he had digendnd started using it for their own
purposes (Lines 54-58). In so doing, in a roundal@y Roger completes his argument that

envelopes both note-taking strategies and PBL ppaigp order to evidence to his team how
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students can take an ubiquitous task like noteitaland if given the space and freedom to play
with it, can turn it into something entirely reledand authentic for themselves.

In all likelihood, Autumn left this meeting with amproved strategy for motivating
students to process the notes they will take ircleess. | would argue, however, that the most
important learning these teachers experiencedittigdtd do with the actual artifact Autumn
shared. In the above instance, teachers learndtigharing and collaborative problem solving
improves whatever artifact was shared, 2) thaethee different ways note-taking strategies can
be structured to optimize student learning, anth&) students potentially get more from note-
taking tasks when that task is relevant to themvameh they are given the freedom to adapt that
task to meet their specific needs. Teachers ngtlmgiped Autumn solve a problem relevant to her
practice, in the process they developed strateélgescould each use to refine their practice as
individuals. Over time, conversations like thesedmee the connective tissue of productive
collaboration.

As is illustrated in Table 8 below, in this instarteachers interacted in ways characteristic
of joint work (Little 1990). In this table, teaclsgparticipation turns are categorized according to
characteristics of joint work as described by Eift1990). While not every turn in this instance
counts as evidence of joint work, a large portibthe discussion does, especially those turns that
evidence teachers’ “shared responsibility for tleeknof teaching” (Little, 1990, p. 519). Through
participation in the discussion, each teacher shagponsibility to help Autumn solve her
problem, which then becom#seir problem. This aspect, along with how this teanticolously
supported teachers’ initiatives, experimentatior ask taking in regards to newly designed

curriculum, helped them establish a productiveadmirative culture.
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Table 8.
Characteristics of Joint Work and Teachers’ Contributions

Characteristics of joint work Evidence
Shared responsibility for the work | I/M: “They could post their notes to Edmodo” (07)32
of teaching (interdependence) I/M: “I think it's good because, one, they're taginotes in class. Then they're

typing the notes up. So it's essentially reviewtihg notes when they type

Turns marked by... them up on Edmodo” (07:35)
*Teacher elaboration, repurposing, I/M: “It's kind of a modeling activity” [Typing nags on Edmodo] (07:44)
expanding of ideas under R/M: Asks a question about typing notes (07:58)
consideration. I/M: “I think retyping is studying” (08:06)
*Questions for knowledge, M/I: “In a way because you're processing it agaipB:22)
clarification J/Group: “It's like tricking them into studying” 8341)

I/Group: Like an outline? (08:50)

M/I: Highlighting? (09:01)

I/Group: Student created rubric on Edmodo (09:11)

I/Group: Uses rubric to grade student work aftadents have graded own
work first (09:52)

M/I: Supports I's idea [students grade own worktfi(10:14)

R/Group: Students annotate own essays in her (18s53)

Collective conceptions of
autonomy

Turns marked by...
*Plural pronoun usage (we, us, all)

Support for teachers’ initiative I/M: “I think this is really good” (07:10)
with regard to professional J/IM: “Really good” (07:18)
practice

Turns marked by...

*Positive discourse markers (and,
also, this is good, awesome, right,
yup)

Support for teachers’ leadership
with regard to professional
practice

Group affiliations grounded in
professional work

Claim #4: Social dynamics in collaborative groups

Maybe more so than any other aspect of collabaatiork, the interactions between and
among teachers, evidenced in their discourse, icaatel how successful teams of teachers can be
when redesigning curriculum. This is especiallytaf the work Cielo Vista teachers do in design
teams. PBL curriculum redesign requires not just@ounting of the established curriculum

according to student learning goals, but a shapethutment between teachers to accept and
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implement a pedagogy very few of them have eved.uUSech a task demands that teachers trust
whatever experience and expertise each teachegstiorthe discussion. It also demands some
common understandings about how students learstittegths and weaknesses of the established
curriculum, and what counts as evidence as teatlasis out differences. Although some
difference, dissent, and debate are necessarymuect (and it varies team to team) can derail the
whole process and cause animosity and distrustdegtweachers (Grossman, Wineburg, and
Woolworth, 2001).

Adding more complexity to the chemistry within dgsteams, teachers approach the
curriculum redesign task from different vantageng®they have established over years of
accumulated experience in the classroom. In additdhe status gained through multiple years
of teaching experience, some expertise seems temmabdre than others. Again, this can vary
from department to department and even design tealasign team, but the data show that
teacher’s deep content knowledge can hold thengimeh standing from the perspective of their
colleagues. Both years of teaching experience pedifec teaching expertise can gain teachers
“centrality” (Van Maanen and Barley, 1984, p. 3#dhin the school, department, and team. Van
Maanen and Barley (1984) argue that once peoplewaibr attain status or “centrality” within
organizations, it can be difficult for them to laseOver time it is easy to see how individual
teachers would move, either intentionally or umititenally, to position themselves as experts or
leaders within a group. In some cases, it woulddsantageous for individual teachers to leverage
their power to influence the trajectory of the r&da effort in order to preserve or shift
established components of the curriculum. In smaleups, such as those the size of design
teams, such status may be concentrated, espatifié/teachers on the design team work within

the same department. Harre and Langenhove (19§9¢ déinat positions within groups are
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relational and positioning becomes a zero-sum gafoe.one to be positioned as powerful,” they
claim, “others must be positioned as powerless’1{p). In some teacher groups, the opposite may
also be true. The teacher with more ascribed amasd status may take intentional steps to
mitigate their status by empowering the teacheyarat them to assume leadership positions
(Grossman, Wineburg, and Woolworth, 2001; Horn kitite, 2009). In these groups, the lead
teacher makes space for the more novice or lowsstatichers within the group to take and share
their instructional risks with the group.

In my analysis, | use teaching experience and pardexpertise to describe the ascribed
and assumed status teachers have. | use bothleariz@rause those are the ones teachers use to
identify those around them who have high or loviustavithin the group. For all of these reasons,
any analysis of how a group of teachers collabashteild, at least in part, be anchored in an
analysis of how they interact professionally. Témmlysis starts with discourse analysis of how
teachers interact in design team meetings. In iaddit use interview data and research on
democratic decision making to support my findingsrf discourse analysis.

Discourse and deliberationDiscourse patterns from English 3 design team mgeti
suggest the team routinely used deliberation as phienary decision making strategy.
Deliberation builds on the expertise of the graupévelop new ways to address problems.
Deliberation demands engaged participation frongr@up members. As opposed to negotiation
or debate in which parties come to a discussioh ait outcome in mind, deliberation describes
the process by which people work together to dgwvakw solutions that take into consideration
the knowledge and expertise of each participarthéncontext of Cielo Vista design teams,
deliberation between teachers is marked by diseanfrgalidation and elaboration. Turns of

validation and elaboration are key components bibetion because such discourse creates
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collaborative space where people can digest varamas without rejecting them outright and
where people can exhaust the limits of whateveasdae under discussion. The data from the
English 3 design team show a group of teachers“adr@fully examine a problem and arrive at
a well-reasoned solution after a period of inclasiespectful consideration of diverse points of
view” (Gastil and Black, 2007, p. 2). Instancesvinich teachers’ discursive turns are heavily
marked by validation and elaboration evidence one fof inclusive and respectful
consideration. Discourse analysis of teachersiranteons during the “Autumn’s Note-taking
Problem” instance show discourse marked primarlydlidation and elaboration.

Based on his extensive teaching experience wittferdepartment, the respect afforded
him by his colleagues, and the fact that he cantleegdnglish 3 team with knowledge and
experience in the redesign process, Roger wadasidnigh status within the team. At the
beginning of the year, both Autumn and DeborahragsuRoger to be the “leader” of the group.
Isaac was also ascribed high status within the te@cause he served on the school’s leadership
team. However, because he was not teaching a meansEnglish class in the time when
teachers were redesigning curriculum, he did nei@g much status within the team. Because
they were both novice teachers with only 2 yearteathing experience and because they were
new to the redesign process, both Autumn and Débeesie ascribed lower status within the
team. At this point | should point out that thisdeption of teacher’s ascribed and assumed
status is a bit simplistic in regards to this te&nom the beginning, all teachers involved
approached the redesign process with an expecthiabthe best possible curriculum would
involve heavy intellectual lifting from all involeke From the beginning the team assumed that no

one teacher within the group had all the answaradtition, the data show that none of the
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teachers within the team assumed or ascribed &yo#tatus based on perceived content

knowledge expertise.

If we return to the “Autumn’s Note-taking Problemtance, and look just at the way

teachers marked their discourse or turns, a stpattgrn of validation and elaboration is evident.

In this passage, discourse markerskeieed. When teachers marked their discursive turns with

validation and/or elaboration, those words are atsterlined.

Roger:
Isaac:
Autumn:

Isaac:
Autumn:
Roger:
Isaac:
Autumn:

Isaac:
Autumn:
Roger:
Autumn:
Roger:

Autumn:
Roger:

Autumn:
Roger:
Autumn:
Roger:

24 Deborah:

Autumn:

Roger:

| think this is really good.

This is the one that you emailed all ofriggit?

This is the um, the notes that I'm, julst lihe template for
everything//
Oh yeah. Really good

It's nothing special.
No//

They're just taking notes as individuadijvidually?

| think so but I think I'm going to have them time, give them
time, um maybe give them time to, like, talk abihir notes to
their group and like share information.
Okay.
And maybe they can be even like//

Theyould post their notes on Edmodo.

(Inaudible) Thegould post their notes on Edmodo.

| think that's gooahd bad. | think it's good because, one, they're
taking notes in class. Then they're typing the o0& So it's
essentially reviewing the notes when they type tbentdmodo.
Just to type them.
Yeah.
You know? And then, other kids, maybe they didn't take great
notes or don't know what they are, so it's kind afiodeling
activity.
Mhmm.
You know what | meanas opposed to like an enabling thing?
Right.

Um... | think it'd, think that's fine .

You want to have them type their s\aien, after they watch their
notes?

| don't think I'm going to have them type them. | feel like it
would take so much time.

Lyeah I, I'll just, I just tell my kids whatever not#isey take in
class they have to uh, post on Edmodo. Which msatghey
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have to retype them. Uh, which means that they tageudy
them. Because | think retyping is studying.

Autumn: In a way becausdhey're, you're processing it again.
Roger: Exactly. And you're formatting, you're reformatting it and &dd

times when you take notes it's in your own handtaed you need
to think about, how do | need to reformat this #oeo people can
understand it. So like that thought process.

Autumn: It's just the time aspect.
Roger: Mhmm. It takes a lot of time.
Autumn: It takes a lot of time.

39 Deborah: But if you have them look at their notes and typeusgp fhe, the
two strongest points.

Throughout Autumn’s and Roger’s interaction, theg both validating, elaboration, and
gualification markers in their turns. This portiohthe instance is more closely aligned with
discourse we would expect with a negotiation, ehenigh their turns are more heavily peppered
with validating and elaborating turns. Both Autuamd Roger seem to be giving a little bit with
each turn to forge a negotiated solution. Howeiveshould be noted that by validating Autumn’s
initiative and artifact, Roger positions Autumn@ntribution as valuable and valid and worthy of
deep consideration. Roger’s immediate validatiaejgesentative of a collaborative pattern the
team established. Although it is nearly impossibleay when this pattern was established and by
whom, the pattern suggests a team that has esimtblesr egalitarian and distributed form of
leadership. As the assumed team “leader,” at sam Roger’s actions and discursive moves
helped establish a collaborative culture wherehegcfelt safe sharing and getting feedback on
artifacts and where they felt empowered to takertliative in design team meetings. Over time,
teachers’ use of validation and elaboration wogkalalish a collaborative pattern that would
evenly spread status throughout the team. In thatdhat this did happen, Roger did not give up
any status. The pattern of validation , qualifieatiand elaboration in instances like these served

to raise the status of all teachers involved.



131

Interestingly, Deborah’s turn in line 39 is marked“But...” which typically implies a
refutation of whatever was said previously, in tase the back in forth between Roger and
Autumn regarding the obstacle of time. However, @ah’s suggestion that students collapse
their notes into the two strongest points represamtew solution to the dilemma of the amount of
time spent typing up notes. As such, her turn tt@ams the group from a negotiation to a more
deliberative style of problem solving. As the dission picks up again (Line 40), Roger and
Autumn immediately move to validate Deborah’s ssgiga and move to suggest more

possibilities for how students could revisit theates.

Roger: There you ga

Autumn: Perfect.

Roger: Maybe that is kind of like an outline?

Autumn: Mhmm.

Roger: Like, look at all your notes. Synthesize these dowthéawo
most important components or four CDs or whatever.

Deborah: Right. Yeah.

Roger: That's a really good idea.

Autumn: I meangould you do that without having them type it up?

Roger: Of course.

Autumn: Like, highlight, likecould you have them highlight them?

Roger: Mhmm.

53 Roger: Um, bugeah | think you could do it any way. As long as they
are-- |, | love it when the kids are communicatorgine. | think
that's really great. Like, they created some docusi® use.
Which I thought was fantastic. They made like rafioin and
lampoon document. Like a graphic organizer.

Autumn: That's awesome.

Isaac: On their own?

Roger: Yeah and they were passing it around to each otheasl like,
what the hell is that document?

Autumn: Cool.

Roger: | was like, what is that? Oh, they mat#'# awesome.

Deborah: Yeah, that's cool. Pretty awesome.

After Deborah’s suggestion that students just typ¢heir two strongest points, the

discussion quickly becomes an intense brainstors@sgion where teachers suggest various
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ways students could reprocess their notes. Thih#ie discussion is heavily marked with
discourse evidencing validation and elaborationcédbeborah suggested a solution that would
satisfy Autumn and Roger’s concerns, the discussemomes much more open-ended and
creative.

Based on the language teachers used and the wasntr&ed their turns within this
instance, Table 9 illustrates the number of tineeshers validated, qualified, refuted, elaborated,

interrogated, or asked for clarification on someghsomeone said within the group.

Table 9.
Teachers Turns | Validates| Qualifies | Refutes | Elaborates | Integrates | Asks for
(“Yeah,” (“It's (“I don't (“You others’ | clarification
“Mhmm”) | just,” “In | think...") know?") ideas (“Wait...?)
a way”)
Deborah 12 6 1 1
Roger 33 16 2 7
Isaac 8 4 1
Autumn 28 15 4 1 1

Seeing the data in this way, a couple of thingschaar about how teachers interacted in
this instance. First, Roger and Autumn dominateddiscussion. Second, teachers marked their
turns in this instance by language of validationird, teachers qualified and elaborated on ideas
put forth by the team. These patterns held trueany English 3 design team meetings.

If we look at the data quantified by turn from dmatinstance of joint work within this
same group of meetings (Table 10), we see a sipaitiern of interaction. In this instance,
Autumn shared student survey results with the gangpasked them to help her think through
how to use them to start a discussion in her clasaote in this instance are the topic and
participation patterns. Surveying students, usimgrdine survey generator, represented a new

practice for this group of teachers. Also, becdus®d some experience with using surveys in
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my role with the school, | offered some suggestimn&utumn about how she could use them to
generate a discussion. Again, in this instance fileerEnglish 3 team, teachers’ instances of

joint work are marked primarily by turns of validat and elaboration.

Table 10.
Teachers Turns Validates| Qualifies | Refutes | Elaborates | Integrates Asks for
(“Yeah,” (“It's (“ don't (“You others’ | clarification
“Mhmm”) | just,” “In | think...”) know?") ideas (“Wait...?)
a way")
Deborah 15 13 1 1 2
Roger 32 9 20 2 1
Isaac 14 5 2 9
Autumn 49 37 2 2
Researcher 22 4 2 13

Over time, this pattern of interaction helped fosteollaborative culture whereby
teachers would deeply engage in collaborative proldolving and where they would support
the initiative each teacher showed when they shameattifact from their individual teaching
practice. Both characteristics are indicative afjovork and, when combined with the
discursive patterns between teachers, are indeafian egalitarian group structure that is
conducive to deliberative decision making.

Table 11 below illustrates another example of alidation and elaboration dominated
the interactions of the English 3 team. The tallstrates an instance where Deborah shared an
idea with the team about how she wanted studeraratyze “A Modest Proposal.” This
instance was not included in the sharing and ok table above because no artifacts or
documents were shared in this instance. Howeveryanember of the design team was deeply
engaged in the conversation to both understand dlabrah’s idea was and to help Deborah

problem solve how she wanted to design it betteh&o class.
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Table 11.
Teachers Turns | Validates| Qualifies | Refutes | Elaborates | Integrates | Asks for
(“Yeah,” (“It's (“I don't (“You others’ | clarification
“Mhmm”) | just,” “In | think...") know?") ideas (“Wait...?)
a way”)
Deborah 36 14 9 1 8 1
Roger 23 8 2 1 3 11
Isaac 7 1 6
Autumn 19 12 5 6 1 1

Again, Table 11 clearly illustrates a pattern didetion and elaboration between
teachers. They all participated in conversationwace all invested in helping Deborah find a
solution to her problem. Although there was moralifjaation of ideas in this instance, as with a
majority of this team’s interactions, there wereydtle, if at all, turns of refutation.

The data suggest the English 3 team leveragedhghasian entry point to engage in
creative problem solving around problems of practicthat they established sharing as a routine
also suggests that they took intentional stepsdate an egalitarian collaborative team culture.
From the beginning, teachers established a sharachitment to redesigning the curriculum
according to PBL principles. Their shared committrterthe work created a foundation on
which they established productive norms of intecactThe assumed “lead” teacher in the group
created space for the more novice teachers inrthgdo take up various leadership roles within
the team. For their part, the novice teachersmglli took up various leadership roles within the
group.

Over time, all four teachers came to see each atheniquely expert in different facets
of teaching English and equal as professionalsuatdescribed how Roger’s expertise is the
“big idea guy,” how Deborah “takes [their] ideaglgruts them into documents we can use with

students,” and Isaac’s “is the amazing diplomat fibats through different roles and helps
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refine Roger’s ideas...and does a nice job thinkimgud accommodations for ELL students.”
Autumn also spoke to her increased comfort witlsddreeing with people and saying I'm going
to try out something different.” In one of her iniews, Deborah also talked about how she
became “more independent and assertive as thewsdon.” When Autumn and Roger did
disagree on a topic, such as the role of the naehglish coursework, Autumn described how
they came to a compromise by allowing studenthtimse some of the books they would read.
Autumn described this ongoing discussion as atditheated” but never “uncomfortable.” Even
though Roger was the senior and most experiencglisiBrieacher on the team and Autumn was
a novice teacher, based on Autumn’s account obtigeing discussion, the debate was both
respectful and professional. Deborah also remattkaickhis and other disagreements were never
“confrontational, emotional, or disrespectful.” Agathese comments are more striking in that
they originate from the novice teachers in the grdithey suggest that when the cameras were
not rolling in the meetings, these teachers estabtl ways of dealing with disagreements in
ways that were respectful of each member of the t&ar this team, these interpersonal
dynamics helped create a rich collaborative corfaxteacher learning.

Learning from joint work. The literature asserts that teachers learn whendlé&aborate
to solve problems of practice (Cochran-Smith ante,y1999; McLaughlin and Talbert, 2006;
Horn and Little, 2009; Little, 2002; Little, 199Dittle, 2003; Wilson and Berne, 1999; Darling-
Hammond and Bransford, 2005; Darling-Hammond, 26i&rgreaves and Fullan, 2012; Sahlberg,
2010; Mclaughlin and Talbert, 2006). Such collatioracan deepen teachers’ expertise
specifically, around various teaching strategies methods and also around the teaching cratft in

general (Bransford et al. 2005; Berteiter and Saaalia, 1993). The data show that teachers
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learned a multitude of things from the specifidalobrative routines of the team and from the
chance to work collaboratively with peers throughibe year.

Table 7 (see above) clearly shows that over theseoof 10 design team meetings,
teachers engaged in collaboration characteristjgiof work 10 times. More importantly, Table 7
evidences teacher learning over time. Over thessoll® meetings, teachers revisited the topic of
student surveys 6 times, 3 of which developed imgtances of joint work. At times a teacher
would share ways they surveyed their students tinthar times teachers would share the data
they received from students in hopes of gettingesadaa of what the survey results meant. The
extent to which ideas travel over time and betweanhers within a design team evidences one
kind of teacher learning.

Interviews conducted with teachers at the end @f/#ar also provide some insight into
what teachers say they learned from the collabgg&xperience. In these interviews | asked
teachers to think broadly about the design teanemspce as a whole. Although somewhat
general in their responses, teacher’s responsgesug deepening of their expertise, their
awareness of who they are as teachers, and a mem fespect with the connection between
collaborative problem solving and the ways in whscich collaborative work makes them better
teachers. Autumn anchored her learning in her éxpeg with working closely with other
teachers who held “different levels of expertigg€nerally, she spoke about the collaborative
space as a place where she could “come to thend¢iign team] and say ‘this thing happened in
my class today, what do | do?...”” To Autumn, “Eyidning [they] designed together is better than
anything | designed individually.” Specifically, A&umn talked about “the value of starting with

the students and not with the curriculum.” To Here surveying of students and data gathering
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made the curriculum more meaningful for [her] stutde’ She recalls students telling her that the
class “feels more relevant...more real” to them.

Deborah had similar descriptions about what shaéshfrom the experience. She talked
about how design team work “made teaching feet ke&s isolated [with} a lot more processing
happening externally.” Specifically, Deborah desed how the design team gave her a safe place
to fail and to share her failures. She said, “Asacher it gave me more freedom to try things
because as a team we have decided that this ischaidea so if it completely fails, it's not all my
fault. So I'm just going to go for it.” When askddeborah provided an explanation for why she
thinks the group developed this kind of camarad&fe said,

| think Roger’s been really good in making that & in some
ways, because just naturally | feel like he’d be dlthority because
he has the most teaching experience and his pdityasgust kind

of like that. But | feel like he’s been really gtedoout trying to
value the ideas that we all put out on the tabtersver coming
from this kind of, like, ‘Well | tried that and didn’t work.” He’s
very quick to praise everyone’s ideas and to ba& apesuggestions
that are different than his. You know, all thasmgs | think were
really huge in making it feel equal.

Based on previous interviews | conducted with Rpties was a stated goal of his for this
team. Coming from a difficult design team experetite year before where he did not feel as
though he had much power within the group, it wagartant to Roger that Autumn and Deborah

especially, felt comfortable asking questions, puglback against ideas, and taking up
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leadership roles within the group. For the othackers in this group, this was their first design
team experience.

At the beginning of the English 3 design team yRager describes how he caught
himself directing the trajectory of the planninghimn the group and how he knew he had to
change his behavior to create space where Autumhiaborah could contribute. He said,

I'm now being the person with the content knowletihgd's saying,
oh, I know how to do this. And when | realized ttrety were going
to accept whatever | said, wow, this is going tdgd. You know,
because | saw them shut down. Not shut down butkpow, when
you say, oh this is what good teaching is, and, gmaw, they've
taught one year and I've taught, you know, theght, nine years.
They're going to say, well, okay, you're probaligyt. And so |
realized it that my, my note taking was going taalreally, really
big part of this because it was going to be thg timhg that could
shut my loud mouth up.

Roger used the role of note-taker to help flattenhierarchy within the group open up
space for others to discuss and make contributiOwsr time this, in combination with his
routine of validating the contributions other teachmade in the group, empowered both Autumn
and Deborah and led to more sharing and subsegusrdte instances of joint work within the
team. The data clearly bears this out. Most ofrte&nces of joint work | observed were a result
of an artifact or document one of the novice teexkhared. They both felt comfortable taking

risks and sharing experiments they had attemptéuein classrooms.
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The descriptions of what teachers on the Englis¥ag learned and how they learned
from the design team experience suggest that ayidibe teacher learning has as much to do
with how a team collaborates as what they colldlecrout. These data suggest that in order for
teachers to learn from each other, it helps fomthe establish an atmosphere of trust and safety
within the group that in turn sets the stage ferkind of collaborative problems solving that
instigates both technical and pedagogical teadaning. Not only did teachers in the English 3
team learn various strategies for structuring stutearning but they also learned different ways
of approaching the task of teaching and ways oikihg about what it means to be a teacher.

Discussion

The English 3 team displayed collaboration thad g@unded in a shared commitment to
the task of redesigning curriculum according to RBinciples and they developed norms that
facilitated their collaborative work toward thatdeMhese two components created a safe place
where teachers could share and resolve their prabtd practice with the group. With little
guidance from me, the university researcher irrdloen, and from the teacher leaders who
supported the work of design teams, the Engligtahtestablished a productive collaborative
culture that encouraged risk-taking, cooperatiowl, l2arning. They did so because the central
task of their work was both relevant and authetatithem. They believed in the work they were
doing. They were bought in.

Data from the English 3 team strongly suggestsathaf these characteristics of their
collaboration influenced the productive collaboratculture they established as team. These
findings further support the research that suggésisteachers can structure their collaboration
in ways that establishes productive and supportuéines for teacher learning with strategic

support and guidance around key components oftmmidive work (Cochran-Smith and Lytle,
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1999; McLaughlin and Talbert, 2006; Horn and Lit2009; Hargreaves and Fullan, 2012). To be
sure, there are dynamics that exist within thisté@at may not exist within teams in other
contexts, such as their personal relationships @atth other. However, what is striking about
this team is that despite their personal relatigossthey still chose to set norms and explicitly
state their commitment to the work. For this tetme,norm setting and explicitly stated shared
commitment to the work seemed to build upon whatpeesonal relationships they had before
they started working together. In addition, theadaiggest that time is an important variable if
teachers are to go beyond merely sharing mateadlaving constructive and thoughtful
discussions around the implications of the matetiaty use in classrooms. Sharing, by itself,
does not seem to be enough if teachers are to agaheir own practice and reconsider their
own pedagogical beliefs.

Although processes and routines are importanhgmesr what is most striking about how
this team worked together was how their collabeeagiractice can be distilled down to a few
principles that helped them establish productiiaboration. First, they all approached the
collaborative task with an attitude of humility. Mae person claimed to have all the answers
despite the fact that one of the teachers had thare8 years teaching experience. They all made
their practice transparent to each other in wagsftbstered their learning and the learning of the
group. They all supported the risks each other tol&n they experimented with a new strategy.
This culture of safe failure fueled the transmiasab ideas each teacher deemed as exciting and
interesting, such as the student surveys. Lastlgther instances where various experiments with
the curriculum were shared, the team examinedrtaeed artifact from both a technical and
pedagogical perspective. In the case of the nédegdool shared by Autumn, teachers gave

suggestions for how the tool could be improved ey discussed the value of note taking from
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various pedagogical perspectives. With little kredtge of the research to draw from, the English
3 team established these routines by themselves.

Team leadership also seems to play a role in hodyative teams can be over time. In
the English 3 team, Roger made intentional movekstoibute leadership throughout the group.
As the assumed leader at the beginning of the YRayer realized the status he had within the
group and took steps to further empower his colleadgo take initiative and risks with
implementation of the redesigned curriculum. GraasnwWineburg, and Woolworth (2001) and
Horn and Little (2009) describe how group leadgrshakes a difference in setting up norms that
allow each person within the group to participatd angage in the collaborative effort. This was
especially important for the two novice teacherstutnn and Deborah, who increasingly pushed
the agenda for meetings and shared back with thgpgrarious ways they were experimenting
with the curriculum in their classrooms.

According to interviews conducted with each teactehe end of the year, by the end of
the year the English 3 team redesigned approxisndiete fourths of the English 3 course.
Teachers agreed to a scope and sequence of uoitgftout the year but those plans did not
include daily lesson plans. One of the frustratiath$our teachers spoke to was a pivotal meeting
held at the end of the year where the districticulum coordinator and the principal asked them
to revise their curriculum to add more novels amthke teaching of those novels common to all
students. (I was not present during this meetifgachers discussed how it caused them to
rethink their plans and scramble to make significaxisions to the curriculum before the end of
the school year. This specific event was uniquitoteam and caused them to drop and/or adapt
several units from their plans. It also caused sammosity between the teachers and principal

and district curriculum coordinator. Ironically,cduan example of how the team gathered



142

themselves and made some revisions before thefehd gear highlights the collaborative
strength of the team.
Limitations

There are several factors in this study that lilnét extent to which my findings can be
fully trusted. The first of these is the extentioich my history teaching in this department and
my long held relationships with these teachergairticular, had the potential to shade my
interpretations. This criticism is valid in someysaOne’s biases, especially in my case with
these teachers, have likely influenced how | haterpreted my observations of this team.
However, | shared this team’s data extensively Withresearch team over the courser of two
years. On multiple occasions we watched variouswigcorded instances from their design team
meetings together and discussed what we thoughha@sening. Those conversations continued
to happen and were refined as | produced variesareh memos on different snippets of data
garnered from either their design team meetingaymterviews with them.

Another limitation of this study has to do witletrelationship between data collection
and data analysis. Although rich, data collectedtits team did not always match with what |
later came to understand about what was happenitigeigroup in terms of joint work, as a
result of intense and focused data analysis. Amei&of this was the questions | asked during
interviews. Although | saw them as pertinent angontant at the time, | sometimes failed to ask
teachers to comment on specific aspects of eithrthey saw norms operating within the group
or why and how they developed the collaborativein@s evidenced in their design team
meetings. Looking back, it would have been helgdutave either individual teachers or the team
watch a specific instance of joint work and thdk tbout how they interpreted the process. This

is just one example where | either missed an oppaytto ask teachers specific questions about
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their process or where what | asked teachers emvieivs may not represent what | really wanted
to know once | started analyzing the data.
Conclusion

Data from this design team suggest that when diverspace and time and autonomy to
structure not just their collaborative practice sli@pe the product of their collaboration, teachers
can establish systems and routines that mirrobés¢ examples of teacher collaboration present
in the research literature. Although the schooteginthis team was working in is highly unique,
that uniqueness should not overshadow the lessansdd from this design team. First, before
teachers engage in collaborative work togethey; sheuld be given the choice to participate in
such work and should share a commitment to conmgjekie task. In this case, teachers came to
the design team process wanting to redesign esiolicurriculum to PBL curriculum. They
were already bought in. There were other desigmseat Cielo Vista where this was not the case.
Those design teams struggled both to work togethan equitable fashion and to redesign
curriculum according to PBL principles. Teachemma and should not be forced to do the work.
School leaders and administrators would be wispénd time in the beginning clearly
articulating a vision to participating teachers anguring that they have bought in to both the
larger vision and the specific purpose of the dmlative task. Second, it is important that
teachers establish clear norms to govern how thek wegether, especially if the work they are
being asked to do is with people they know well dnidconstitutes new work for them. That
may sound contradictory, but strong norms helpheecsustain equitable collaboration. Other
data from Cielo Vista suggest that when teachemsad@stablish clear norms, it is far too easy
for them to default to how they interact within tthepartment. For some groups, this may be a

positive thing. For others it may not. Third, thergonal relationships teachers share can impact
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how teachers interact as colleagues. How and wkgmme contexts and not others, and to what
extent, is less clear. The English 3 team managedyloit the personal relationships that existed
between members to improve the professional dynamtign the team. For this team, setting
norms and making their intentions around curricuheatesign seemed to make a difference in
that specific area. Mostly, this study stronglywseg that inside-out, teacher guided and driven

renewal is worth the time and investment.
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CHAPTER 5
COMPARATIVE CASE STUDY: ENGLISH 2, SOCIAL STUDIES 1 , MATH 2

Introduction

The research literature on teacher learning andlmmiation suggests that teachers learn
from collaborative routines that are guided by cami held norms (Wenger, 1998; Grossman,
Wineburg, and Woolworth, 2001; McLaughlin and Tath2006) and that immerse teachers in
authentic problem-solving tasks that are situatettheir daily work (Wenger, 1998; Ball and
Cohen, 1999; Cochran Smith and Lytle, 1999; Wiland Berne, 1999; Darling-Hammond and
Bransford, 2005; McLaughlin and Talbert, 2006; Hagayes and Fullan, 2012). Much of the
literature on teacher collaborative learning pastcher learning as a worthy and explicit goal
of professional collaboration. | take this samerapph.

Much of this research on teacher collaborativenliearis situated in designed settings,
where university researchers structure what teaawlaborate about and how they collaborate.
Although the principles from this research havevprouseful for understanding how teachers
from one high school learn from their collaboratiordesign teams, there is still much to be
learned by examining collaborative settings wheeehers structure, lead, and drive their work
and learning. In addition, much of the qualitativase study research on teacher collaborative
learning focuses on the work of one, possibly teacher groups (Grossman, Wineburg, and
Woolworth, 2001; Little, 2003; Horn and Little, 280 In this study, | compare how three
different design teams, working at Cielo Vista Higthool, a comprehensive, public high school,
structured their collaborative work to redesignrimuium according to problem based learning
(PBL) principles. Both the comparative case styalyraach and the relatively unique research

context makes this study an especially interesteiginder-theorized research space to explore.
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In this comparative case study, | examine thramgeof teachers who worked throughout
the year to redesign an established curriculumar®BL curriculum. The school provided each
team with an extra, daily, common planning periadtghout the whole school year to
complete the work. From the beginning, these taaclkere in almost full control of how they
collaborated and what the curriculum eventuallyaoee. To guide their work, the school
provided them with guiding PBL principles.

The three design teams examined for this stududiecEnglish 2, Social Studies 1, and
Math 2. | chose these teams specifically becausergpresent three out of the four core content
areas within the school. In addition, the Englisaanh and Math team also worked under various
layers of school, district, and state policies tt@ild potentially constrain the extent to which
they redesigned curriculum according to PBL prifesp

I will explore the following research questiongiis part of my dissertation:

4. What collaborative routines and norms did teachstablish in their design teams?

5. In what ways did those routines and norms influegheecollaborative learning of the
design team?

6. Given that each team had autonomy to structurenand their collaborative work
differently, what patterns, if any, exist amongnsaregarding how they structured
their work together?

Literature Review

In this study, | take a social-cultural perspectwéeacher collaborative learning
(Vygotsky, 1975; Wenger, 1998). Although teachens learn from doing individual research or
investigations into their practice, that learniagricreased and deepened when they act

collaboratively to solve problems that emerge duheir teaching practice (Wenger, 1998; Ball
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and Cohen, 1999). The research around developipgrese also supports the notion of
collaborative learning and argues that proceskes'firogressive problem solving” (Bereiter and
Scardamalia, 1993) can, over time, help teacharsrbe “adaptive experts” (Bransford et al.
2005). Although collaboration has the potentigbéofraught with disagreement as teachers make
their beliefs and values explicit, collaborationang teachers also holds great promise for
helping teachers shift their practice over time.

In smaller collaborative settings of groups thaisist of between 3-6 teachers, the
research describes routines that help teachers fimam their practice. One way teachers learn is
to jointly examine problems of practice (Cochrani#®mand Lytle, 1999; McLaughlin and
Talbert, 2006; Horn and Little, 2009; Little, 20Q4ttle, 1990; Little, 2003; Wilson and Berne,
1999; Darling-Hammond and Bransford, 2005; Darliigmmond, 2010; Hargreaves and Fullan,
2012; Sahlberg, 2010; Mclaughlin and Talbert, 200@pchers may discuss student
performance on an exam or on an essay assignmémgyomay discuss why a particular did not
seem to work for their students. The topic mati#ite. Teachers also learn any number of things
from the process of staking and defending a claased on evidence and qualifying and
challenging the claims of others in critical buspectful ways (Cochran Smith and Lytle, 1999;
McLaughlin and Talbert, 2006; Hargreaves and Fulk&1?2). As clear as the benefits for
improved practice may be, for many teachers, gpsasents new more difficult work, especially
when engaged in collaborative settings (Darling-Hand and Bransford, 2005; Horn and Little,
2009).

When collaborative work is governed by shared nothesproduction of norms is itself a
powerful part of the process (Grossman, Winebund,\&oolworth, 2001; Wenger, 1998;

Wilson and Berne, 1999; Little 2003). Setting clearms serves three important purposes. First,
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clear norms ensure that teachers approach coll@amweork professionally and respectfully.
Second, norms can help establish an egalitarigareulithin a group (Grossman, Wineburg,

and Woolworth, 2001). Like any other professionaidijvidual teachers bring with them status
depending on the years of experience they have, thlba perceived expertise is, and what
classes they regularly teach and/or official rokessy hold within a school. Norms help teachers
provides a space where they can establish mechsaisthprocesses where the less experienced
teachers feel comfortable contributing to the w@kossman, Wineburg, and Woolworth, 2001;
Horn and Little, 2009). Third, norms help teachestablish routines whereby they can disagree
around deeply help pedagogical beliefs. In andheiriselves, norms do not automatically make
a group functional.

When collaboration is productive, shared normsmoffevern specific routines teachers
consistently engage in over time (Horn and Lit2@Q9; Little, 2003; Wilson and Berne, 1999;
Little, 1990). Routines such as “sharing” can depento instances “joint work” (Little, 1990)
if the norms teachers establish help create alumiddive culture of respect, openness,
transparency with one’s instructional practice, afitingness to share one’s failure with the
group. The same principle holds true when teaadthevelop and foster community (Grossman,
Wineburg, and Woolworth, 2001), when they levertgecollective professional capital that
exists within a school (Hargreaves and Fullan, 20d2when they work to increase their
“knowledge-of-practice” (Cochran-Smith and Lytl®9B, p. 272). In each case, norms can serve
to flatten hierarchies within groups to provide apé#or every teacher to contribute. Again,
norms only stretch as far as the agreements taclhées make to abide by them.

A common characteristic of the research is thiairgely documents ways teachers learn

in highly structured and designed collaborativeisgs (Grossman, Wineburg, and Woolworth,
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2001; Little and Horn, 2009; Little, 2003). That $&ttings in which research partners or
administrators play an active role in monitoringlaupporting the collaboration. For example,
in their study of a secondary inter-disciplinarykaroup, Grossman, Wineburg, and
Woolworth (2001) not only provided the funded tifoeteachers to deliberate around common
texts, they also provided the purpose for and &irado teachers’ deliberations. In that study,
the authors took an active role in structuring beas’ collaboration and scaffolding teachers’
learning. With their help, teachers forged a tighit-and safe learning community.

This study addresses several gaps within the teadiaborative learning literature.
What remains under-theorized in the literature wleich is an important characteristic of
productive collaboration, is the establishment shared commitment to the collaborative task.
The existence of this gap is not surprising. Mames when teachers engage in formalized
collaboration, that work is structured and shapdteeby school or district leaders or by
university researchers who facilitate the procksthe case of Cielo Vista teachers, that shared
commitment is the explicit agreement between teadat they will redesign the curriculum
associated with a course according to PBL pedagadyprinciples. Although basic, such a
commitment is fundamental to productive collabamtivork at Cielo Vista High School for the
very fact that no one is guiding how teachers adein design teams. When and if teachers
disagree on either the specifics of an assessmenpiject, or on more over-arching
pedagogical beliefs and values, what keeps the warking forward is shared commitment to
the task.

This study also addresses a gap in the literaggarding teacher led and driven
collaborative work that is situated within forma&dzand predictable spaces and times put aside

for collaboration. Much of the research on teadadlaboration documents settings where
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university researchers or school or district leadisign and structure teachers collaborative
work. Facilitators may use protocols to structinie tvork. This was not the case for the design
teams working at Cielo Vista High School. Teachargely determined how they would
structure their collaborative work and decided whatproduct of that work would be. In this
study, | map the terrain of teacher collaboratiothie wild, across three design teams working at
the same school, revealing the ways teachers steuttteir work together through established
routines and the ways they navigate the social dgnas of collaborative work.
Context

Confronted by stubborn achievement gaps betweeousagroups of students and
gradually declining enrollment, four years ago Gi€ista High School applied for and was
awarded a federal grant to shift the school fromaditional model of teaching and learning to a
more problem-based learning model of educationnicggon educational research, school
leaders were convinced that shifting to a problexseld learning approach would increase
student engagement and motivation and would betéegrare students for success in college and
science, technology, engineering, and mathema3i€gl) careers (Blumenfeld et al., 1991;
Barron and Darling-Hammond, 2008; Baoler and Stga#608; Belland, Glazewski and Ertmer,
2009; Conley, 2010). Previous to the federal grisatchers taught in mostly traditional ways
across the school. Instructional practice rangenhfiteacher-centered and directed such as
lecture or direct instruction to student-centetadughout the school. Although it was common
to find students working in groups together in gas ways and for various purposes, classes
were mostly organized around teachers’ expertisekanwledge.

Confronted by a wide array of ideas about what FBdand is not, the school took an

inside-out approach to developing a values-basaddoof PBL that would best meet the needs
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of their specific teachers and students. In collaton with local university, the school
developed the 7 Key Elements of a Problem BasethirepClassroom document. In it, the
school identifies seven principles of PBL (expestistudent collaboration, authentic problems,
authentic assessment, academic discourse, cutuesalbonsive instruction, professional
collaboration) to guide teachers as they worke@design the established curriculum into PBL
curriculum. The school provided teams of teachmssisting of between 3-4 teachers, with a
one-year release of a shared, common, daily plgrpeniod to redesign the curriculum. Teacher
involvement design team work was voluntary.

The English 2 and Social Studies 1 team met duhad011-2012 school year. The
Math 2 team met during the 2012-2013 school year. Will further explain later, based on the
data | collected when observing the English 2 aocie® Studies 1 teams, | changed my data
collection plan for the Math 2 team the next yéaeach case, teachers volunteered to work on
each design team.

The diversity of teachers within each team vabetsveen teams. The English 2 team
consisted of mostly white male, highly experientsgthers who had worked within the same
department for almost a decade previous to workirigat design team. The Social Studies 1
team had a range of teachers with a range of etpEss. The Social Studies 1 team initially
consisted of three white females and two white sxdft®wever, because of their participation on
other design teams or in other projects aroundgctheol, two of the teachers did not regularly
attend these meetings starting in November. Althdhgre were some veteran teachers within
that group, some of the teachers were either ndemehers or they had spent a considerable
amount of time teaching at different schools ireoftiistricts or states. The Math 2 team was

different still. It consisted of a white male veterteacher who had experience teaching almost
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all the math classes offered at the school, andéwrale novice teachers. One of the novice
teachers on this team came to teaching after spgr2d8 years working as an engineer.

Participants. The participants for this study include teacheosifthe English 2, Math 2,
and Social Studies 1 design teams.

English 2. The English 2 design team redesigned the sopl®Boglish course in the
2010-2011 school year. The team consisted of thhete male teachers. Gerald was the most
senior teacher in the English department and relytiraught the senior level AP class. He has
taught at Cielo Vista for approximately 15 years.Wwhs also served as department head for a
number of years previous. Gerald holds a bachekegsee in English. Within the English
department, Gerald is generally considered to liaenost content knowledge expertise among
all the English teachers. He generally ascribesttaditional notion of content and teaching. He
sees novels as an integral and necessary compafnemy English class. The other teachers in
the department generally looked to him as a leadtéin the department. Daniel is also a highly
experienced teacher, having approximately 8 yefatesaghing experience at Cielo Vista and also
holds a bachelors degree in English. Daniel asstiba@ traditional notion of English. He sees
literature, reading, and writing as central compas®f English courses. However, Daniel has
also shown willingness to center English class @m-inction pieces and art, in addition to the
traditional literary texts. He is the current de¢psent head and, as such, is looked to as a leader
within the department. He routinely teaches théguievel AP course and has taught most of the
other English courses offered at the school. Dasialso considered to be a content knowledge
expert within the department. Roger (who the nedrywas a member of the English 3 team
which is the focus of the single case study) ie al®ighly experienced teacher, having

approximately 8 years of teaching experience dbGiesta. (It has become common for
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teachers to serve on more than one design teaiffaredt years over the course of the project.)
Roger holds a bachelors degree in Cultural Histbrigeas (CHID) but is not considered a
content knowledge expert by his peers within theadenent. He has a non-traditional notion of
what content is for an English class, famouslyirsgethat content could be anything that engages
students’ interests and passions. He does nobadarithe notion that English class must be
centered in the reading of novels or long litertaxts. Roger has held leadership positions within
the school in the area of student activities ant<l

Math 2. The Math 2 design team redesigned the sophoraeet Math course during the
2011-2012 school year. The team consisted of opereenced white male teacher and two
female novice teachers. Matt is a highly experidrteacher, having taught at Cielo Vista for
approximately 10 years. He holds a bachelors degremth. He does not and has not held any
formal positions of leadership within the math dépa&nt although he has taught every math
class offered at the school with the exceptiontafi§tics. Matt is typically quiet and not verbose
when he contributes in meetings. Dianne is a nowitée female teacher, fresh out of her
university teacher education program. She holdschdlors degree in math. Dianne holds a
somewhat traditional notion of what math class sthtnok like. She is most comfortable
teaching equations, having students practice splequations in groups, and then assigning
them homework. Charlotte is a novice white femabgeher, also relatively fresh out of her
university teacher education program. The previ@mas, she taught part time at the school while
she completed her masters in teaching while alsorepher certificate in career and technical
education (CTE). In addition to math, CharlottegaiLthe engineering classes at the school. She
expressed a high comfort level with teaching math PBL context. For part of her college

experience, she spent six months in Denmark, olgpand teaching middle school math.
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Social Studies 1. The Social Studies 1 design team redesigned ésérman level Social
Studies course during the 2011-2012 school yeas. dass was a new Advanced Placement
offering that year. All freshmen registered for tiass the year before. Bill is an experienced,
white male teacher, having taught 5 years at Gfedta and 5 years in various other schools in
other states. He holds a bachelors degree in Kiatat spent the first part of his career as a
reading specialist. Bill holds no formal positiasfdeadership within the department but has,
over time, solidified his role as the AP US Histbegcher at the school. Ben is an experienced,
white male teacher, having taught for approximalté€lyears at Cielo Vista. He holds a
bachelors degree in History and is the departmead hNancy is a white female, novice teacher
who holds a bachelors degree in History. She hasyears teaching experience at the school.
Lisa is an experienced, white female teacher. Agraacher in the department recruited her to
come to Cielo Vista to be a part of this particasign team. She has experience teaching
students with special needs and holds a mastersalagthis specific area of Social Studies.
Nancy is considered the content knowledge expdharieam and, in many ways, takes up a
leadership role within the team. Design team ole@ns and teacher interviews with this team
evidence a group of teachers who generally appriveghpractice and their subject matter in
similar ways. They love their content and genertidigk every Social Studies class should be
content-centric to a degree, but they are equalhgerned with making the content accessible
and digestible to a wide array of students. Thenster it their jobs to strike a good balance
between content delivery and engaging studentasteén the curriculum.

Methodology
In this study, | take a comparative case study@gapr to examining the work of three

design teams working in the 2011-2012 and 2012-2@h8o0l years. However, | used a different
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process of collecting data for the English 2 andi@&tudies 1 teams that were working in the
2011-2012 school year than | did for the Math 2rt¢lat worked in the 2012-2013 school year.
| video recorded each design team meeting andeagtaasive field notes guided by a design
team meeting protocol that was developed in cotatiian with my research team.

For the English 2 and Social Studies 1 team, | eskdesign team meetings once a
week, usually during a day when they met durindgpakbperiod (90 minutes). My observations
started in September and usually extended into M&ased on my observations of these teams
during the 2011-2012 school year, | wanted to aaptuore of the day-to-day interactions
between teachers as they were planning PBL uniaslhoping that daily observations would
give me a deeper perspective into how teacherststad their work, how they leveraged each
others’ expertise based on the content of thethait were planning, and how they navigated the
social and interpersonal dimensions of daily plagnMost importantly, | wanted to observe
how teachers balanced the concurrent processessigfindand implementation of newly designed
curriculum.

When | observed the Math 2 team, | changed my aataction approach to conducting a
week of daily observations in September, to esthldibaseline of collaborative practice, and
late May to early June, to see if there were anghks to the team’s collaborative practice. In
addition, | worked with each team to identify witbey were planning new PBL units during
which | would conduct daily observations. In somstances, during these observations | would
be with design teams every day anywhere betweew@eks. | video recorded each design team
meeting | observed and took extensive field notedegl by a design team meeting protocol that
was developed in collaboration with my researcmteBable 12 shows the ways in which |

collected data on each design team studied irctiapter.
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Table 12.
Design team data collection: 2011-2013
Design team meeting Interviews Teacher Classroom
observations artifacts/notes observations

English 2 Weekly (September- | Semi-structured Throughout the year T1(3.5.12, 3.30.12

March) o Fall T2 (3.5.13)

Video recorded e Spring T3 (3.14.13)
Social Weekly (Spetember- | Semi-structured Throughout the year Not observed
Studies 1 March) e Fall

Video recorded e Spring
Math 2 Weekly (September, | Semi-structured Throughout the year Not observed

June) o Fall

Daily (January- e Spring

beginning of Stimulated recall

February) e Winter

It should be noted that the boundary between wbkams were planning lessons and
materials for specific units and when they workadither curricula was extremely porous. It
was not uncommon for teams to be both planningauum for a future unit and be refining
lessons they were currently teaching. In factrthbility to plan and implement at the same time
became a key routine for some design teams.

In addition to design team meeting observatioadsd conducted interviews with each
teacher on each team throughout the year. Howkkemyith the design team meeting
observations, my approach to conducting interviesas different in the 2011-2012 school year
from the 2012-2013 school year.

For the English 2 and Social Studies 1 teams duhe@011-2012 school year, |
interviewed each teacher twice throughout the yleaould typically interview teachers in
October or November and then again in March orlApar these interviews | used a semi-
structured protocol (Merriam, 2009; Patton, 2003} focused on questions about how teachers

approached issues regarding content and how tesafgietheir teams worked together. Each
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interview was audio recorded and was member chegk@ceach teacher after | transcribed the
interviews.

For the Math 2 team during the 2012-2103 schoal,yeaterviewed each teacher once
at the beginning and end of the year. | used a-saunitured protocol for these interviews
(Merriam, 2009; Patton, 2003). | also interviewkdm in the middle of the year, at the same
time | was also observing their design team mestikgr these interviews, | used a stimulated
recall approach. Stimulated recall interviews pdewvays for teachers to reflect on specific
interactions captured on video (Wineburg, 1991;epelns et al., 2007; Dempsey, 2010). By
using stimulated recall interviews, | could askctears about specific interactions between them
and their colleagues that represented larger pattartheir collaborative work. Each interview
was audio recorded and was member checked withteacher after | transcribed the interviews.

| coded and analyzed the data collaboratively, Withresearch team, and independently
based on the analytical framework grounded in treept of sharing and joint work (Little,
1990). Research team members included the primaggiigator and three other graduate
students who also conducted research having toitthoRBL implementation at Cielo Vista High
School. I routinely shared both video footage antdrview transcripts with the research team
during bi-weekly research team meetings during Wwkve would examine, re-examine, and
analyze specific clips of data. Other members efrésearch team, who also collected data at
Cielo Vista High School, would also share dataesearch team meetings. Such meetings not
only helped me solidify my claims over time, bugyhalso helped me keep my biases in check

that result from my extensive experience at th@skth
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Key terms

There are several key terms | use throughoutniéysis of this team’s data that demand
further clarification.
Instance

In this section, | analyze instances of teachestaborative work. These instances come
from video recorded design team meetings. An itgtas a slice of data, usually between 3-15
minutes, where teachers shared a document, tachiteg or student artifact, and then engaged
in collaborative problem solving around that telxdiacteristic of “joint work” (Little, 1990).
Data collected suggest that not every teacher nequksticipate, but engaged participation from
all present is optimal. Although the data is rifghanstances of many different routines the team
engaged in, for this study | focus only on thos#ances that evidence joint work.
Productive collaboration

For the purposes of this dissertation, | definedpative collaboration as a process of
how design teams structured their collaborativekvaser time in ways that fostered teacher
learning. An integral part of that process was heams established a culture of responsibility
and accountability to each other through a shapethtitment to the task of PBL curriculum
redesign and through a commitment to genuinely gadjae task by leveraging the expertise
each teacher brought to the process. | do notel&firoductive collaboration” by using student
learning outcome data. | do briefly describe howcmaurriculum each team redesigned by the
end of their design year. Different design teanadtdeith different constraints that somewhat
hindered what and how much curriculum they coutatipce.

Sharing
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| take my definition of sharing in a professiorgadining context directly from Judith
Little’s (1990) work on collegiality and collaborah. She states:

Through routine sharing, teaching is presumablyariass private,
more public. In principle, the pool of ideas andimoels is expanded.
The coordination of teachers’ work and students2ees is made
possible in ways that cannot be achieved throulgbrdorms of
collegial contact. By making the ordinary materiaisheir work
accessible to one another, teachers expose teas ahd intentions
to others. (p. 518)

In my study, sharing is an activity among teachdien one teacher shares a document,
tool, teacher or student artifact that evidencesesproblem they need help resolving. Many times
teachers share materials they either are thinkiogiteexperimenting with in their classroom or
have already experimented with in their classrodhe materials the English 3 teachers shared
with each other were not necessarily representafipeoblem-based learning but in many cases
those materials were a part of a larger unit ®dasn which teachers attempted to implement
PBL strategies into their classroom practice.

Joint work

As with sharing, | take my definition of joint work a professional learning context
directly from Judith Little’s (1990) work on collegity and collaboration. She states:

| reserve the terroint work for encounters among teachers that rest
on shared responsibility for the work of teachimjgrdependence),
collective conceptions of autonomy, support focteas’ initiative

and leadership with regard to professional practod group
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affiliations grounded in professional work. Joirmink is dependent
on the structural organization of task, time, atieenresources in
ways not characteristic of other forms of colledyaland thus is both
responsive to larger institutional purposes andenadble to external
manipulations. Collegiality as collaboration onjaisit work
anticipates truly collective action—teachers’ demis to pursue a
single course of action in concert or, alternativéd decide on a set
of basic priorities that in turn guide the indepentdchoices of
individual teachers. (p. 519)

In my study, joint work is an activity among teahthat many times resulted from an
instance of sharing. However, sharing and jointknaoe different kinds of activities teachers
engage in. Teachers may share materials inforroaly lunch, between classes, or after school.
But the act sharing does not imply that collabermtvork around what was shared took place. A
teacher may even learn something from another égacthared tool, document, or artifact
without having a conversation with them. Howevem{ work is different by nature than sharing.
Instances of joint work demand in-the-moment, fezéace, focused interaction between teachers.
Wenger (1998) describes this as a process of fpaticn and reification whereby people
collaborate to establish agreement and then docutinese agreements in various ways over time.
Joint work involves both participation in the presef negotiation around curriculum redesign
and reification of teachers’ values and pedagogitaaices in the documents and materials they
create. Joint work may occur when teachers solebl@ms of practice or it may occur when

teachers redesign some part of the establishettalumn to better meet the needs of their students.
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Implicit in Little’s (1990) descriptions of sharirapd joint work is the claim that each
provides the potential for teacher learning. Akéady described, in the case of sharing, teachers
may learn a different way of designing a graphganizer or a quiz. Although valuable, sharing
alone creates more of a potential for technicahieg about practice. In the case of joint,
teacher learning is more dense. Teachers may alksap various technical strategies to use in
their classroom or planning and they also may shéir pedagogical values and beliefs over
time. Both sharing and joint work represent leagropportunities for teachers, but in the context
of design team work where teachers redesign cluntaccording to different pedagogical
principles, engagement in joint work is importdrtachers are to shift their instructional
practice and beliefs to align with PBL pedagogy.

General Findings

The data show that the ways that design teameststad their collaboration varied
widely. Although this study did not focus on howpdetments functioned beyond design team
work, interview data and my informal observatiohtha school suggest that design teams
largely extended the culture and norms establightédn departments. In the case of English 2,
this contributed to their inability to establisfoductive collaborative routines. In the case of the
Social Studies 1 team, this created an expect#imtrthey would set norms in order to establish
productive collaborative routines. The data shoat the interaction between shared
commitments to the work of PBL redesign, settirgacinorms to govern that redesign work, and
establishing cycles of curriculum redesign andsla@m implementation increased the
likelihood that teachers would establish routine%sbaring.” When design teams teachers
shared artifacts of how PBL is working or not wagiin their classrooms, the data show it

increased the likelihood that they would engageoitaborative problem solving and
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deliberation characteristic of “joint work” (Litt}e.990). For the purposes of this study, | define
productive collaboration as that in which teacherginely engage in “joint work.” When
engaged in “joint work,” teachers work to creatiwsblve problems of practice in ways that
address both the technical issues before themhengetdagogical implications of what they as a
team are planning. In the case of the Math 2 teshwawing did not necessarily lead to joint work.
In the case of Social Studies 1, sharing many tidngeslevelop into joint work as teachers used
instances of sharing to dig into both the techngsles regarding PBL implementation and the
pedagogical consequences such implementation rrigate for their practice. The English 2
team rarely shared materials with each other duheglesign team meetings | observed.

In the sections to follow, | examine how each tesiractured their collaborative work
together and describe the extent to which teadaeesaged routines of sharing and joint work in
their design team work.

English 2

Context. | observed the English 2 team 12 times throughwoei2011-2012 school year.
Most of the time | observed the English 2 teammiya block day when the team would meet for
90 minutes. Table 13 illustrates the extent to Whiparticipated in conversations within the

English 2 design teams | observed.

Table 13
Researcher Patrticipation: English 2
Meeting date Researcher participation
9.8.11 No record of participation.
9.15.11 No record of participation.
9.22.11 No record of participation.
10.6.11 Participated in conversation regarding sanmeading.
10.27.11 Participated in conversation around hoplda a PBL unit.
11.3.11 No record of participation.
11.17.11 No record of participation.
1.13.12 No record of participation.
1.27.12 No record of participation.
2.3.12 Participated in conversation regarding tto@gsed peer review process for PBL
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units.
2.10.12 No record of participation.
3.2.12 No record of participation.

The English 2 team was comprised of three Engésabhers, all of whom had between 8-
15 years teaching experience. Of the 3 teacheespfthem was regarded as having deep
content knowledge by other teachers in the depattared described that as their area of
expertise in interviews. They both graduated wahbHelor’'s degrees in English. Those same two
teachers also either served or currently servheaddpartment head for the English department.
Finally, those same two teachers are two of thet imghly regarded teachers by their English
department colleagues. The combination of deepeabknowledge, as well as the official role
of being department head, contributed to the higtus both those teachers hold within the
department. The third teacher on the English 2 t@asinot considered to have especially deep
content knowledge in English. He graduated witlaehielor’s degree in an interdisciplinary
degree that was a combination of anthropology, pspgy, philosophy, and sociology. The
third teacher on the team was considered lesdraflgional English teacher, in both core
knowledge and practice, than his other two colleagu

Complicating the dynamics among teachers furthesy time they made sense of PBL as
a pedagogy and a school-wide initiative differenaniel, the current department head, was
part of the committee of teachers who worked tatlgetPBL initiative off the ground. He
participated in the interviews to hire the teadbaders for the project and he worked to finalize
the language that was in the initial Key Elememsuwinent. Throughout the course of the year,
Daniel focused his work within the team in tryimgdevelop a better understanding of how
authenticity plays out in English classrooms whenfbcus of English class is literature and how

to better integrate student voice in some of thesuhey were planning. Gerald, the former
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department head, was not a part of the PBL planoiingnplementation process. At the time, he
was the sole AP Literature teacher at Cielo Vilsfatorically, the teacher who taught that class
was the teacher whose content knowledge was mgistylmegarded. Throughout the year,
Gerald made arguments to keep the more traditmraponents of English class: the essay and
literary books. He considered essays the fundarhewitage prep component of an English class
and thought literature to provide the best vehiclfacilitate students’ writing of essays. Initigll
Roger was against the PBL initiative. At the begugrof the year he was primarily concerned
with the extent to which PBL would disrupt his gdor his classes for the year and was
concerned about the lack of evidence supportingtfeetiveness of PBL and the lack of models
to look to as example. Roger was slow to accepthiaege. However, as the year progressed, he
became more and convinced that PBL was an effeatayeto teach English courses. In
interviews, Roger was adamant that literary nowelsd not be the focus of English class. These
philosophical tensions between teachers were relyton display during team discussions.
Findings

Data from the English 2 team suggest that out aldsign team meetings observed, the
team engaged in 2 instances of focused collaboratioa specific document or artifact of
teachers’ planning. Out of these 2 instances, nstamnce could be described as joint work
focused on a specific document one of the teadtemred with the team. However, there is little
evidence in the data that shows a routine of shaimongst the English 2 teachers. This team
spent much of their design team time discussing#n®us components of PBL as written in the
7 Key Elements and then planning units. Later enytbar, after my formal data collection had
ended, they piloted one full redesigned unit. Thglish 2 team set no norms for how they

interacted as a team nor did they establish a dleammmitment to redesign curriculum
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according to PBL principles. Lastly, instances s@ibed from this design team as well as
interview data suggest that the team primarily whsghte as a form of decision making. In the
following section, | will deal with each claim inddually.

Claim 1: The English 2 team neither established ehsred commitment to the work nor set
norms for their collaborative work.

Data from the English 2 team suggest that theyndidshare a commitment to the task of
PBL curriculum redesign and that they developedew professional norms to govern their
collaborative work. The lack of either a shared ootment or norms made redesigning
curriculum according to PBL principles difficult.tAhe time | was collecting data on the English
2 team, they had known each other professionalllypemnsonally for approximately 8 years.

The teachers on this team disagreed about somarhierdal issues regarding how to
teach English. Gerald believed students shouldtéwwirite, write, write...essays.” Literature
should be the thing students write about becaus®efves a purpose to writing that nothing else
serves” meaning that it has shows students “vagsdence structure...varied vocabulary...and
exposes students to a variety of ways of expreshemselves.” Roger believed that the book is
“not an essential part of the English classroontradlitional part, yes. An essential part, no.”
He calls “antiquated” the belief of “reading andtuag which means that [they] will read an
entire book and [they] will write a five paragraphfive page essay and that will show [their]
ability to read and write.” To Roger, such praesi¢lose kids.” Daniel fit somewhere in the
middle of the two, perhaps closer to Gerald’s wathmking. He said “There is something near
and dear in my heart, in the very least, in Endisshush towards literature being the focus of
what we do.” However, Daniel also described his i the team as a kind of “referee between

those two tensions” represented by Gerald and Rogedagogical beliefs.
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When the team was first assembled, they leverdggdgersonal relationships with each
other to serve as the foundation for how they waubdk professionally. This had consequences
for how they collaborated. In an interview, Rogesctibed how the team structured their
collaborative work together. He said,

Well, what we did was we just started arguing a téve didn’t do
any norming. Because, you know, norming would baething
that ‘Well, that’'s what people do who don’t knowckather. You
know, that’s, that's a bunch of BS that peopleltt loesn’t
matter.’” Because we know each other so well wétd@ve to do
that kind of crap. We'll just get down to it.

Roger’s description of the lack of norm settingtbig team should not be taken to mean
that he did not see the value in setting normsdideHis description of what happened within
the team and the attitudes that pervaded the teamare a criticism of ignoring the positive
role norm setting could play than an opinion thatnm setting is useless. Regarding setting
norms, Gerald was blunt in an interview saying,

| don’t even know what establishing norms is, righs it going to
be one of those educational jargon words thatehinbnal avoid
without knowing the definitions of? We, we work Wwehough
together where | think that those tools to maketinge run are
unnecessary and, in fact, we would subvert thepoftaa as use
them.
To Gerald, norms were not necessary for the Engligiloup. He says, “We also know

each other so well enough and respect each otbeghkrthat we can get away with that because
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we also know that when it comes down to it and eedito get to something, we can get to it.”
Given Gerald’s reputation for having deep conterdvidedge and his experience with being the
department head, his opinion on this issue heldtgraveight than the opinion of the other
teachers. His rejection of norm setting and higattarization of norm setting as some made up
educational idea had consequences for the tearhoWiexplicit norms that could have ensured
equal participation and respectful disagreemerigbip between Roger and Gerald, the
influence that Gerald leveraged, especially, reetiargely intact as an influential
characteristic of English 2’s collaborative effor’ no point during my observations of the
team or in my interviews with each one of themttiiely describe an instance where one of them
pushed to set norms or pushed to establish a shaneghitment to PBL redesign. Furthermore,
when shown a video clip of the team engaging irateelo resolve an issue regarding a
culminating assessment during a stimulated interveéach teacher described this kind of
interaction as typical for the team.

For this team, the norms they worked under wersdlibat existed within the larger
department where Gerald, and to a lesser exteneD#argely dominated discussions regarding
departmental policy. One example of such departahépolicy” is best summed up by Gerald
during an interview when he said, “We're goinghtv a dress on this pig and make her look
all PBL. We're going to put a project on the efd.oPeople go, ‘Oh, that's PBL right? Project-
based learning?’ Yeah. That's what it is. Und inthe process we'll try and sneak in some of
the actual education, some of the actual probldmrgpthat we've always done.”

Claim 2: The English 2 team rarely shared teachingrtifacts or tools.
For a number of different reasons, including thieifa to order and receive books until

later in the year and an inability to resolve p&dphical differences among teachers, the English
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2 team spent their design year planning, but nptementing newly redesigned curriculum.
Their decision to prioritize the planning and faveémplementation meant they had fewer
opportunities to share common documents and asifeam their classrooms.

English 2 design team observation data show thabfahe 12 meetings | observed, only
2 meetings evidenced conversation between teatihsre/as grounded in a document, tool, or
artifact. During one of those meetings, teacheesl aswhiteboard to brainstorm ideas for how
they would design the scope and sequence of tlesigeted year. During the other meeting,
Gerald shared a reading log he had developed an@iand Roger made suggestions for how it
could be improved. Both the brainstorming on thé&doard and the discussion focused on the
reading log were lively and engaged but were ratieinvthe team.

Table 12 below illustrates the meetings (x axis)imch | observed (x axis) teachers

sharing documents, tools, teacher or student etsify axis) with the group.

Table 14.
Instances of “sharing” in English 2 design team meags
Topics 9/8 | 9/22| 10/ 10/2y 11/3 11/171/6 | /13| 1/27| 2/3] 2/10 3/2
Scope and
sequence Y

Reading journal

Key:
Y = Sharing that did not lead to joint work
X = Sharing that led to joint work

The following is the instance where Gerald sharesltaft of the reading log for the unit
they are planning and he asks for feedback frontet@wa for what should be changed. This

conversation is between Roger and Gerald and esgédesn instance of joint work between
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teachers. Typically, when teachers work to revisadapt a handout, the conversation tended to

be more technical than pedagogical. However, awisee in this instance, the reading journal

handout propels the team into conversations algart and the extent to which the material asks

students to make connections between the texthandpersonal lives. In the text of this

interaction, marked turns are bolded and referettsam identity through the use of “we” is

bolded and underlined.

(1)Gerald:

Roger:

Gerald:
(10)Roger:
Gerald:

Roger:

Gerald:
Roger:

(21)Gerald:

Roger:
Gerald:

Roger:
Gerald:
Roger:

(30)Gerald:

Okay, so the reading journal they are keeping for
Unaccustomed EarthVe had talked about using the
reading strategies, questioning, predicting,
connecting, all of those things, right?

| think if, if they’'re making, if they’re writing
guestions, making predictions, if they’re connegtin
to some sort of aspect of their life or somethimey t
is imprinted already on their brain, and then
reflecting on the bottom...
Yes, so yes

| think that sounds fine.
Sol was thinking of, so on this side you have
guestion, on this side you have the question sogalo
those lines. Um, and then, reflecting at the ermvH
do we want to handle the requirements? Is there a
number of connections? Is there a length of the
number of pages they write on it?

| think they do that every page. And then we just
have to figure out how many pages of reading or a
page of notes//

Right//

How many pages of reading equals a notéfats
kind of what you were thinking? Or, am | off?

| was just thinking for grading purpsyou have at
least six entries//

Ohyeah
Or you have to—I mean we could do it by pages but
that would//

It's going to and if they’re choosing thewn//
And that, that the other thing. | mean ultimately//
Or what, what we’re holding them accountable for
is “Did you engage the reading in a//

Right.
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Roger: In a fully functional way. At least thisany times.
Gerald: Right.
Roger: Right? Um...

(34)Gerald: You know, one of those things. It's a balance
between being onerous and it being rigorous. Um,
and then of course, is it authentic-- (sigh) B,
you know, | don’t think we can get sidetracked by
everything they have to do has to be authentic
because sometimes you've just got to do it.

This interaction between Roger and Gerald is theadt example of joint work |
recorded from their design team meetings. Duringyitiieraction, Daniel appeared to be
passively listening to the exchange while he waskimg on paperwork the group had to submit
to the district curriculum coordinator. He engagethe discussion at some points, just not
during this specific interaction. Given the tensibat existed within the team between Gerald
and Roger throughout the year, it is surprising iamaic that this instance best evidenced joint
work.

In this instance they marked their discursive twith language consistent with
validation and elaboration (bolded) and the wagnrefd to themselves as team (bolded and
underlined) using the pronoun “we.”

Gerald and Roger’s interaction is marked by diss@weonsistent with validation (“right,”
“you know,” “yeah”) qualification (“I think,” “or”) and elaboration (“and”) (Schiffrin, 1984).
When teachers mark their turns using these diseaueskers, they signal to each other that they
support the direction of the conversation. Whers@iantly used in interactions such as these,
even if it only lasts for a couple of minutes, discse markers consistent with validation,
qualification, and elaboration can create a shegsgonsibility for the work of teaching, or at

least for improving this specific tool, and propedchers into a space of creative problem

solving whereby joint work is possible. In additiaghe use of the pronoun “we” (line 2) signals
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that Gerald saw he and his colleagues as a teapiteleecurring pedagogical disagreements
with members of the team.

It is important to note that the other instancslwdring | observed was of a different kind
than the instance evidenced above. The instanastmaed on 2/3, referenced in Table 12, was
a conversation focused on work teachers did oniteladard and was not instigated by a shared
tool, document, or artifact and the conversatios waich more conceptual and philosophical
than practical. It is also important to note tln instance evidenced above represents a
relatively low risk task for all three teachersahxed. Reading journals, although important, by
themselves do not impact the overall pedagogiegdtory of the course. Although they have
contrary pedagogical beliefs, a reading journatesents a teaching tool on which Roger and
Gerald could collaborate without the risk of rehagtdisagreements about the value or
effectiveness of PBL.

Claim 3: The English 2 team primarily leveraged dehte to make curricular decisions.

The English 2 design team leveraged debate asmapyricollaborative practice. As
Parker (2003) writes, “Debate is another way faugs to make decisions without the benefit of
discussion” (p. 81). Interactions are marked byades when participants come to the
conversation with the intent to preserve estabtighersonal beliefs and values. In this design
group, teachers’ beliefs shifted little. In keepinith debate practices, many conversations
featured teachers arguing from relatively closedpectives in an effort to preserve practices
and beliefs they personally established in theis#looms over time. Teachers from both sides
of the PBL spectrum entered conversations and sksons from fairly fixed perspectives.
Teachers usually leveraged debate when they dsgussues of pedagogical significance.

Although they universally claimed to learn someghirom the collaborative redesign process,
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they shifted little in the roles they assumed dm&ihfluence they wielded. Contrary to the
collaborative culture established in other teaims,data on this team show teachers using the
design team collaborative space as a forum todughtrench and preserve their practices, roles,
status, and beliefs, rather than a place wheret@lesnents could be transformed.

In many ways, negotiations are dangerous terraiterhers to tread who have an
investment in status quo teaching. Contrary tontimeor lose dynamic of a debate, where
teachers can leverage their status and roles téheipedagogically important arguments,
negotiations necessitate more rational, data-driiscussions and decisions. In negotiations, all
parties have to be willing to lose something tachea compromise. To those teachers fully
invested in not changing, for whatever reasonutieeof negotiation to make curricular decisions
represents a slow erosion of their the status @dfibtheir knowledge and practice.

The following interaction among teachers on thellEh@ team shows them engaged in a
debate about how to structure an assessment.Danigl argued for a multi-tiered structure to
the end of unit assessment whereby students wrigaalysis of a text and then create a product
that shows they know how to apply their knowledgerald responded to Daniel’'s argument by
claiming that the project part of the assessmembisomething students will be asked to do in
college and thus, it should be cut from their plartee interaction starts with Daniel attempting
to forge a compromise between Gerald’s desire tkentfze essay the summative assessment for
the unit and Roger’s desire to make a student grtpe summative assessment for the unit.
Discourse markers are bolded in the text below.

(1)Daniel: If there's no, okay. So that's step.oProve to me
that you can see a pattern. Then step two is,jugw
together a proposal for how you would use-- yow, yo
chose shadow, | want you to now prove to me that yo

know enough about shadow--
Roger: Right.
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Daniel: To be able to use it yourself.

Roger: Yes, yes, yes.

(9)Daniel: So, step two is put together a propothke what all
the different meanings of shadow are and then m®po
to me what you think you, you're, your-- what the
meaningof shadow would be in your final thing.

Roger: Mhmm.

Daniel: Then you do your final thing and I'll ube first two
to basically look at the idea of like, when | reanir
graphic novel or saw your film, whatever the futk i
was that you did//

Roger: Yeah, yeah--

Daniel: Did | see you using shadow and would skathean
that to me? Would | be able to get there?

(21)Roger: Ah, and that's kind of how you create the rubric.

Daniel: Yeah.

Roger: Soyou would actually as a teacher create the rubric,
sort of based off their initial proposal, whichlrik is
very, you know, student voicey, in that regardicasg)
as it hit. You would give out some parametersyel
obviously--

Daniel: Right.

(29)Roger: But they, they're not, you know, talking about

something irrelevant//

While Gerald listens, Daniel attempts to start gatiation to find a middle ground
between established content (literary analysis)RBUd content (graphic novel as content) and
thus, between what Gerald wants and what Rogerswaritof the unit under discussion. Roger’s
turns, marked by language of validation such aghRi “Yes,” “Mhmm,” signal his support of
Daniel’s proposal. The negotiation between Danel Roger also includes student and teacher

co-constructed rubrics to grade various parts @fitoject.

(31)Gerald:  So, here's my one concerns doing that creative
final step, right, doing their own graphic novel or
whatever//

Roger: Or whatever, yeah, yeall

Gerald: It doesn't have to be (inaudible), sometkhat they

would haveto able to do to survive freshmen year in
college? (Wagging a pencil, ends question with
pounding on table.)



174

Gerald enters the conversation at this point tetjoe the legitimacy of using graphic
novels as assessment by asserting the standaotierfecpreparatory to the idea. Gerald’s turn
signals his disagreement with Daniel's proposatagés choice to frontload his turn with the
phrase “So here’s my one concern,” (line 31) sendgar signal to Daniel that he has concerns
about his proposal. This marks the point at whinghibteraction becomes a debate.

In some ways, Gerald’s concern is legitimate aneltbat educators are encouraged to ask
of any task or activity. However, in this caseaems more likely that Gerald attempted to co-opt
the rhetoric of college prep as a standard to presglements of the curriculum, namely literary

analysis, that fall within his expertise.

(36)Roger: | think the thinking process is.

Daniel: And it also depends on what you say//

Gerald: The first two steps, absolutely strikeas# (Wagging
a pencil.)

Roger: Well |, | see it as an abstract thinking.

(41)Gerald:  Yes, see but see we're the English teachehs.a
freshmen college English. (Talking directed at kesgic
1 while wagging/tapping a pencil on the table.)

Daniel: It dependson whether film analysis is part of their
freshman college English.

Roger: Well I'll see// (Talking but other twatdhers not

listening.)

Gerald: No it doesn't

Roger: Well | see it asan add-on more than a taking away of
something. (Talking but other two teachers not
listening.)

(50)Gerald: You can do film analysis without ¢neg your own

film.

Daniel: I, | mean, (long pause) okay. You could do English
class- | mean you could get a degree in English
without ever reading a novel. You know if you, you
take the course, the track where you go//

Gerald: But would you be, but, but I mean, would you

consider a kid you hadn't been given a, written a
graphic novel or made a film, uh, insufficiently
prepared for freshmen English? If you did, if you
haven't read a novel are you insufficiently prefdos
freshmen English?
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(60)Daniel: Uh...(long paus#Yell okay, so, two separate
guestions. So, if you haven't read a novel, ate yo
insufficiently prepared for freshmen English? 1, |
mean--

Gerald: Yes. Yes\No one gets to sayno to that answer.

The discursive moves here are important to notespide Daniel’s efforts to start a
negotiation of content where a middle ground isized, Gerald moves to control the
conversation by using non-compromising languagé ssc‘No, it doesn't,” (line 47) in reply to
one of Daniel’'s claims and “But” to set up his ddqjuestion. Getting wrapped up in an
animated discussion, both Gerald and Daniel igRarger and his support of Daniel’s proposal.
In addition, by using rhetorical questions suchifagou haven't read a novel are you sufficiently
prepared freshman [college] English?” (lines 57-G8)ald’s intent is to win the argument
through rhetorical and logical flourish than to gerely negotiate a middle ground. Although
somewhat unconscious, Gerald’s discursive stylevatenced in this interaction, saturated the
discussions of the design team and routinely astaal interactions of debate as the way in
which curricular and content questions would benaaned and decided.

Gerald’s concluding assertion, that no one getajono to the question that students
should read a novel before they graduate from kalfiool serves multiple purposes: 1) he re-
asserts his influence within the group to insistontent that falls within his expertise as a
teacher, 2) he forcefully ends the conversationdigg absolutist language of “no one” and “no,”
3) he subverts the efforts of his colleagues toaritre curriculum in the direction of PBL
pedagogy and, in doing so, attempts to invalid&k pedagogy as well.

Even though teachers’ conversations made occadionagls into negotiation, especially
when the topic was of small consequence, the chioiose debate as the primary tool for

decision-making created animosity among design teachers. Instead of resulting in

evidence-based decisions, debate routinely alidrRRoger, whose arguments were not generally



176

taken seriously. About discussions in design te@etings, Roger says “the people [he’s]
having the discussion with seemingly couldn’t dreggwith [him] more on issues of content”
resulting in debates where it's “two against ortéis perspective of what happened in his design
team was evidenced notably in one example whereRyg up to grab an example of a high-
level student project and Gerald mumbled to Daatlitelr Roger left the room that “lk@ows

what a student project looks like,” implying thaeghg one is a waste of his time. Such
instances, where Roger attempted to leverage pisreése in futility or where he was ignored in
the course of an animated discussion, are commtheidata. Over time, such interactions
poison the collaborative effort between teacheth@aprocess became primarily focused on
winning arguments and decisions and not on creatamgformative curriculum.
Consequentially, teachers’ use of debate typidalither cemented their roles, status, and
pedagogical beliefs.

This excerpt is an example of how this design teaed debate as a preferred method of
collaborative decision making when integral issoiegedagogy and instruction were in play. It
also evidences the tension in the design team leetétese hoping to use the collaborative space
to further institutionalize established practicel @edagogy and those hoping to use the
collaborative space to move the content and cdumaicloser to PBL practice. Finally, this
example is indicative of how teachers’ roles, statund beliefs were further concretized when
issues of deep pedagogical import were discussed.

Conclusion.For a number of reasons, the English 2 team stedggl establish and
maintain productive collaborative routines. Theg dot establish a shared commitment to PBL
curriculum redesign. The norms they used to gottegir collaborative work were simply those

that existed within the English department. Mean(agrald, his informal leadership and
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influence, and the pedagogical perspective he Irtoiogthe work were concentrated and
accentuated within the team whereas Roger, hiswelack of influence, and the pedagogical
perspective he brought to the work were deemphasind disempowered. The use of debate to
make decisions within the team furthered this dyicafrhis ever-present tension within the team
made it difficult for them to make any progress &osls PBL curriculum redesign and solidified
the positions and roles each teacher had throughewtear.

This dynamic seemed to negatively impact the extenthich teachers learned from the
collaborative experience. This was especially fandroger, who described “com[ing] away
feeling constrained and frustrated almost everyafter the PBL design group” to the extent that
most days he would “just go home and make it PBLhimself. Interviews with Gerald and
Daniel evidenced that both teachers enjoyed workaligboratively with the team but neither
teacher could point to anything specific they heattihed from the design team experience.

By the end of the year, the English 2 team desidnenit of study that approached PBL.
That 1 unit of study represented four weeks ofrutdion in the school year. Based on my
observations of this team, the data suggest theranod curriculum they designed was impacted
by their inability to address chronic philosophiead pedagogical disagreements between
teachers as to the overall effectiveness of PBli@ulum, especially in the context of English
coursework.

Social Studies 1

Context. The Social Studies 1 team consisted of five S&fatlies teachers of various
levels of teaching experience and expertise reggrtie content they were to teach in this
specific class. In addition, in Fall of 2011, orfdéle teachers on the team was new to the school

but was recruited to come to Cielo Vista to helpigle and teach the Social Studies 1 course.
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The year before, three of the teachers on the team given a half-year, common planning
period to jumpstart the course design processivietes with these three teachers show that in
that time, teachers primarily had conversationsi¢yyo make sense of the task on hand and not
really designing curriculum. In addition, at thené the Social Studies 1 team started designing
the course, they benefitted from PBL expertise withe department. Two teachers in the Social
Studies department had spent years developing acBaise in collaboration with teachers from
other schools and with university researchers.

| observed the Social Studies 1 team 12 times tirout the 2011-2012 school year.
Most of the time | observed the Social Studiesabnteluring a block day when the team would
meet for 90 minutes. Table 15 illustrates the ext@mvhich | participated in conversations

within the design teams | observed.

Table 15
Researcher Participation: Social Studies 1
Meeting date Researcher participation
9.15.11 Participated in conversation about howotteptualize PBL planning
throughout the year.
9.22.11 No record of participation.
10.6.11 No record of participation.
10.7.11 (release day) No record of participation.
10.27.11 Participated in conversation around howeind to collect data on them
throughout the year.
11.3.11 No record of participation.
11.17.11 No record of participation.
1.5.12 No record of participation.
1.12.12 No record of participation.
1.26.12 No record of participation.
2.9.12 Participated in conversation about ways&gh race as a social construct.
3.8.12 No record of participation.

The Social Studies 1 team consisted of the follgweachers. At the time of this study,
Lucy had approximately 10 years of teaching expegeat Cielo Vista. She is also one of the

central teacher leaders who manages and coorditetekesign and implementation of PBL
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throughout the school. Lucy’s experience and exgeentith PBL is deep. Before she became a
teacher leader on the project, she was part ohersity study that redesigned government
classes according to PBL pedagogy. That work téakepapproximately 3-4 years before the
school was awarded its current federal grant.tzitl approximately 10 years teaching
experience at Cielo Vista. Previous to working efl&Vista, Bill worked in a district in another
state as a history teacher and a reading specBdistalso had approximately 10 years teaching
experience at Cielo Vista. Ben is also the curBotial Studies department head. Nancy had 1
year of teaching experience at Cielo Vista. Howgpavious to working at the school, Nancy
spent a year teaching night classes in a crediévet class in a local school district. Lisa had 4
years teaching experience, none of them at CiedtaVPrevious to being recruited to come to
the school to help design and teach the Sociali&udcourse, Lisa had taught at another school
in the district for 2 years. She also had expegeaga para-educator at a school in a local school
district. Lisa was also the content expert on #aart. She holds a master degree in the specific
social studies content area of the class.

The Social Studies department is highly collabeeatiHighly collaborative” is a phrase
that came up again and again in my interviews te#thers. Based on my informal observations
of the Social Studies department, teachers typiedlllate lunch together and in that time they
shared their experiences various classes thatrdthyaxious struggles they encounter with
students. When such topics came up, teachers wviiteidepartment were supportive and
attempted to help whoever is experiencing a proladdress it constructively. Many of the
Social Studies teachers shared deep personabredhips with each other. However, whereas
teachers in other departments leveraged thosenansdationships in their professional

interactions with each other, the Social Studigsadenent operated on a personal and
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professional level. Most of their collaborative wdogether was highly professional and focused
on student needs and student learning. Althougte kea department head and although many
of the same teachers teach the same classes thighdepartment, there is very little hierarchical
order or concentrated status within teachers wiltendepartment.

The Social Studies 1 course at Cielo Vista Highd®tls an inclusive, required freshman
level Advanced Placement course. It is also a AB&sc The tension between those two
competing interests, on the one hand of prepatundests to take the AP exam for this course by
the end of the year and on the other to desigedhese according to PBL principles, existed in
every meeting | attended.

Findings. Data from the Social Studies 1 team evidence a thatrapproached the
curriculum design work with a shared commitmentiaking the course reflect a PBL approach.
They established explicit norms early in their dasyear to govern how they would work
together as a team. In addition, they shared atsifaf their curriculum implementation often.
Most times, those instances of “sharing” developgal rich discussions characteristic of “joint
work” (Little, 1990). Interview data with Socialgties 1 teachers suggest that routines such as
“sharing” and the rich discussions that developedhfthat “sharing” had as much to do with the
culture that existed within the Social Studies depant as it did with the relationships among
the teachers on this specific team.

Claim 1: The Social Studies 1 team reinforced theishared commitments to the work and
developed collaborative norms to govern their workhroughout the year.

Teachers in the Social Studies 1 team never estedolia shared commitment to the work
of PBL redesign because they each approached theafiourriculum design for this class with

the assumption that it would be a PBL class. Inésv8 with each teacher in the team are rife
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with descriptions of how, at the beginning of theasign team work, teachers worked to figure
out “What is a PBL class and how is that differieatn a traditional class and how do you begin
to plan for a PBL class and how is that differdvatrt planning for a traditional class?” Another
teacher talked about how the team approached &mmiplg of the course from a “PBL style,”
meaning they look at the suggested units from Wiéege Board and asked “how can we make
this PBL?” This question recalled by one of thecteais on the team evidences an assumption,
held by other members on the team, that PBL wasrthywgoal. Design team observational data
supports these data as well. There was no desagm teeeting | attended where teachers had
philosophical conversations or debate about whd¥Bérwas a valid pedagogy in general or for
the course they were planning specifically.

Based on what the teachers shared in interviewssditficult to discern the level of PBL
knowledge they had individually and as a team. Qfrtbe teachers originally on the team, but
who later could not attend design team meetingheatime had approximately 3-4 years
experience with teaching and planning PBL currioulBut it is important to note that her
experience was in a different context where PBL imaye been conceptualized differently. For
example, her experience was largely in projectpnoblem based learning. Although valuable
and relevant in its own way for the way this tegmpraached the planning process, her
knowledge and experience may not have aligned lgies®ugh with the goals of this specific
course to make her an expert. It is also impottt@anbte that this design team was one of the first
teams to design a course in the PBL initiative sAsh, they were not privy to the more
sophisticated definitions and descriptions of PBattdeveloped within the school over the past

2-3 years. The vagueness by which they speak &®lutargely reflects the tools and
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knowledge they had at their disposal. Since theversl of these teachers have become in-house
experts on various dimensions of PBL pedagogy.

In early October 2011, the Social Studies 1 teasnived a full release day from the
school to meet to do such things as establish nofnmgeraction and to begin brainstorming
scope and sequence for the year. Video from thetingeshows posters hanging from the walls
on the Key Elements, ideas for unit plans, etc. tBlaen spent roughly two hours talking about
everything from how they think they should sit dhgrimeetings to how they as individuals
process ideas and information best. The followxgeept shows how teachers navigated the
beginning of the norm setting process. One of éaehers started talking about how and why she

prefers for the group to sit in a circle when tlaeg meeting.

Lisa: | have actually graded students before oatwh
would call positive group formation. That's how |
start my collaborative work, or what | call my salci
skills workshops. And it's something I've notice@w
don’t do well and I think it's because I'm spatial.
Like in my home, everything has to be neat. Like if
my partner puts the wrong coffee cup back-- Like,
there are places for the coffee cups and that one
doesn’t go there. Especially since there are glass
doors. So, like, I'm very spatial. (Laughter) Arad,
little OCD. Um, so, when we meet as a group, like,
the fact that Ben and Nancy are so far away, and we
aren’'tin a circle like | want//

Ben: You want me closer to Nancy?

Lisa: | want you to be closer to us as a groufmni't like it
when, to use Ben’s words, there are outliers. 8o th
one thing | have noticed we tend to do when we are
meeting in Bill's classroom is, sometimes it's a
cluster of two of us and then two of us are oveehe
(showing with her hands) and then sometimes Bill is
at his desk. | think sometimes when we are going
through a lesson it makes sense to have someone up
there, showing a PowerPoint and | don’t have a
problem with people moving around. But | just feel,
emotionally | feel better when we’re in a circlend\
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so one way | would resolve that would be to, when |
walk into the room and then we can put it all back,
just making a circle and try-- And | understandtth
maybe some people have needs and we can move to
other places but I think that when our shouldecs fa
one another-- Why not model what we would want
for our students?
[Nancy gets up and moves from one end of the table
to be closer to the other teachers in the group]

Lisa continues: Oh, see, I'm feeling better alregdgughter)

Nancy: | just dropped all my stuff there...

Lisa: Well and | don’t know if it's an issue fongone else
that is just something for me that | feel like 1wid--
When things are disparate, um... When students are
disparate I'm like, hey, look like a group here.

Bill: It's hard to feel like you're an equal menm= a
group-- It's the whole campfire thing, right? by
sit in a circle at a campfire, everyone gets theesa
warmth. But if you are sitting in a, even in, like
you’re sitting at a meeting table and somebody’s al
the way at the end and somebody'’s all the wayeat th
end, there, at a campfire, those people would be

cold.//
Lisa: Yeah.
Bill: And those people would probably feel letito
Lisa: And | feel like I don’t hear those peoplg@ices as

loudly as when they’re on the, like, | don’t wahet
fringes to have developed because-- | don’t know
why they have. But I'm not getting to hear those
people as equally is maybe because they are not as
part of the warmth so this would just be something
that would make me be like, okay, this is what htva
my students to look like. So good. Right now |
automatically feel better. [Teachers have movetssea
to sit in a better circle. Two teachers moved from
where they were originally sitting.] So, that’s min

Bill: | think that's a decent thing for us to do.
Lisa: Other people?
Lucy: | just want to echo that because althougit'sinot

something | think about very often, | tend to be th
last one to arrive in our meetings because | tsach
far away. And | feel like when | come in, usualet
four desks are taken so | feel like | have to it a

another table. And then you have all of your other
work stacked up on it so | feel like I'm in Sibeaa

bit. But not like-- 1 don’t feel like it’s intentinal but
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| do feel like when it happens that | don't fedkli
part of the action.

Ben: So if we’re meeting and you're not there weigl
then you come in, we just like-- Who is it we add
desk for? Is it like Isaiah? Maybe not Isaiah. Vi&ho
it? There’s a chair for, in Passover//

Bill: Oh.

Ben: Right? Anyway, there’s an empty chair forpeo
who may be arriving. But that idea of, that person,
because it’s also like that person is a part of our
community, even when they don’t show up.

Lisa: Yeah.

In this instance, the specific discursive turnsvaein teachers are not as important as the
content of their conversation. Of note are the pletes they use to substantiate the importance
of something as small as the way they should sénithey come into the room to meet.
Metaphors like the “campfire” and the traditionle&ving a chair open at Passover convey deep
symbolism of community. Through these metaphoes;tter communicate to each other that the
exercise of norm setting is important because n@am®ne way teachers can establish
community and membership among teachers in thepgrou

The norms the team set in the interaction abowd) a8 sitting in a circle and
accommodating people who would arrive late to tleeting, were consistent with what |
observed throughout the time | spent with this te@is interaction is just one example of how
this team not just established, but actively wort@dustain norms throughout the year that
would help them work better. These and other ngrosided the team with a professional
context in which to solve any disagreements thatecap in their design work.

Claim 2: The Social Studies 1 team established “shag” as a collaborative routine that
typically evolved into “joint work.”

Data collected on the Social Studies 1 team shawefaile 11 design team meetings

observed, all of them evidenced teachers sharirngusadocuments, tools, and teaching artifacts.
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Some meetings evidenced several instances wheteetsashared materials. Sharing was an
established routine within the group. Out of thari2ances of sharing over that time, 11 of
those instances evidenced collaboration indicatfjeint work (Little, 1990).

Table 16 below illustrates the meetings in whidbs$erved teachers sharing documents,

tools, teacher or student artifacts (y axis) wité group.

Table 16.
Instances of “sharing” in Social Studies 1 desigream meetings
Topics 9/15| 9/22| 10/ 10/2F 11/3 11/171/5 | 1/12| 1/26] 2/9| 3/8
PowerPoint lesson plan
for the day X X X X
Student survey
X
Developing a student
classroom task or activity X X X

Developing a student
assessment and/or rubric X X X
for the assessment

Teachers discuss various
subject matter content Y

$e:y:8haring that did not lead to joint work
X = Sharing that led to joint work

Table 13 evidences a design team who routinelyeshayaterials, documents, and tools
with each other and who spent time deliberatingiatowvhat was shared. Shared items were not
just accepted by each teacher and then adaptedt thes needs of each teacher. Many times
sharing sparked prolonged conversations where ¢esaebould discuss not just the pros and cons
of the specific item, but how that item fit intcethpedagogical approach to the course as a

whole. Out of all of the design teams studied dkeze years of data collection, the Social

Studies 1 team evidenced the most productive lefadsllaboration. During an especially lively
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design team meeting, teachers worked to develaprecrfor grading student presentations.
They discussed what topics they wanted to covérarFRQ section of the exam they were
preparing for students, and they worked to proldehae ways they could help students create a
map using the GIS technology to use in their prsdiems.

The following instance is an example of collabamatwithin the Social Studies 1 team
consistent with characteristics of “joint work” ¢tle, 1990). It illustrates how the Social Studies
1 teachers problem solved how they were going ljp $tedents address the needs of
redistricting the school district attendance liassstipulated by an external expert, who students
would be presenting to as part of their final assemnt for the unit. The external expert
suggested that students consider how to redrawelémeentary, middle school, and high school

attendance lines; a suggestion one of the teadesigibes as complex and difficult.

(2)BiIll: You don’t thinkwe should mess around with the
elementary schools?
Lisa: | think we could. I think it would get way too

complex. Because that's my initial...that's my thing
too, arewe going to divide up middle school lines?
At that point it gets tricky.

Ben: | think we could givethem the data and if they want
to use it, they could, but not expect them to tise i
Because | think it’s really important//

(9)Lisa: | think it's really important , and | think it'’s really
complicated to put together a presentation and make
these maps in 2-3 days. Even though | feelikéve
helped them up to this point, adding that is a whol
‘nother layer of brain teaser for, unless you'rallse

high.
Ben: Yeah. | mean it's complex for a really high kid.
Lisa: It boggles my mind It's like, when | was trying to

figure out the math for all of that, because | was
looking at that, how do we account for this. Um, |
was left thinking, holy s--t.

Ben: He askd,mean his (external expert) questions are
different from what we would ask. He asks for
patterns, patterns of enrollment//
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(21)Lisa: He has a myopic bias. That's why.

Ben: How does the enrollment growth impact thatatT
we could see. School building capacity, special
program placement, feeder school enrollment
(inaudible). So, reallwe’re saying, we can’t. That's
going to be tough//

At this point in the conversation, teachers wer&intgasense of the scope of the problem
of having students consider all levels of schoolWigen thinking about how to redraw the district
attendance boundaries. The content expert in thagpgilescribed how overwhelming that task
would be for anyone, let alone freshmen studenti®iga“l think it's really complicated to put
together a presentation and make these maps ia3s3 (line 9-10). Below, the conversation
turned on the suggestion that teachers rethinkthew structure collaborative teams to achieve
the goals set forth by the external expert. By frajthe suggestion as “one option,” (line 26) this
teacher creates space for other teachers to cpalenqualify her idea.

(26)Lucy: One option we could also pursuedepending on
how many groups we have is, we could, instead of
each group going out and doing their own math, we
could potentially put the groups together in tricsis
maybe one group is looking at elementary-- one
group is responsible for elementary, one group is
responsible for middle school, one group is
responsible for high school, instead of just having
one group plan for all three and account for al th
imbalances. We could make a plan. Go make our
maps. And what we’d be looking for in the blocks
and charts (inaudible). So we’d have three kind of
linked presentations//

(37)Lisa: Here’s what it looks like on the higtheol level and
why. Here are the deciding factors for all//

Lucy: For all of us.

Lisa: This mega group//

Lucy: Right. And thenwe’d have three lead presenters in

each group and do that paknd then you'd have
someone who comes up and shows what it does to
the elementary school, someone comes up and shows
in the middle school, here’s how it happens in the

high school. The three lead presenters come batk an
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do the wrap up. So, you'd have three different ways
to differentiate between the three levels. Youwrsyr
kid can do that because they’re going to want to be
lead presenter but that means that they (inaudible)
They're going to talk about the overall and thempvr
up.

(51)Lisa: Do you think they will have as much buy inWhat
l, I really like , that would be nice. And then cover
more of what J want®hat I'm wondering is, will
there be enough buy in for the kids who are doing
middle school and elementary? Like, if you say,
alright, you guys are doing the elementary feeder
school part, | can see some of my kids say, well, |
wanted to do high school. Because | have been
thinking of high school this whole time as the

challenge.
(59)Nancy: Yeah, me too
Lucy: Well we can, wecan, well, one way wean do it is

we can say it doesn’t matter what problem you are
being asked to solve. Your client has asked faldee
schools to be taken into account. Is that something
that we as a class feel that we can problem solve a
way to make that happeAnd | think that kids will
come up with a similar idea. | think you have thask
that want to do high school, from my class | have
kids who don't live in the district so they donéally
care about the feeder elementary and middle schools
and then there are some who have siblings whaoget t
go to Pacific Middle School and who still care abou
that. | think there are some kids who still carewtb

that because they're freshmen.

(72)Lisa: | think the middle school buy in will still totally be
there because | think they're still there. And that'’s
the advantage of having these students'bgraders.

Lucy: Right.

After the “One option” (line 26) comment, teach&gsand work through problems of
arranging students in groups, assigning tasksasetigroups, and trying to make the task, in
general, more relevant to students. In this chdrikxd, teachers use turns like “And” (line 41,
42, 64), “Do you think” (line 51), “I really like{52), and “What I'm wondering” (line 53)

consistent with elaboration, validation, and acpveblem solving. Such turns not only add
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momentum to the discussion, it creates a safe pdaceachers to share ideas and propose
possible solutions.

This instance is typical of how the Social Studigeam worked throughout the year. The
conversation is marked by language of validatiaalifjcation, and elaboration and there is
strong use of the pronoun “we” that evidences #terd to which these teachers see themselves
as a team and not as a group of individuals. Tdisaourse is marked by language consistent
with negotiation and deliberation such as “I thifldnd,” “Right,” and “Maybe.” Their
discourse creates a kind of creative problem sglsmowball effect on the discussion in that
encourages others to interject with ideas and edbapon what teachers are already discussing.
As with other groups, the use of “we” here is intpat. In the Social Studies 1 team it connotes
a shared investment, team identity, and commitrtzetite work.

The interview data from each teacher on this tesarif@ with references to “we” when
talking about how they see themselves as a desagn,ta department, and how they thought
about and planned the Social Studies 1 curricuBithdescribes how the team spent the
previous semester “trying to define what Socialdg&is 1 means as a course and...what is a PBL
class and how is that different from a traditioclalss and how do you begin to plan for [that].”

In my interview with her, Nancy described how tlepdrtment “collaborates a lot” and how “at
lunch we [they] talk about how we [they] can woolgéther better as a department.” In this
group, there was a sense of accountability andbresiility present in the “we” that seems to be
an extension of the culture of the department.é‘hever been in a department,” stated
Mackenzie, “that talks so much about history amé€ao much about the lessons.”

Claim 3: The Social Studies 1 team primarily leverged deliberation to make curricular

decisions.
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The instance above shows teachers primarily vatigatualifying, and elaborating on
each other’s ideas. Their interaction is markedlisgursive turns such as “and,” “right,”
“maybe,” and “I think,” all of which are indicativef a team engaged in creative problem solving
and deliberation. Deliberation is a decision malpngcess whereby people work towards new
solutions to problems they encounter (Parker, 2@&&til and Black, 2007). No one person
owns the solution. It can only be arrived out wkarnous team members listen to the ideas of
others and make suggestions and qualificationgiinstt whatever idea the team is currently
focused. Each teacher is positioned as someonéagvaluable contributions to make in the
decision making process. This is the kind of pattawould expect to see from a group of people
who are immersed in creative problem solving. Toisversation is representative of many
conversations | observed between teachers on ttial&tudies 1 team throughout the year.
Teachers validated each other’s ideas but did esitdte to qualify those ideas with suggestions
to make them more workable in the given context.

Much like with the English 2 group, the Social @&s 1 group also carried over
established ways of working together from what éeidted within the department. As | stated
above, informal observations of how the Social &sidepartment worked together evidenced
similar patterns of interaction among teachers éntirely possible that Social Studies 1's
deliberative approach to solving problems was mid by how the department solved problems
over time. That transplanted culture, in additiothe shared commitment to the work, and the
constant attention given to the norms that govethen work provided the team with a clear
framework to apply to problems of practice and diffierences of opinions regarding content or

curriculum that might arise.
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An important part of the departmental culture fbatlso evident in this design team’s
data is the lack of any explicit departmental hielng between teachers. Teachers deferred to
each other within the team and were careful to ideample space for everyone to participate,
despite the fact that one of the team members wasdered, far and away, the content expert
for this specific course. Before final decisiong@veonfirmed, it was not uncommon to hear a
teacher ask the other teachers, “Can we all lith this?” or “Anything else we need to consider
here?”

Conclusion.For a number of reasons, the Social Studies 1 &stablished and sustained
productive collaborative routines throughout titgsign year. Each teacher approached the task
intending to design the course according to PBhgyples. They set norms at the beginning of
their design year intended to stem any interpeilgesaes that might arise in the process of
designing curriculum. Explicitly set and agreed?toall teacher sin the group, these norms set
the foundation for how the team would deal witHatihg opinions and beliefs as they set about
their work. The team routinely used deliberatioraagay to make decisions and creatively
address problems that arose in the process ofrdegigurriculum. The combination of these
factors created a design team culture that madeaimplex, complicated, and even contentious
work of curriculum design manageable throughoutyter.

To some degree, the Social Studies 1 group besfittm designing course that had not
existed before at the school. Because they hadtofsom scratch, everything they planned was
something new. This important factor, combined wliir deeply collaborative culture, their
decision to commonly implement the curriculum theyl planned, and their universal

acceptance of PBL created a design team environfesih for teacher learning. Teachers
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could not help but learn from each other as theyeshhandouts or tools they had developed for
common use and problem solved issues one of théicedas they implemented.

By the end of the year, the Social Studies 1 teadhdm almost complete scope and
sequence of PBL units for the following year. As ffear went on, they established cycles of
planning and implementation that helped them dealigime units they taught throughout the
year. Like other teams in this study, the studentBe Social Studies 1 class take an end of
course high stakes exam. It should also be notgdltlke Social Studies 1 team spent time
collaborating over the summer and into the next yefning, changing, and redesigning the
curriculum as they went.

Math 2

Context. The Math 2 team consisted of three teachers witieddevels of teaching
experience and areas of expertise. Matt is a whatke, experienced Cielo Vista Math teacher
who, at the time, had nine years teaching expegiahthe school. In that time he taught every
math class taught at the school with the excemifdhe Differential Equations class that
students take after they have completed AP Cald@disCharlotte is a white female novice
teacher who, at the time, had been teaching at Miista for 2 years. For the first couple of
years after college, she worked as an enginediekast Coast and in the Pacific Northwest.
She taught the Engineering class at Cielo Vistahith she deployed various PBL strategies.
When working on the Math 2 team, Dianne was aldweinfirst year teaching. Dianne is a white
female who was fresh out of her teacher educatiogrpm at a local university.

The data | present from this design team for thidysconsists of p design team meetings
| observed between 1/14/13 and 2/8/13. Besided satlakt the beginning and end of meetings,

| did not participate in design team meetings lestaed during this time.
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Each teacher came to the Math 2 team with deegobkhowledge, but Matt’s
experience teaching almost all the math curricuétitihe school meant that Charlotte and
Dianne looked to him for advice on a number ofatiéht logistical issues that came up
throughout the year. However, Matt rarely exerteg l@aadership within the group. Most of the
time Charlotte and Dianne set the agenda and pusiregkrsations forward.

Findings. The Math 2 team approached their design team wdrkam openness but not
a shared commitment to redesigning curriculum atingrto PBL curriculum. Their subject
matter content and the constraints placed upon thethe district curriculum and the end of
course state test weighed heavily on their decisiaking process. The Math 2 team did not set
norms for how they would work together as a gragth the shared commitment to the work
and the norm setting were tacit components of therk. In addition, the Math 2 team
established weak routines of sharing with no instarof joint work evidenced in the data.
Teachers were observed sharing various resouregg$datind online and the grade distribution of
their students in the Math 2 class, for exampl¢ these instances of sharing never reached the
depth of collaboration characteristic of joint wohk the following sections | will address each
claim individually.

The Math 2 team did not establish a shared commitnmg to PBL redesign and did not
establish norms to govern that work.

Much went unsaid in the Math 2 team. Althoughdh&a reveal no explicit agreements or
commitments to the task of PBL curriculum redesthat does not mean that these teachers did
not share that belief in common. Design team mgetbservations and interview data do not
reveal any time when the Math 2 team made ex@iaitements evidencing they shared a

commitment to redesigning the Math 2 curriculumaadng to PBL principles. However, design
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team observations evidence teachers working togeah®ainstorm challenge cycles, PBL
projects, and PBL tasks for students to work witlinring one of the design team meeting
observation cycles, teachers were in the middiempfementing the “parking lot” challenge
whereby students would use their math knowledgketign the new parking lot for the school to
fit a certain number of cars.

Interviews with teachers revealed a diversity efng toward PBL as an effective
pedagogy to teach math. An interview with Matteacher on the team, evidenced his
apprehension to how PBL would work in a math clatssaid,

The way | see it most is that we can come up wiphogect but it's

so inherently mathematically complex, that a staéen't be able

to get all the pieces and | think we're worried#libe fact that we
have this end of course exam which has all theseifspg small,
details. And if we bury that in a big projectmight get lost,
somehow. So, | think, both lost and they're natided to access the
true depth of the project. Like, even with thiskpag lot thing that
we're doing, there's so much that's in there, thiikg scale and we
have to talk about dissimilarity before we talk absimilarity and

the parallel and perpendicular lines is, feelstanaiuthentic still.

Conversely, interviews with Charlotte, a membethefteam, revealed a background
with co-teaching PBL units in a middle school inrivay through a teacher exchange and her
use of Project Lead the Way in her engineeringsdiasacilitate students’ design and

construction of calculator holders for the mathatépent.
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In addition, the Math 2 team did not establish arglicit norms to guide their
curriculum redesign work. When asked about norriinggtteachers referenced the natural and
organic way they work together and what they sathasontrived process of norm setting. In
his interview, Matt described how they,

Didn't really do that norming process thing at alknow we got a
sheet and all at the stuff and it all felt veryiabstudies so we put
that off. To be honest. So-- It just kind ofunad, | think Becky
and |, having worked together the year before ai$ wort of our
routine already. So it just, kind of, trickles do¥wom the math
culture that we have here.

Charlotte shared some of these same sentimentgygs&o” they did not do any explicit
norming because their collaborative work togetheweéry natural.” Later in his interview, Matt
talked about how, in the previous year, he and IGtiarworked together on a project and so they
just assumed previous roles and routines from téeiq@us year. Despite not setting explicit
norms for their design team work, the completelyio® teacher in the group, Dianne, described
how they came together as a team saying,

We had a meeting during [summer professional deveént] when
we talked, like we were supposed to talk abouPBe units, the
design teams, and we talked about our strengthsvaakinesses and
how we felt like we helped each other in the grand stuff but we
never made explicit norms but | think we, | think wade it explicit
that we expect it to be a good group work situatémd | think by

this point in our lives, even me as a new teadher| know what
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that means. Like | know that means that I'm cooting. | know
that means I'm listening to their ideas and givimgfeedback and
being honest and | know that means that other peamel going to be
honest and giving feedback on my ideas and | ne&eéar that
open-mindedly and | know that means that I'm atyeweeeting, you
know? | don't think we made it explicit but | thirtls kind of
worked. And | kind of think, like, there were sommesitations about
this whole idea of PBL, um, but | think but themathvas also
followed up with but | really am willing to give iha try and I'm
gonna put my full effort into it.

Dianne’s description of how the team discussed thesign team work before they started
working as a design team reinforces what her desigm colleagues described. This was a team
that was wary of putting forth clear ways they wburdteract and how PBL would work for their
content area. Both the tacit norms and the hesitaggarding PBL continued throughout their
design team work.

Perceived constraints to PBL redesignThe Math 2 team saw PBL and the demands of
preparing students for the end of course exam anstitking to the district’s curriculum as
competing interests as they planned curriculuneriiiews reveal complexity and variability in
the way teachers identified specific constraineytfelt when planning projects. One of the
teachers expressed frustration with the extentiiclwshe felt the district limited what they
could plan and do with students. Charlotte says,

It's, it's limiting in creativity in my view. Likebe creative with PBL,

take these kids where they haven't been beforee tiagn think in
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ways they haven't before, but you have to do thtrict
curriculum/assessments]. And you have to dothisitime and you
have to give this test by this date and, you kntsvjust like, we
have to give district assessments. You have teersake you cover
these, this, this topic and you have to make satehyave to hit these
things but, do whatever you want. Do whatever gan, you know,
have fun with it! Be creative! Go places! Anduyknow, it's just
putting a cap on how creative you can be.

Charlotte pointed to the mixed messages he/sheigectcfrom the school and district.
On one hand she heard the school encouraging lhercceative and plan something outside the
box for their students. On the other hand thisheafelt pressure from the district to cover
content in ways that aligned with how other Geognttachers in the district were teaching and
assessing it.

Other members of the team voiced these and otmstreants to the redesign work they
were trying to do such as mixed messages fromdheat and district along with perceived
subject matter constraints. Matt’s previous commaiibut how “I think we're worried about the
fact that we have this end of course exam whichalideese specific, small, details. And if we
bury that in a big project, it might get lost, sdroe” evidence tensions these teachers faced
between planning units focused around authentiblenes and what these teachers perceived
were the limited capacity of students to solve ¢hpoblems in ways consistent with how
professions might working in the math fields. Whemplicated with what teachers perceived to

be pressure from the district to adhere to thebésked curriculum and pressure they faced to
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prepare students to pass the end of course exam,saemed little room left for out-of-the-box
thinking and creative course redesign.
The Math 2 team rarely shared teaching documents ahtools.

Data collected on the Math 2 team show that otlh®® design team meetings observed
while they were planning the Habitat for Humanitofr plan unit, only 2 evidenced sharing
between teachers and none of the instances ohghdeiveloped into collaboration characteristic

of joint work. Table 17 illustrates this finding.

Table 17.
Instances of “sharing” in Math 2 design team meetigs
Topics 1/14] 1/15] 116 1/18 1/2B 1/25 1/29 1/30 2/8
Looking at student
grades for each Math R Y
course

Rubric for student
project Y

$e:3/$haring that did not lead to joint work
X = Sharing that led to joint work

In both cases of sharing, teachers’ discussione feeused around technical aspects of
either their students’ grades or the rubric theyewgoing to use for the student project. In the
case of sharing their students’ grade distributieachers merely observed the distribution of
grades for each other’s classes. Even though tierpsin students’ grades evidenced large
numbers of Ds and Fs, teachers considered thesensattypical” and thus, they were no cause
for concern. In the case of the rubric teacher&ldged for student presentations, teachers

refined the wording around student expectationghey did not delve into what the rubric was

asking students to do. This was striking becauseetivas no conversation regarding the rubric
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previous to this meeting and this was the ninthtmgé had observed in a row. This is in
contrast to the Social Studies 1 team that discuasd deliberated their student presentation
rubric in meetings for days leading up to the timey presented it to students. Both the student
grade distribution conversation and the studenticudonversation were short, relatively
superficial conversations.

The following chunk of data shows how teachersratid when they discussed the
grade distribution for their Math 2 classes. Thi&cdssion took place on 1/23 and is represented
in Table 15 above. It illustrates how this teamretanaterials, in the form of grade distributions,
with each other but the “sharing” did not develofoi“joint work.” In this instance, Charlotte
starts the conversation because she is concertiedh&ihigh number of students who were
receiving Ds and Fs in her Math 2 classes.

(1)Charlotte: My kids have come a long way sitiee

beginning of the year. A long way. Um, can |
take a little tangent for a second?

Dianne: Okay.

Charlotte: Um, my class grade graphs are ridigsilo

Matt: Class grade graphs? Whoa. Look at that fancy
(inaudible)

Charlotte: Like, my average in second period is 79
percentAnd | have...9 As, 6 Bs//

(10)Dianne: Is that Math 27?

Charlotte: Yeah. This is my second period. And | only

have 6 Ds and Fs in my second period and the
average is 80 percent.

Dianne: How do you look at that?

[Charlotte spends the next minute or two helpingtMad Dianne

find this data for their classes.]

Charlotte: Sothat’s my second period. Third period,
which is my low class, averages 72 percent.
But | have//

Dianne: My kids have an average of 73. Is thafha

(20)Charlotte: ...12 Ds and Fs in that class. Bataverage

is 72 percent. What? (Turning to Dianne)
Dianne: Is a 73 percent bad? That's my low class.
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Chrolotte: Actually, I think average is 70 percent.
Matt: Better get ready to be amazed pretty soon.
Charlotte: Oh yeah?

[Teachers spend a minute not talking and lookirtheit class grades
on their computers.]

(28)Charlotte: I have 11 Ds and Fs in sixth prit? Ds and
Fs in my third period and 6 in my second
period...that's huge.

(31)Dianne: Oh, that might have been an old refgroot.
Do you have to renew it every single time?
Charlotte: Yup. It's just like a PDF print, a snapshot.

[More troubleshooting follows this exchange.]

Charlotte: Yeah, | have a handful of kids that— (Says to
herself) Man, | have 6 kids if"eriod that
are failing? Yeah, what are your numbers for
actual failing, not just Ds and Fs?

Matt: Around 10.

(40)Charlotte: Fs?

Matt: Oh, Ds and Fs, um...

Charlotte: No, actual Ds and Fs.

Dianne: | do not have a bell curve. That's natdjo

[No response is given to Dianne’s comment by eilatt or
Charlotte. More silence follows as teachers lodthair grades on
their computers.]

(46)Dianne: Mhmm. 11 Ds and Fs in this class.

Charlotte: Yeah, | have 12 in one class.

Dianne: (Inaudible)

Charlotte: Yeah, that's like my 6th period.

Dianne: That'’s like my seventh period. (Does a
thumbs down gesture to

Charlotte.) This class is my so hard to manage
class. So hard everyday. I try to be so positive
and not irritated.

(54)Charlotte: 11 in my sixth period. And | hal&n my
third period.
Dianne: So...what do we want to work on now?

Although an instance of “sharing,” this instances not become “joint work.” The
discourse markers teachers use to mark their slmows agreement and validation throughout

the exchange. However, because the exchange beteashers deals only with sharing the
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grade distribution each teacher has, anduigtthe grade distributions might look like they do,
the conversation remains a relatively superficiédiaction. Also, Matt’s lack of participation in
this instance is striking. At different times ingfliscussion (line 1, 21) Charlotte and Becky
seem to be asking for either support or reassurf@ooeeach other and Matt. As the more
experienced teacher, he might have support to offan interesting take on the data. Strangely,
Matt offers no words of advice nor uses this cogaBon as an entry point into a larger a larger
examination of why students are performing the iy are. Instead, Dianne and Charlotte
seem to understand that this conversation is goawghere and Dianne closes the discussion by
asking, “So..what do we want to work on now” (line 56). Matt'st substantial contribution
to the discussion comes a couple of minutes afteni2 changes the conversation. He shares his
grade distribution and says, “I have a bunch ofdgstodents and a bunch of students
who...meh...That's always how it is. You get it or yden’t. You try and work hard and kind of
struggle a little bit, you work hard or you give.u@hat could have become an engaging and
thought-provoking conversation anchored in studiaté becomes, in part, a conversation that
reinforces the disempowering idea that studentisalvilays struggle in math. At no point do any
of the Math 2 teachers frame the conversation@slalem of practice worthy of group problem
solving. This interaction between Math 2 teachead great potential to become “joint work” to
further inform how they think about student sucaesative to the math instruction they
implement, but because they missed the opporttmidgk deeper questions of possible patterns
in student grades and how those patterns may ohbmaglievant to their PBL redesign effort,
this interaction does not go beyond mere sharimgden teachers.

The following excerpt from the Math 2 team illusésithe one instance of collaboration

among teachers that | observed that came clogeitd tvork” (Little, 1990). This instance was
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recorded during a design team meeting in Septemitem teachers were discussing an idea for

a project where students would solve their own prioscourse markers are highlighted in bold

and relevant pronoun use is bolded and underliBeth the discourse markers and the way the

team used pronouns evidence how they made decasoagroup and extent to which they

identified as individuals with the team.

In this instance, Math 2 teachers discuss whetheobto make the Pythagorean theorem

project a unit project or a smaller project withitbigger unit. The conversation shifts midway

through to deal with issues related to whetheradrstudents would find it relevant and whether

or not it is authentic.
(1)Charlotte:

Dianne:
Matt:
Dianne:
Matt:

Dianne:

(10)Matt:
Dianne:
Charlotte:
Matt:
Dianne:

Matt:

(18)Dianne:

Sour debate is whether or not to do a big
project or a little project//

For five.

(Inaudible) or mediumish.

For the Pythagorean theorem?
Yeah. | kind of like that idea of, like, trying to
make them do an original proof or something.
Would that be an individual thing or partner?
Group?

Probably in groups.

Groups.

Like a real (inaudible) puzzle.
Yeah.
Um, okay. What areve-- So you're thinking
like a little history lesson? Um//
Maybe somethinglike the President Garfield
group or something like that?
Are you thinking like, a, like two half days of
giving them time to work on it or...? What
wereyou thinking?
(Inaudible from Matt followed by a long
silence as teachers look at their computers.)

In this chunk of text, teachers brainstormed wayshich the Pythagorean Proof project

could be designed and the instructional suppodestts may need to engage in the task. This

instance is unique in that Charlotte and Diannense¢erested in hashing out both the idea to
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have students develop their own proof and how itldievork in their classrooms. Matt's turns,
marked by polite validation by the use of “Yeahh@ 6, 13) and “Maybe” (line 16) are terse and
disinterested. His response of “probably in groufis€ 10) to Dianne’s question about whether
students would work in groups or not suggests bahhe knows the answer and he is unwilling
to assert an answer. Later, his muffled or lactesponse to Dianne’s direct question (line 21)
led to an extended silence during which time teechverked on their computers. This instance
evolves into a period of negotiated problem solwirigere one of the teachers openly questioned
the purpose, relevance, and appropriateness tdskdor her students. Unwilling to let the

conversation die, Dianne restarts the conversation.

(23)Dianne: Would we show them any proofs?
Charlotte: Probably. 1 think so.

Matt: Just a couple.

Dianne: Yeah.

(27)Charlotte: Like, how wouldhut then how wouldve get

them started on doing their own (inaudible).
Causd'm worried that like, by showing them,
it'll get those stuck in their head. Like, how
could we, (inaudible).

Matt: We show them a couple. The most famous
ones.

Dianne: Right.

(33)Charlotte: Yeah, | mean sol like it but |, how arewe

going to get around them just shutting down
and being, likel have no idea how to start to
do this?

Matt: (T3shrugs). Proofs. They're not easy.

In this chunk, Charlotte and Dianne are clearly stigaged and invested in the
conversation. As a first year novice teacher, Deadearly looks from guidance from Charlotte
and Matt by asking them “Would we show them anyfs®” (line 23). Matt continues to
participate but only minimally. The shared negatiatends with Matt’s “shrug” (line 36) and

response that “Proofs...They're not easy” (line Ex)ce again, Matt’s turn signals to Dianne
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and Charlotte that Matt is disinterested in thevessation. Coming from Matt, the teacher with

the most teaching experience and expertise, theysd verbal contribution associated with it,

signal to Charlotte and Dianne that the pedagogica#ilem solving needed to plan this unit is

left to them. The conversation continued betwebkartte and Dianne.

(37)Dianne:
Charlotte:
Dianne:

(43)Charlotte:

Dianne:

Charlotte:
Dianne:
(50)Charlotte:
Dianne:

Or, what if we... (long pause)//

Likd'm_just//
What if we gave them- What ifwe gave
them several different kinds and asked them to
make presentations about the reasoning behind
each one?0r like something like that?

Like each group is given a diéfarproof and
then they have to present their proof to the
class//

Yeahthat's very visual. Give an explanation.
Where does it show all the pythagorean
theorem formula for it. Um, maybe have them
do a little of the historical//

| was going to say//

Historical research?

(Inaudible)

Causkjust see them, | mean, | see them
getting really really hung up and it being, it
becoming a lot of work on our part to get them
started and//

This discussion has several striking featurest,Rine most experienced teacher on the

team, Matt, seemed disinterested in the conversatid the concerns Charlotte and Dianne

expressed regarding student interest, prior knogdednd motivation. He minimally engaged in

the conversation and by shrugging (line 36), hermsally opted himself out of the conversation

and left the problem solving task to Charlotte 8manne. The discourse between Charlotte and

Dianne was largely positive, with multiple turnsetdboration and validation.

The discussion ended with frustration as the canabout students’ ability to

authentically and intellectually engage in the pobwas not discussed further. More

importantly, with Matt “out” of the discussion,litited this group’s ability to equally and
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equitably spread the burden of problem solving tan@ach a genuine consensus on a plan to
move forward. Such interactions are difficult tassify as either negotiations or deliberations if
the participation from one of the teachers sigi@alkhe team his/her disinterest in the creative
problem solving process. This is especially truféf disinterested teacher is the most senior and
experienced member on a team with two novice teachHeMatt is counted as part of the
conversation, his curt turns throughout the disomsare difficult to classify. His turns impacted
the conversation and the enthusiasm by which Chheardmd Dianne tried and resolve the issue.
However, it is unclear if Charlotte or Dianne hawbegh experience teaching proofs to be able to
create a new solution to the potential problemstadent engagement and motivation. Matt’s
experience and expertise were critical in not aallying the problem but in modeling for
Charlotte and Dianne various strategies they cos&in the future to address these issues. His
unwillingness to do that left the team in limbo .eJteventually dropped the conversation.

Although | recorded this instance at the beginmhthe year, it could just as easily been
from any meeting throughout the year. Charlotte @i@hne would struggle to creatively
problem solve issues with PBL design in a mathsctasm. Matt would offer suggestions here
and there but, more times than not, he would apsélf out of the intellectual heavy lifting
needed to make PBL work for this course.

Conclusion.The data show the Math 2 team did not establishrghas a routine in their
group. | observed no instances of joint work intinge | observed this team. In addition,
although the individual teachers on the team sjpalsgtively about the social dynamics within
the team, the data suggest that Matt’s contributotack thereof, within the team made it
difficult for the team to gain any traction with BBlesign. Whether he liked it or not, Charlotte

and Dianne looked to Matt to leverage his deep iaipee teaching in the Cielo Vista Math
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department and the expertise that comes with #preence to help them forge new solutions to
the problems they encountered. For whatever redg®nnwillingness to do that meant that
Dianne and Charlotte were left spinning their wheel

Although there is little evidence in the data tggest the extent to which the Math 2
teachers learned more about their practice or emitent from design team meetings, the data
do suggest that the Math 2 team struggled to tdikardage of learning opportunities that arose
in meetings. Given the specific membership of thésn, it was even more important for Matt, as
the teacher with the most experience, to use thgdéeam settings as a place to model
collaborative problem solving and help Charlottd &manne think through the pedagogical and
technical implications of the ideas they had foitsiand lessons.

According to the Math 2 teachers, by the end ofyttas the Math 2 team had planned
three solid units and a few smaller tasks withinsumhat roughly equaled half the curriculum
they would teach the next year. In interviews lalee teachers pointed to the constraints having
to do with preparing students for the end of colrigl stakes tests as the reason why they could
not plan more curriculum. While it is true that tdath 2 team dealt with more strict constraints
having to do with the end of course exam, it map dle true that the philosophical stance Matt
took regarding PBL impacted how the group approd¢he task of planning PBL curriculum.

Comparative Analysis and Discussion
Varied collaborative practice
Table 18 shows how the teams compared by the etaevitich they shared teaching

artifacts and tools and the extent to which theyeged in joint work.



207

Table 18.
Comparison by routines of “sharing” and “joint work ” (Little, 1990)
Design team Little evidence of “Sharing” “Joint work”
“sharing”
Math 2 X
English 2 X X
Social Studies 1 X X

Although the Math 2 and English 2 teams establistreak routines of sharing, that does
not mean that teachers did not share ideas ambtlidlave relevant and engaging conversations
about the work they were doing. Those conversatioag have also been important to teachers’
learning as they struggled to make sense of whati®Bnd what it could look like for their
content area. However, physical objects whether #ne artifacts, tools, documents, or materials
serve to anchor teachers’ discussions in conamyant ways that help them adapt and refine
their practice. This was especially clear in thekband forth exchange between teachers on the
Social Studies 1 team that showed them workingugfindhe presentation rubric and what they
could and should expect students to be able tdlo® conversation was anchored in the rubric
but it dealt with topics such as academic rigottiithk it's really complicated to put together a
presentation and make maps in 2-3 days”) and studivance (“l think you have the kids who
don’t live in the district so they don't really @aabout the feeder elementary and middle
schools”). Although much can be learned from @ufghical conversations, the data from these
teams strongly suggests that when teachers foeusdiscussions on physical tools of their
practice, they walk away from those conversatioitl woncrete ways to improve their practice

that philosophical conversations alone cannot i@vit is the “joint work” of multiple heads
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focused on how to improve a single artifact thansed to provide the richest examples of
teacher learning in collaborative work within Ci&lesta design teams.

In the teams where “joint work” was a routine faw teams collaborated, “joint work”
was anchored in an artifact, document, or toolafrtbe teachers shared with the group (Little,
1990). In every case, the artifacts teachers shraprdsented some issue they had trouble
solving on their own. This pattern was especiditgrgg in the Social Studies 1 team where
sharing was an almost daily routine the group usedfine documents or tools they intended to
use later that day. Data from the Social Studie=afn shows teachers who leveraged shared
artifacts to deal with technical issues that camétheir classroom and also to hash out
whatever pedagogical differences they had. Inwlaig, “joint work” that developed out of
sharing made the process of teacher learning higihdyant and authentic for the day to day
work teachers were doing and provided them with imstances of pedagogical learning.

In the teams where “joint work” was rare or even-existent, so too was evidence of
sharing between teachers. One of the reasonsisopdtiern could be the Math 2 and English 2
teams rarely implemented redesigned curriculums phaitern was especially strong in the
English 2 team, where teachers claimed to be helolyuheir inability to order new books in a
timely manner. In the case of the Math 2 team, fe#yconstrained both by the existing district
curriculum and the pressure they felt to prepardesits for the end of course exam. The Social
Studies 1 team was under no such constraints.

Setting norms and the social dynamics of design teawork

Disentangling the interactions within specific dgsteams from the dynamics of specific

departments is problematic. When asked about nettimg, the teachers in teams that did not

establish explicit norms for their design teamkeédlabout the strength of their existing personal
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and professional relationships with each othewéggent. Although this may be true, the
collaborative redesign work teachers were asketbtwas new work for these teachers. The
Math 2 and Social Studies 1 teachers spoke pagslgraout the collaborative nature of their
departments and how the design team work was fjuekgnsion of how collaboration worked
in their department. It is ironic that in the mpsbductive team, the Social Studies 1 team,
despite the highly collaborative nature of the Sb8tudies department, the team took release
time to establish norms for how they would worlageam. Both the Math 2 and English 2
teams saw the process of setting norms to be ethgarfluous or contrived yet both teams
struggled to navigate the pedagogical and philasapHdifferences among teachers to establish
productive routines of collaborative work.
Limitations

There are several ways in which the findings presehere are limited. First, the
difference in data collection agendas for the Sc&tiadies 1 and English 2 teams studied in
2010-2011 and the Math 2 team studied in 2011-204¢ have complicated the extent to which
| can claim that the design team meeting obsemsai@nd interviews represent a comprehensive
enough sample to establish patterns of collabagdractice. However, the number of video
recorded design team meetings cited from each séauld help offset the varied way in which |
collected data from each team. Additionally, | amnftddent that more design team meeting
observations would not have garnered me dramatiddfierent data or findings based on that
data. In the case of the Social Studies 1 and &mgliteams, | observed them throughout the
year and there was no appreciable difference in da¢a when | observed them in September or

March. The same held true for the math team. Inadks, it was my experience that as teams
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approached the end of the year, the patterns einesuthey established to do their work further
solidified rather than evolved.

Second, my bias as a former English teacher & ®ista High School may have shaded
my interpretations of the data to the extent thafindings would be flawed. Although this is
always a concern, even more so with someone inasaigipn, | am confident that the extensive
sharing of data | did with the research team thinoug the three years | was collecting data for
this dissertation helped limit the extent to whichade interpretations based on my personal
experience with teachers at Cielo Vista. Howevarpuld also strongly argue that my
experiences teaching at the school actually aidexalyi ability to collect better data than | would
have otherwise been able to collect. My intervigvith teachers was one such example where
my past history and experiences with people atoCietta helped them feel more comfortable
sharing their stories with me. My interview tranpts reveal teachers responding in extremely
candid and straightforward ways about the projbet school administrators, and the colleagues
with whom they worked. Such insights from teachalthough many times a bit far afield from
the scope of my study, helped complicate my thigkind helped me look more deeply at the
social dynamics within design teams.

Third, in this study | set out to map how teacheagigated the social dynamics of design
team work. In some respects, | was successfutridaliscourse analysis to be a powerful tool in
better understanding how teachers unconsciouslyansciously manipulated specific
discussions to get their way. But as | continuedidok with discourse analysis, | realized that
the discourse teachers used in their design teaagust the tip of the iceberg of years of
experience working together. If anything, this sthighlights the need for deeper research in

how departments and departmental leadership carende the trajectory of school
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improvement projects. In most cases, it was passthimake connections between the culture
within departments and how teachers behaved igaésams. But because | did not collect any
data on departments, making substantial claimiisnarea would have been unethical.

Another limitation of this study has to do with tredationship between data collection
and data analysis. Although rich, data collectedtiese teams did not always match with what |
later came to understand about what was happemitinggigroup in terms of joint work. An
example of this was the questions | asked duriteywrews. Although | saw them as pertinent
and important at the time, | sometimes failed totaachers to comment on specific aspects of
either how they saw norms operating within the grdbe extent to which they felt the team
shared a commitment to the work, or why and how theseloped the collaborative routines
evidenced in their design team meetings.

In retrospect, it would have been helpful to haitlees individual teachers or the team
watch a specific instance of joint work and thdk tbout how they interpreted the process and
then ask them to comment on the interactional patand the normtheysaw operating within
the group. This is just one example where | eithessed an opportunity to ask teachers specific
guestions about their process or where what | asdashers on interviews may not represent
what | really wanted to know once | started analgzihe data years later.

Conclusion

Data from all three design teams suggest thaht&dearning in collaborative settings is
highly situational and highly complex. Although ¢ears can learn from day to day
conversations about the pedagogical import of therk, the routine of sharing artifacts that
represent problems of practice, especially thatiwkeads to joint work, seems to hold greater

promise for teacher learning in collaborative gmuplthough this study did not deal with the
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impact of departmental culture on design team wdaka from these teams suggest that this area
remains a rich space for future research.

The way design teams structured their work seerred@y influenced by the norms
governing how teachers collaborate within departs)ddespite the struggles some teams
experienced, the varied levels of collaboration agi@ams should not be interpreted as a failing
of teacher driven or led collaboration. The datggests that the struggles English 2 and Math 2
experienced seemed to be influenced by three fadtinst, the extent to which teachers bought
in to the larger PBL project. Second, the extentliech teams established norms to overcome
philosophical and pedagogical differences. Thighstraints, either perceived or real, related to
subject matter and/or standardized testing.

Where teachers did buy in to the PBL approach, kewehe decision by the school to
allow them to structure their collaborative worles®d to add to the relevance and authenticity
they saw in the work. Data from this study poimtshie importance for administrators and school
leaders to anticipate the struggles teams migtdwarter and establish systems to support them
better. It would also be wise for administratord anhool leaders to establish and sustain buy in,
amongst teachers, for any school-wide improvemmajept previous to implementing policies
that depend on teacher buy in for success.

In the end it is also important to remember thatgetting for this study is a public,
comprehensive high school. Administrators cannst five or replace teachers who choose to not
to buy in to the PBL initiative. Nor should theyoWever, the process of selling teachers on a
vision, especially in the case of the more vetéeachers who will willingly tell you that they
have seen every kind of reform there is to se@ sieep and muddy road to climb for school

administrators. To be sure, some teachers hav€il Vista in the past three years because
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their pedagogical and philosophical values cordtictvith what they saw happening at the
school. It is my belief that albeit massively ckaljing, the work of constructing a vision for
school improvement, articulating it to a staff 6f teachers, and persisting in that vein is the
work of school leadership. Schools are better gladeen those kinds of conversations and
debates are had out in the open, in transparerd.v@fyall the teachers | interviewed for this
study, to a teacher they welcomed that ongoing esation, even if they did not currently buy
the vision.

The findings from this study extend some of thstlbesearch on productive teacher
collaboration that argues for routines that hezhers examine problems of practice and norms
that help teachers debate, negotiate, and deléo#radugh their differences. Although this study
evidences two teams out of the three that struggiedteams that struggled may have
established better routines had they been giver support. Despite those two cases, | strongly
argue that the best examples of teacher collalvergarning come from examples where
teachers have been sold on a vision and have Weenl@d the space and time and autonomy to
leverage their collective expertise to make cuftudouwork better for students. In this study,
these examples come from the work done in the E8tuaies 1 team. This team was situated in

a highly collaborative department.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION

The purpose of this dissertation is to describe teachers, when working with relative
autonomy and freedom, structure their collaborativeiculum redesign work. In so doing, |
describe the specific collaborative routines teamse established that help them work more
productively. This study is situated in a highlyndynic school setting in which teachers have
worked to transform the curriculum in every dismplto PBL curriculum. Although not the
focus of this dissertation, PBL as a contextualdiars important, because the school’s approach
to PBL and PBL implementation have impacted hovaife my description and interpretation of
how teachers have structured their course redegigk

Cielo Vista High School’s description of PBL isalmnented in their Key Elements of
Problem Based Learning. That document is the re$alh ongoing collaboration between
university researchers, teachers, administratos pgher partners working with the school on
the project. That group gleaned the principles wdlesd in that document from various research
studies that suggest that student motivation agdgegment increase when students engage in
school work that is relevant to their lives, espbyiin the STEM disciplines (Blumenfeld et al.,
1991, Barron and Darling-Hammond, 2008; Baoler &taples, 2008; Belland, Glazewski and
Ertmer, 2009; Conley, 2010). Resulting from an angaollaboration primarily between
teachers, administrators, and university reseasctize Key Elements extrapolate and expand
upon this research literature to more clearly amdipely describe what high levels of PBL can
look like in practice.

As described in the introduction, Cielo Vista Higbhool takes a transformation

approach to school improvement consistent withptingciples of renewal (Sirotnik, 1999). The
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bottom up, inside out approach the school has takaimost every aspect of the renewal
process has meant that how they define PBL, howlib&l each other accountable to designing
and implementing a high level of PBL curriculumriea by department and teacher throughout
the school. Differences of opinion, among teachesteachers and administrators, about what
PBL looks like and how it is conceptualized, makeifficult for the school to judge whether or
not a specific class is PBL or not. To this dag, sishool struggles to answer questions like: Who
decides what makes a particular lesson or uniborse authentic? What is the relationship
between authenticity, relevance, and culturallpoesive instruction? Whose expertise counts
and in what context? In addition, once each detgsgm has redesigned a course, that marks the
beginning, not the end, of PBL development for ttatrse. Courses change, sometimes
dramatically so, from the first year of implemendatto the second iteration and the third and
even the fourth. All of these variables make aesssent of the relative PBL-ness of each
course problematic.

If assessed according to what the research literasserts are hallmarks of PBL: student
collaboration, creative problem solving, a deepednto specific content driven by authentic and
relevant problems (Blumenfeld et al., 1991; Baraod Darling-Hammond, 2008; Baoler and
Staples, 2008; Belland, Glazewski and Ertmer, 2@hley, 2010), the coursework most
groups initially designed did not achieve a higreleof PBL pedagogy after the initial design
year.

In terms of school-wide PBL implementation, Cielstd High School has wrestled with
two major obstacles since they started the worlst Fafter five years there exists little consensus
amongst teachers, beyond what is written in the Eleynents document, about what PBL means

and what it looks like in practice. Second, thetsts no internal process of peer review or
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critique teachers can access to get feedback @siggeed PBL lessons, units, or courses. The
school continues to struggle with these issueb@sgtearch for ways to sustain the work of PBL
curriculum redesign and refinement. It is entingebgsible that because teachers have been given
the flexibility and autonomy to make sense of isstgtated to authenticity, relevance, and
expertise, they come to value the collaboratiort@se and the product of the process more than
if they were just told what those words were to meathem.

The constant tension at Cielo Vista around PBL @n@ntation is between consistency
in what PBL pedagogy and practice is and shouldraeflexibility for teachers to further
innovate what PBL principles look like from classno to classroom. Complicating matters
further, implementation of PBL curriculum is a ctard iterative process. As students change
from year to year, so might their beliefs aroundatib relevant and authentic. Cielo Vista
teachers are constantly searching for 1) foundaktioomponents in courses that do not shift
much from year to year and 2) novel ways to pregenturriculum to students in ways they find
authentic and relevant. To some teachers, thisol@memains one of the most problematic as
they strive to implement higher levels of PBL withiheir classrooms.

Assessing and describing the extent to which agddsiam works productively in a
context of transformation is difficult. Transforraat, like renewal, is not a specific point in time.
It is an ongoing process. To be sure, what a teaaduges, especially given the resources
allocated to facilitate their collaborative effqris important. Teams should be held accountable
to producingsomethingin the case of Cielo Vista design teams, the glchopes that what they
produce is more PBL than not. In this dissertatlatescribe both how productively teams
collaborated and how much each team produced. ldrargue, however, that more important

than what they produce, especially after the ihie&sign year, is not as important as the process
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of collaboration they establish. If a team doesastablish a productive process for collaborating,
moving forward they will find it very difficult t@o the work necessary to transform and renew
the curriculum year after year.

What each team develops in that first design yepedds on the current thinking within
the school and design team around what PBL is hadld be for any specific course or
discipline. Each team in this study designed soimgtthat represents what they knew and
believed at the time. For the teams that redesignadses early on in the process, like Social
Studies 1 and English 2, they were attempting desgn courses using a somewhat
impoverished working definition of PBL. For the testhat redesigned courses after the first
couple of years, such as English 3 and Math 2, iaelthe distinct advantage of a more fully
articulated working definition of PBL, as evidendadhe Key Elements document, and the
experiences of colleagues who had designed cobeferse them.

Using an analytical framework anchored in princgpdé “joint work” (Little, 1990), as
well as specific components of discourse anah&whiffrin, 1984), and democratic decision
making (Parker, 2003; Gastil and Black, 2007) Ineee the routines design teams used as they
worked to redesign curriculum. Findings from bdth single case study and the comparative
case study evidence teachers working in generbasghtful, and productive collaborative
groups of their own design. In the most producgr@ups, teachers routinely shared documents,
tools, and other teaching artifacts. For some ggpinmstances of sharing evolved into rich
instances of joint work (Little, 1990) in which tdeers solved immediate, technical problems of
practice, and where they hashed out the pedagagipéitations of their decisions. This pattern
is most noticeable in the English 3 team (singkecstudy) and the Social Studies 1 team

(comparative case study). Both teams took stepsttolear norms for their redesign work that
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both reinforced their shared commitment to PBL sagie and that established egalitarian ways
of interacting and making decisions.

Findings from the comparative case study alsoesad teams of teachers that struggled
to establish consistently engaging levels of catabive course redesign. Teachers on the
English 2 team approached the task with varied$esecommitment and buy in to PBL
redesign. This lack of commitment to PBL and treklaf clear norms for how the team would
interact exacerbated the tension between teaahatiehly, between the teacher with high status
within the department and the teacher with rel&il@v status within the department. This
tension evidenced itself in unresolved debatesrdagg fundamental aspects of course redesign,
such as the development of PBL assessments amphiassits. The Math 2 team flirted with
settings norms at the beginning of the year but thackly rejected the exercise as superfluous
to the work at hand. Interview data from this testrow varied levels of acceptance regarding
PBL and its effectiveness in math classrooms. W@riile English 2 team, these differences rarely
evidenced themselves in design team meetings althsteforcing debates within the team, the
experienced teacher on the team many times opteaf thie decision making process, choosing
instead to let the two novice teachers in the gmage curricular decisions.

For both the Math 2 and the English 2 team, threstraints of the subject matter content
in relation to the district curriculum and highlsta state tests, seemed to be an obstacle to the
extent to which teachers felt free to plan full P&lurses. In the case of the Math 2 team, the
state end of course exam, which is a graduatiommr@gent for students, also limited the extent
to which teachers felt they could plan PBL coursdgw®he goals of PBL pedagogy and the end
of course exam felt contradictory to some teachaerthe Math 2 team. In the case of the English

2 team, the constraint was not so much the distuiculum, but the speed by which they could
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order books through the district process. Howetver jssue with ordering books seemed to
highlight deeper, more unresolved issues withindaen regarding what is and is not appropriate
content for an English class. Interview data framralividual teacher on the English 2 team
indicates a deep distrust and animosity againstiRBjeneral and the PBL initiative at the

school specifically. In all likelihood, the attiteaf this specific teacher within the team
influenced the extent to which the team embraceld &#Ba legitimate pedagogy and thus, the
extent to which they planned PBL curriculum.

As | write this, both the Math department and Estglilepartment remain suspicious of
how effective PBL is for their respective disci@s This would seem to be an issue the school’s
leadership will have to deal with as they work tistain the progress they have made within the
project. Evidence from parallel studies conducteth@ school suggest that teachers see release
time, either for teacher leaders or for design etnredesign courses, as a kind of currency
within the school. Those data suggest teacherdegelaase time with the extent to which the
school’s leadership values the work of specifichess (Knuth Research, in process). As with
many school improvement projects, this effort hasdme deeply political and emotional for
some teachers. Moving forward, the school woulevise to continue their policy of
differentiating systems of support to various g®throughout the school. The obstacles that the
Math department face are different than the corscefithe English department. Both require
support from school leaders. Based on this stunysthool would also be wise to reassess the
way they support design teams in general to erthatghose teams that struggle early on can
access collaboration mentors who can help thengate/some of the interpersonal dynamics

that interfere with the work of the teams.
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We would be remiss, however, if we did not recogrize considerable progress Cielo
Vista High School has made since the beginnin@BRBL initiative. The choice to empower
teachers and to leverage their expertise to redesecurriculum was both risky and courageous.
The school’s decision to afford design teams gaeinomy in how they structured their work
and what the products of that work would look likay not have worked exactly as planned for
every team, but that does not mean it was nottthiead decision to make at the time. In
interviews, teacher after teacher discussed howetlease time they were given to work on
design teams made them feel valued as professidnathermore, some of the problems that
teams such as English 2 and Math 2 experiencedrhaue to do with the lack of support some
teams were provided, than with the design teantpdielf. Given the current political climate
around school reform, we can sometimes fall vidbrthe idea that every policy has to evidence
great success the first time around or it is natlvthe investment. The choice to provide
teachers with both the space and time to redesigicalum evidenced a deep faith and trust
school leaders had in the knowledge and skill @l@€Vista teachers. Because of these key
decisions the school made, | believe the schodlhaie a particular style of PBL that may not
adhere to the strictest definitions of PBL but il we one that teachers own throughout the

school and will work together to sustain as theywenmrward.
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APPENDIX A: DISCOURSE MARKERS

Discourse Markers

ne

ty

Marker Grammatical Discursive meaning Meaning in usage
meaning

Oh Exclamation or “When used alone, without Initiate utterances/sentenc
interjection grammatical support of a | where surprise or

sentenceghis said to acceptance of

indicate strong emotional | new/interesting knowledge

states, e.g., surprise, fear, has been shared. Use to

or pain” (Schiffrin, 1987). | show that some kind of
change has happened in tt
speaker’s knowledge,
information, orientation.

Well Can be used as an Well often begins turns andWell may be used to signa
adverb, noun, or | can preface disagreementsa challenge or disagreeme
degree word. It is also used to suggest ametween two people
However, in rejection or revision of an | regarding a common topic
discourse it is idea is to come (Schiffrin, | or idea. This challenge ma
labeled as an 1987). be significant or it could
interjection, filler, represent a minor revision
particle, hesitator, or reframing of an idea
and initiator currently on the table.

And “It coordinates Serves as a means to Can be used to hold the
idea units and it | elaborate on one’s idea o1 floor of the conversation by
continues a the idea of others. Can | furthering one’s thoughts
speaker’s action” | signal at least superficial | on a given topic.

(Schiffrin, p. 128). | agreement between two or
more people. “Andcan be used in

repeated attempts to
continue an interactional
unit when it has been
threatened by alternative
talk” (Schiffrin, p. 143).

But “Is a discourse But can signal strong But can be used to frame

coordinator (like
and but is has a
different pragmatic
effect: but marks
an upcoming unit
as a contrasting

disagreement, or more
likely, disagreement by a

disagreement and/or
support a previous positior

matter of degrees regardingespecially if made by the

a common topic.
However,but seems to
mostly communicate an

action” (Schiffrin,

speaker, but that function i
not as pervasive as the
contrastive meaning of the

uncooperative response to word.
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=]

t

p. 152) a speaker/listener.

Or “Used as an option “Or marks a speaker’s Or can either mark
marker in provision of options to a | “inclusive” or “exclusive”
discourse” hearer. More specifically,| options for a hearer and
(Schiffrin, p. 177). | or offers inclusive [or generally implies a

exclusive] options to a response is needed. By

hearer” (Schiffrin, p. 177).| exclusive, we hold that
hearers see only one optio
as possible. By inclusive
we hold that hearers see
both options as possible,
given the tone of the
speaker.

So No real inherent | “Sois a complimentary People ussoin discourse
grammatical marker of a main clause t¢ to start a main idea or topig
meaning but has | follow” (Schiffrin, p. 191). | that may or may not be on
functional “So[can also] mark the | the table amidst a
grammatical speaker’s willingness to | discussion or offer a
meaning. allow the hearer to take theconcluding thought.

floor” (Schiffrin, p. 223).
People can also useto
offer an uncooperative
contribution to a
conversation. Sq what
you're saying is....”

Because No real inherent | “Becausas a marker of a | People usbecausdo offer
grammatical subordinate idea” more information or
meaning but has a (Schiffrin, p. 191). evidence to support a poin
functional or claim they've previously
grammatical made. Use dbecause
meaning. implies that supportive

information is forthcoming
in conversation.

Now Has grammatical | “Nowmarks a speaker’s | Nowcan be used to

meaning, in terms
of time such as in
the present, and
can have a
grammatical
function within a
sentence.

progression through
discourse time by
displaying attention to an
upcoming idea unit,
orientation, and/or
participation framework”
(Schiffrin, p. 230).

emphatically draw
someone’s attention to a
point they are about to
make. This can occur in
context of disagreement,
arguments, or debate.
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t

Then Thenypically “Thenindicates temporal | In contexts of argument,
refers to moments| succession between prior | people can usthento push
in discourse time | and upcoming talk.now | someone to provide more
and not temporal | points forward in discourse information. “So is that
time. time andthenpoints what you’re saying, then?”

backward” (Schiffrin, p.
246).

Y’know Carries “Y’knowmarks the general By usingy’know, people try
grammatical and | consensual truths which | and establish tacit
functional speakers assume their agreement around either
meaning. It hearers to share through | general principles currently
assumes their co-membership in the bring discussed or specific
participation of same culture, society, or | points that will lead up to a
two people inan | group...” (Schiffrin, p. more substantial statemen
interaction through 275). of truth.
the use of “you.”

| mean Has grammatical | “I meanmarks a speaker’s | meanrepresents a kind of

meaning, in terms
of time such as in
the present, and
can have a
grammatical
function within a
sentence.

upcoming modification of
the meaning of his/her ow
prior talk” (Schiffrin, p.
296).

repair, what Schiffrin calls

na “replacement repair” (p.

300), that speakers engags
in to get more specific
about an observation or
claim they want to make.
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APPENDIX B: DESIGN TEAM MEETING OBSERVATION PROTOCO L 2011-2012
Teacher Collaboration Observation Form: 2011-2012
Date:
Observer:
Participants present:
Content area(s):
Summarize what happened in the last meeting:
Summarize what happened in this meeting (narrative):
Participation/roles: Decision- Content: How is | Student Learning
Who is participating? making/agenda content discussed | voice/equity: In | tools: What
How are they setting: How is the | and defined? what way is materials are
participating? What agenda set? What How are student voice used by

roles do they take up?

What voices are
included but not
present?

decisions are made?
How? How are ideas
developed, taken up,
and by whom? What
key ideas emerged as
a result of their
decision-making?

dilemmas that
arise from content
navigated?
Constraints?

Affordances?

accounted for in
the discussion?
How and why did
it emerge? What
issues of equity are
broached? To
what end? By
whom? To what
extent is student
learning the focus?

teachers in the
discussion to
further their
learning? How
are they used?

Which 7 Key Elements were dealt with (authentic problems, authentic assessment, student voice,
collaborative groups, classroom discourse, culturally responsive teaching, expertise) in the meeting? To what
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extent?

Reflection:
In the meeting...
e How were issues of content dealt with?
e What did this group’s collaboration look like today?
e How was expertise leveraged in the dialogue?
e To what extent was student learning and student voice a focus of the meeting?

e  What patterns or work flow, content negotiation and/or definition, etc., are developing as these
teachers continue to work together?

e In what ways did my presence change the tone, tenor, and/or substance of the meeting?

Observations NOT covered by the protocol:
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APPENDIX C: DESIGN TEAM MEETING OBSERVATION PROTOCO L 2012-2013

Design Team Meeting Observation Protocol: 2012-2013
Notes during the meeting
Date:
Participants:
Context for meeting:
Detailed account of action (What happened?):
General description of interaction (How did it happen? How did they work together?):

How was content defined/discussed in this meeting?

Notes after the meeting

Teacher Participation patterns, roles, collaborative practice
(Who said what, when?/What role did each teacher play?)
**Time-stamp relevant interactions
Teacher 1:
Teacher 2:
Teacher 3:
Teacher 4:
Teacher 5:

General reflection:

In this meeting...
e In what ways did content complicate the work teachers were doing?
e In what ways was status revealed/leveraged in this meeting? How? Why?
e What tensions and differences were evident? How were those negotiated?

e  What is the dominant collaborative practice these teachers used in this meeting? Why? What larger
patterns are emerging in their collaborative practice?

e What contributions, if any, did I make in the meeting? How did my participation affect the outcome
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of the meeting?
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APPENDIX D: SEMI-STRUCTURED TEACHER INTERVIEW PROTO COL 2011-2012
Teacher Interview Questions

The purpose of this interview is to ask you some questions about how you and your design groups
are thinking about the PBL redesign work you are doing. Your answers to these questions will me
think differently about what I’'m seeing in the design team meetings. As always, I will use a
pseudonym when using this transcript for research purposes. I appreciate your candid responses to
the following questions.

Background:
1. How many years have you been teaching at SHS? How about before that?

Role/Department:

2. How would you describe the ways in which the teachers in the department work together?
e What is usually the focus of that work?
e Has that work changed generally as a result of the PBL design team work?

3. How do you think you contribute to and/or compliment the department?
e What do you think your colleagues would say about what your contributions are?
e What things do you think they’re missing?

4. In what ways do you think your role within the department has changed as a result of the PBL
work?

Content:
5. How do you define what “content” is for an English course?

6. How about the “content” of an English PBL course?
e Do you have an example of what you just described?
e Do you see that change as a good thing?

7. As an English teacher, what would you describe as the central problem in redesigning English
courses to the PBL. model?

e Do you have an example of that?

Design teams work:
7. How would you describe a normal meeting with your design group?

8. When in the past two months have you been most frustrated or inspired with the design
process?

e Do you have an example to illustrate that?

9. Could you describe for me a time in the past couple of months when you felt like you had some
kind of expertise to offer the group?
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e What did that look like?
e Did it happen in other meetings too?

11. How has your teaching and/or thinking about teaching changed as a result of your work in the
PBL design teams?

e Has that process been easy, difficult? Why?
e What more do you hope to learn from that work as the year progresses?
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APPENDIX E: SEMI-STRUCTURED TEACHER INTERVIEW PROTO COL 2012-2013
Interview Protocol: (Winter/Spring 2012-2013)

Design team involvement and interaction:

How much PBL curriculum would you say your group planned up to this point in the year?
e What do you like about it?
e What do you think could be further improved?

Describe for me what roles each member of the team typically assumes in design team meetings.

e At the beginning of the year you described the expertise you bring to the group as ____ and
your role as , do you think that has changed much from September to now? How so?

What does it look like when someone voices disagreement within the group?
e Are there any “hot topic” issues that you all avoid talking about? If so, what are they?

Tell me about a time when the group was particularly productive.
e What was the topic of discussion?
e What progress was made?
e Describe for me what it was like to be in the room.
e What role did you play in that specific situation?

Tell me about a time you think your design team didn’t function as well as it could have.
e How did you guys work through it?
e What role did you play in that specific situation?

When thinking about this past year, what would you say you learned most about yourself as a
collaborator and about how to work best in a team?

e s there a specific example that you think best illustrates that?

e About yourself as a teacher?

** (Maybe just for the English design team) Have you contributed more to the departmental
thinking during lunch or departmental meetings as a result of your work in the design team? If so,
what was it? Did it cause any kind of change within the department?

What would you say are the most important lessons you’ve learned about planning PBL coursework
or teaching in a PBL classroom in the past year?
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APPENDIX F: STIMULATED RECALL TEACHER INTERVIEW PRO TOCOL 2012-
2013

Stimulated Recall Interview: Unit Planning

The interview we’re doing today is called a stimulated recall interview. During the interview I will
show you a video clip of your design team at work. The purpose of this interview format is to
anchor my questions in specifics evidenced in the interview to get specific information from you
regarding how your design team works and what role you play in that effort. Typically, the
responses people give in the stimulated recall format are far more specific and, as a result, insightful,
than they are during a more traditional interview format.

Today, during the interview I will show you a video clip from a design team meeting on January 8,
2013. You will also have a transcript of the video you can annotate in whatever ways you find useful.
You will see the video at least twice. The first time I'll show you the video, I'll ask you to pay
attention to general ways your design team works. The second time I’ll show you the video, I'll ask
you to watch for more specific ways your group interacts and your role within that dynamic.

Watch the video thinking about how your design team works and what things stand out to you that
you find interesting.

Show video.

1. Describe for me what your group was discussing on this day and how you think this fits into
the larger picture of the unit you’ve been planning.

2. As you watched the video clip, what were some things that you found interesting about the
way the group interacted in this specific example? Is that typical for a design team meeting?

Now let’s watch the video for a second time. This time, I’d like you to watch the video for specific
ways your team collaborates and the specific ways you interact with the other people in your team.

Show video a 2™ time.

3. Did you notice anything different the second time through? If so, what?

4. What specific parts of this video are representative of how you think the group typically
works?

5. What specific parts of the video are more unusual or outlier practices of how the group
typically works?

6. How would you classify, in general, the kind of decision-making you see in this video?

7. Based on your experience of working within this group since September, describe for me
what content expertise each member brings to the group during interactions like this.

8. In addition to those specific areas of expertise, what roles do people typically play in the
groupr Is that consistent with what’s evidenced in the video? Do you feel that anyone in
the group has a kind of “veto” vote when the group is making decisions?
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9. Describe for me what you see yourself doing in the video. In what ways is your behavior
typical and atypical of how you behave in your group?
10. Has your behavior or role(s) changed at all since the beginning of the year? If so, how?

Last question: After all of that, do you have any questions for me that you’d like to ask or anything
you’d like to add or stress further?
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APPENDIX G: THE KEY ELEMENTS OF PROBLEM-BASED LEARN ING
Authentic Problems

What: Authentic problems are relevant to the lives of students, teachers, and/or to a professional field or discipline. They should be
relevant to the problem-solving efforts of recognizable professionals in the community. They should also be multi-faceted and multi-
layered, demanding the cognitive capacity of groups of people to reach a solution. As with real-world problems, there will often be more
than one possible solution or solution strategy. As students become more proficient in solving problems, teachers should work
collaboratively with students and professionals to identify problems that are increasingly complex and less structured, allowing students to
build their skills at identifying, describing, and deconstructing complex, authentic problems.

Why: Authentic, relevant problems increase students’ engagement in learning. Students feel that their work is meaningful and connected
to their own lives and to real professional challenges. Research and experience also tell us that content knowledge is dormant unless we are
asked to apply it in complex ways. Engaging in creative problem-solving with peers, around truly confounding and complex problems,
necessitates high levels of critical thinking, collaborative practice, and creativity. Preparing students to creatively and innovatively solve
authentic problems will prepare them to be successful learners in whatever career path they choose.

How: How do we establish authenticity in classroom assignments? There are several ways to build authenticity into student projects and
assignments. Here ate three prominent approaches. In all three cases, professionals in a given field may visit the classtroom and/or
collaborate with teachers to provide additional expertise and perspective.

1. Teachers know the questions and the answers; students devise the processes of investigation. Teachers assess the process for accuracy related to the
discipline. They understand how well student answers align with disciplinary knowledge and can help redirect when students’ ideas are
incorrect or under-specified.

2. Teachers know the question, students devise the process and the answer is open-ended and allows for multiple perspectives. Teachers help students assess
whether or not they have broken the problem down into the correct component parts; that they have used a process that is consistent with
disciplinary best practices, and their answer fits the expected range for the problem presented.

3. Teachers know little; students create the question, create the process, and devise an answer. Teachers help students assess whether their answer and
their process adequately address the question they have posed. In this case the role of experts and novel resources may be extensive.

Further Reading:
Barron, B., Schwartz, D., Vye, N., Moore, A., Petrosino, A., Zech, L., Bransford, J. (1998). Doing with understanding: Lessons from
research on problem and project-based learning. The Journal of Learning Sciences, 7, 271-311.
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Blumentfeld, P., Soloway, E., Marx, R., Krajcik, Guzdial, M., Palincsar, A. (1991). Motivating project-based learning: Sustaining the doing,

supporting the learning. Educational Psychologist, 26, 369-398.
Larmer, J., Mergendoller, J. (2010). 7 essentials for project-based learning. Educational Ieadership, 68, 1-4
Savery, J. (2006). Overview of problem-based learning: Definitions and distinctions. The Interdisciplinary Journal of Problem-based Learning, 1, 9-

20

Savery, | & Duffy, T. (2001) Problem-Based Learning: An instructional model and its constructivist framework. CLLRT Report, No. 16-01.
Torp, L., & Sage, S. M. (1998Problems as possibilitiesAlexandria, VA: Association for Supervision a@drriculum

Development.

The Buck Institute. Introduction to project based learning. 1-10

Implementation Continuum — Authentic Problems

Inclusion

Integration

Transformation

Empowerment

Teachers develop and implement
problems that seek to engage
student thinking across a wide
variety of content goals in their
class. The problems may be based
on student interest. They have one
correct process and answer and
may or may not reflect the work of
professionals in the field. Teachers
intentionally point students to the
links between the problem and the
content, creating both a need to
know for the content and
highlighting the relevance of the
problem in the course.

Students demand significantly
supported learning from both the
teacher and expert to complete the
problem task. In order to create
their solution, students are
integrating two or more concepts
from a particular unit of study.
Students present their work to
classmates, their teacher and/or

Teachers devise problems that
reflect challenges in the field or
discipline. Problems have multiple
possible solutions or solution
strategies. Teachers may work with
outside experts to develop ideas
and give students feedback on their
work. Teachers may develop a
long-term relationship with outside
experts, allowing them to interact in
the course each year to benefit
student learning. Experts serve as
mentors and as links to careers
related to course content and skills.
Students see ways in which the
problem is authentic and relevant
to them. They begin developing
research and collaboration skills
that help them understand the
complexity of the problem and
how it relates to them. Students are
expected to complete the task to a
professional standard and are given
opportunities to display their work

Based on their understanding of
their subject and their discipline,
students, teachers and experts
work collaboratively to identify and
solve problems. The teacher serves
to align the problem with the
content and skill goals of the class,
ensures that students receive regular
feedback and guidance, but does
not direct the outcome of the
problem. Because the problems are
naturally broad, there is no single
correct answer and the problems
can be tackled from several
perspectives and points of entry.
Students are able to solve
increasingly ill-defined and ill-
structured problems. They actively
and consciously develop research
and collaboration skills that help
them understand the complexity of
the problem and how it relates to
them. Students are drawing on what
they have learned either within or

Based on their understanding of
their studies, their community and
their resources, students develop a
problem to solve that currently
challenges them. They work in
teams to ensure a range of voices
and perspectives are represented in
the task. They utilize a variety of
resources to find and implement a
solution. Problems frequently
require students to draw on
multidisciplinary skills.. In addition,
students inherently learn the
process of failure and innovation as
they encounter more sophisticated
problems. The problem
necessitates community action with
students serving as leaders of that
process. Teachers help to illustrate
the link between problem work and
the content and skills required by
state and national standards
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outside expert.

to a wider audience.

between disciplines to most
effectively solve the problem.
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Developing Expertise

What:

Why:

How:

Expertise is a process of constant reinvestment of specific knowledge and skill to develop increasingly higher levels of knowledge
and problem solving skills. Expertise in learning encompasses content knowledge and skill, pedagogical, instructional, and learning
practice, and accessing the social and cultural capital that exists within a community. Expertise is inherently social and involves
seeking out others to learn as questions arise, sharing one’s own knowledge, and knowing who to seek out for varied kinds of
questions. Expertise can be formal, such as in the practice of the English teacher or surgeon, who have fairly defined bodies of
knowledge and who are publicly recognized as experts. It can also be informal, such as in the adolescent who bakes, plays chess, or
skateboards at a high level. Timely and intelligible feedback from peers and more expert others is critical to the development of
expertise.

Continual improvement of skills requires (1) persistent effort and (2) the capacity to both identify needs and seek out appropriate
resources. These abilities (perseverance, metacognition, and effective search strategies) are essential to success in college and career
fields. Students who have opportunities to reflect on and take responsibility for their own learning, as well as to build social and
informational resource networks, will be prepared to enter and successfully persist in college and career pathways. Engaging with
professionals in a variety of fields also holds instruction to a high standard of authenticity and accuracy, relating key content to real
disciplinary practices and current questions.

Expertise exists in teachers, students, parents, industry professionals, and local community organizations. Each group has an
important role to play. Szudents work independently and collaboratively to reflect on and refine their content knowledge and skill.
They also work to develop human and technological networks within and external to the school, drawing on their networks
strategically to advance their knowledge. Feedback from peers, teachers, and others may come from formal processes (e.g.,
assessments, adjudicated presentations) or be sought out in less formal contexts. Teachers further their knowledge and skills through
individual and collaborative efforts, engaging outside expertise when practical. Consistent and iterative work with other teachers,
students, and in diverse contexts leads to high levels of innovative practice. Like students, teachers need timely and accurate
feedback from a range of sources, both formal and informal, to advance their expertise. Colleagues, students, subject matter experts
and others can provide useful input to further develop teacher expertise. Community members and industry professionals work with the
school community to make learning and instruction authentic and relevant to the discipline, the classroom, and the student. They
help direct student learning and creativity through exposure to innovative problem solving in their own fields.

Further Reading:

Bereiter, C. & Scardamalia, M. (1993). Surpassing ourselves: An inquiry into the nature and implications of expertise. Chicago, IL: Open Court Press.
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Bransford, J., Brown, A. L., & Cocking, R. (1999). How people learn: Brain, mind, experience, and school. Washington DC: National Academy

Press.

Charness, N., Feltovich, P.J. & Hoffman, R.R. (2000). The Cambridge handbook of expertise and expert performance. New York, NY: Cambridge

University Press.

Engestrom, Y. (2008). From teams to knots: Activity-theoretical studies of collaboration and learning at work. New York, NY: Cambridge University

Press.

Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of practice: 1 earning, meaning, identity. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Implementation Continuum — Expertise

Inclusion

Integration

Transformation

Empowerment

Teachers are the experts in the
classroom. They work with
students to build their precision
and accuracy in using the
concepts and vocabulary of the
discipline, and may consult with
community members/outside
experts on the design of course
curriculum

Through the use of tools such as
knowledge inventories or KWL
charts, students are encouraged
to reflect on their understanding
and to be purposeful in gaining
knowledge. Students are expected
to develop some expertise in
particular aspects of a problem,
but the teacher ultimately directs
the inquiry and the content.

Teachers are the experts in the
classroom but find ways to move
students toward taking on that role
at various points of the unit.
Teachers begin to build a network
of support (fellow teachers, outside
experts) in the professional practice
of their discipline. They consult
with members of this network to
inspire students towards college
and career opportunities and help
them make connections between a
discipline and its real world
applications.

Students are empowered to use
their developing expertise to guide
parts of the instruction and to
support their peers. Students are
also encouraged to monitor and
reflect on their own
understandings. They work with
their teacher, their peers and other
experts to close gaps in their

Teachers frequently position
students as experts by drawing on
students’ outside experiences and
giving them opportunities to
research and teach concepts to their
peers. Teachers also regularly
collaborate with colleagues and
people engaged in professional
practice to broaden shared
expertise. This collaboration is
reflected in the authenticity of
course problems and projects,
which represent open questions in
professional practice. Teachers also
work with colleagues and
professionals to find new ways to
incorporate career readiness into
student expetiences.

While teachers model how to build,
maintain and use networks of
expertise, students build networks
of their own through membership
in extracurricular activities,

Teachers coach students in building
their networks, leadership skills, and
communication skills as they work
together to build the capacity of the
community of learners in each class.
Teachers routinely work with other
teachers and outside experts to gain
deeper content knowledge, broaden
their inter-disciplinary knowledge, and
perfect teaching practice. They
make their classroom practices
transparent to colleagues and visitors
through practices such as peer
observation and Instructional Rounds.

Student reflection regarding
experiences, engagement and
knowledge results in a clear idea of
their strengths and their areas for
growth. Students share their strengths
with peers and seek out resources
(people, information, activities) to
help them improve areas of weakness.
Students use their social and
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understanding and seek out
additional supports.

digital/electronic contacts, and
exposure to professionals.
Collaborations with professionals
may lead to internship, mentorship,
and shadow opportunities.
Students also engage in reflection
on their knowledge and skills,
allowing them to identify areas of
strength and need for
improvement. Students form study
groups or engage in other
collaborations to raise their
collective level of achievement.

information networks to investigate
areas of interest and seek out
opportunities to increase college and
career readiness.

Teachers, students, and
community members interact within
the school as expert learners to
further deepen and broaden the
knowledge base of the community
and hold each other accountable to
high standards of intellectual
engagement.

Expertise is uni-dimensional and consolidated

and distributed

Expertise is multi-dimensional
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Culturally responsive instruction

What: Culturally responsive instruction (CRI) incorporates the student and his/her background, knowledge, expetience, and expettise into
the curriculum. “Culture” in this sense refers to more than a student’s race or ethnicity; it encompasses family, religious, socioeconomic,
and other groups to which students belong and in whose norms they participate and value. CRI is va/idating to students in that it
incorporates their cultural and social background and knowledge into the content and curriculum of the class. It is comprebensive and
multidimensional in its approach to curriculum because teachers use the community as a teaching resource, sometimes in inter-disciplinary
ways that create relevant and sustained connections for students. It is ewpowering and transformative for students in that it meets them where
they are and gives them the necessary skills to shape democratic discourse and processes locally, nationally, and globally.

Why: All students need educational experiences that prepare them to participate in an ever more diverse global community. Research
strongly suggests that when teachers take intentional steps to incorporate students’ experiences and expertise into the classroom, they 1)
help students close gaps between the values of school and home, 2) make learning more authentic and relevant to them, and 3) create more
opportunities for students from all backgrounds to authentically engage in coursework. Over time, students see themselves as valued
participants in the learning community, value the varied backgrounds and experiences of their peers, and learn to leverage their social and
intellectual capital to succeed in the classroom, school, and larger community.

How: CRI is not an add-on to the curriculum, but a perspective that permeates classroom practice. It involves such things as 1) viewing
students’ language skills and cultural memberships as assets to learning, 2) taking time to learn about students and their interests outside of
school, 3) connecting curriculum content to local issues and/or issues relevant to students’ lives, and 4) teachers, students and community
members bring in examples and experiences from a variety of cultures and life experiences to illustrate the power of their discipline and
content. Inclusive practice capitalizes on students’ native language and values, but also informs students of the ways in which these may
differ from the language and values of the workplace and higher education. It gives students from all backgrounds an awareness and
respect for diverse social, ethnic, and religious cultures.

Further reading:

Banks, J.A., Au, K.H., Ball, A.F., Bell, P., Gordon, E.-W., Gutierrez, K.D., Heath, S.B., Lee, C.D., Lee, Y., Mahiri, J., Nasir, N.S., Valdes, G.
& Zhou, M. (2007). Learning in and ont of school in diverse environments: Life-long, life-wide, life-deep. Seattle, WA: The LIFE Center (The
Learning in Informal and Formal Environments Center) and the Center for Multicultural Education, University of Washington,
Seattle.

Delpit, L.D. (1988). The silenced dialogue: Power and pedagogy in educating other people’s children. Harvard Educational Review, 58(3), 280-
298.

Gay, G. (2000). The power of caring. In Culturally responsive teaching: Theory, research, and practice. New Y ork: Teachers College Press, pp. 45-76.



INTIME: Integrating new technologies into methods of teaching. (2002). Culturally responsive teaching.

http://www.intime.uni.edu/multiculture/curriculum/Culture /Teaching.htm. Accessed 22 Aug 2012.
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Implementation Continuum — Culturally Responsive Instruction

Inclusion

Integration

Transformation

Empowerment

Teachers reference students’
cultural background in class
texts when it parallels required
content of the class. Teachers
make attempts to establish
relationships with students’
families and support networks
outside of school.

Students act independently to
make meaningful connections
between the content of their

class and their prior knowledge.

Teachers make meaningful
connections between the
content, concepts, themes, and
perspectives in the curriculum
and students’ prior knowledge
and experiences. Teachers teach
explicit school or workplace
norms and help students know
and practice appropriate
behaviors. Teachers establish
relationships with students’
families and support networks
outside of school to better tailor
instruction to students’ interests
and needs. Teachers discuss
students and student learning in
ways that evidence sensitivity to
students’ experiences.

Students suggest ways
assignments and assessments
could be modified to capitalize
on students’ interests and
experiences. Students are
encouraged to share ways their
cultural and social experiences
connect to the content of class
with their peers and teacher.

Teachers make changes in the
curriculum to enable students to
view concepts, events, issues,
problems, and themes from the
perspectives of diverse groups.
Teachers have deep knowledge
of the lives of individual students
and how those students associate
with various racial, ethnic, and
cultural groups outside of
school. Teachers use that
knowledge to 1) modify their
curriculum and instruction and
2) problem solve with other
teachers and students’ families
and outside netwotks.

Students are prepared
intellectually, socially, and
emotionally to work with
complex and important
problems that ask them to
navigate social, cultural, and
historical differences. Students
are empowered to create
meaningful connections between
their lives and the content and
curriculum of the class. Students

Teachers work closely with
each other and with key
community members to develop
curriculum and content that
spans disciplines and
communities within and without
the school. Teachers talk about
students in ways that evidence
deep knowledge of many aspects
of students’ lives. Teachers use
students’ experience and
background as the starting point
of learning for all coursework.

Students respectfully engage
each othet’s historical, social,
and cultural backgrounds as a
source of their own learning.
Students apply and synthesize
their understandings to challenge
prejudicial beliefs and to engage
in dialogue with diverse local,
national, and global
communities.

Students identify important
social problems and issues,
gather pertinent data, clarify
their values on the issues, make
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Students understand specific
ways in which norms and
practices may differ between
school, peer, work, and home
contexts and clear expectations
within each.

participate successfully in the
norms of school and workplace
settings, as well as in home, peer,
and other communities.

decisions, and take reflective
actions to help resolve the issue
or problem.
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Student voice

What: Student voice is, literally, the extent to which students are invited and feel welcomed giving their input to what happens within the
school and classroom. Students can provide valuable input in classroom conversations, in design of curriculum and behavior norms, in
creating norms for peer-peer interaction, and in conversations about school policy and governance.

Why: When schools and teachers engage students’ voices and opinions, they also evidence a belief that 1) what students have to say
matters to how classrooms and schools are run, 2) as life-long students, youth have expertise and knowledge that teachers can leverage to
make their instruction more authentic and relevant, 3) students, as a group, can serve as partners in school renewal efforts and initiatives,
and 4) students benefit from the kind of leadership, creative problem-solving, and critical thinking skills expected of them when they
become citizens of their school community and partners in school governance. Students represent a massive untapped resource of
knowledge and expertise schools can use to engage more students in the learning process. Research overwhelmingly shows that student
achievement and overall engagement increases when students assume ownership over their school community.

How: In the classroom, teachers can engage student voice through formative assessment strategies, surveys, informal conversations, and
other means of collecting feedback on curriculum and instructional strategies. Many teachers and school leaders already leverage student
voice to inform how students perceive a curticulum, course, or school/classtoom environment. In addition, as teachers learn more about
students’ experiences, communities, and abilities outside of school, they can better connect course material to relevant and meaningful
topics. As teachers become more comfortable with using students’ feedback to make changes in their classrooms, eliciting students’
opinions and involving students in the change process should become more intentional, formal, and routine so it becomes an
institutionalized tool of good instructional practice. Teachers should be explicit with students about how their feedback has influenced
changes they have made to their instruction, to specific units and lessons, and to how they think about the content they teach. School
leaders, too, should increasingly empower students to take an active role in setting or changing school policies and acting on issues that are
meaningful to them and their communities.

Further reading:

Cook-Sather, A. (2002). Authorizing students' perspectives: Toward trust, dialogue, and change in education. Educational Researcher, 31(4), 3-
14.

Elias, M. J. (2010). School climate that promotes student voice. Principal Leadership, 11(1), 22-27.

Gritfith, A. S., & Gill, P. B. (20006). Including student voice in the design process. Journal of At-Risk Issues, 12(2), 1-6.

Mitra, D. L. (2003). Student voice in school reform: Reframing student-teacher relationships. McGill Journal of Education, 38, 289-304.

Shultz, J. J., & Cook-Sather, A. (2001). Iz our own words: Students' perspectives on school. Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield.
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Implementation Continuum — Student Voice

Inclusion

Integration

Transformation

Empowerment

Teachers seek student input on
course curriculum and design,
and on creating classroom
norms. Teachers make decisions
about how or whether to
implement student suggestions.

Formative assessment strategies
are used during instruction to
elicit feedback from students
and assess student learning.

Students provide feedback on
course curriculum and
classroom norms. Students
participate actively in class
discussions.

Teachers offer students a
variety of ways to make
contributions (orally, in writing,
in small groups, whole class,
etc.).

Results of student surveys and
focus groups are shared with
students.

Students can see how their
feedback changes the trajectory
of the course and cutriculum
design process. Student prior
knowledge and backgrounds are
a source of expertise in matters
of classroom decision-making.

Teachers actively draw on
student leadership to advance
the curricular goals of the class
(including peer coaching and
peer assessment).

Students co-construct coutse
content. All students feel
confident sharing their opinions
in multi-generational
environments.

Students take responsibility for
their own learning and, as a
result, are situated as experts
within the classroom in matters
of curriculum design, change,
implementation, and
assessment.

Teachers facilitate student
navigation of school and
community resources.

Students use their background,
prior experience and knowledge
to substantially affect the
trajectory of their own learning
within coutrses and the school.
Students take responsibility for
the learning of the community as
a whole, and actively seek out
opportunities to assist peers
outside the classtoom
environment.
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Collaborative groups (Students):

What: Collaboration is the collective action of groups to solve problems. High-quality collaboration is characterized by a set of both
interpersonal and project management behaviors. Interpersonal behaviors supporting successful collaboration include active listening to all fellow
members; responding to and building on others’ ideas; and an ability to resolve conflict. Project management behaviors include displaying
responsibility to the group (following through on assignments, going beyond simply completing one’s individual assignment to see how the
assignment adds to the quality of the product as a whole); and awareness of group goals and timelines, including frequent check-ins and
adjustments as needed. Additionally, in order for students to see the effectiveness of and need for collaboration, the tasks they address
should be “groupworthy” — that is, tasks that require multiple members’ skills and inputs to be successfully completed.

Why: Collaboration is a critical skill for college and workplace environments. Problems confronted by professionals are often too complex,
complicated, and multi-dimensional for individuals to solve in isolation. For students to be college and career ready, they must develop
skills and gain practice with working in teams to solve complex problems.

How: Students collaborate over a petiod of weeks and/or months to develop ideas and advance creative solutions to ill-defined problems.
Teachers emphasize the need for different types of skills in order to solve assigned tasks. They help students think in advance about
possible challenges, and may require students to create contracts or agreements clarifying group expectations. Teachers also provide
vocabulary and other supports to ensure that English Language Learners and students with disabilities can access the tasks. Teachers
arrange group membership so that all students have maximum opportunity to contribute, and scaffold students as needed in project
management skills such as breaking projects down into sub-tasks and creating timelines. As student skills develop, students take
responsibility for leading the collaborative work. Teachers facilitate, offering support and intervening in response to student request.
Throughout the process, students, teachers, and other adults provide feedback on teams and team member accomplishments to improve
effectiveness and to track achievement of learning goals.

Further Reading:

Barron, B. (2000). Achieving coordination in collaborative problem-solving groups. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 9, 403-436.

Barron, B. (2003). When smart groups fail. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 12(3), 307-359.

Barron, B. & Darling-Hammond, L. (2008). Teaching for meaningful learning: A review of research of inquiry-based and cooperative
learning. Excerpted from Darling-Hammond, L., Barron, B., Pearson, P.D., Schoenfeld, A.H., Stage, E.K., Zimmerman, T.D.,
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Cervetti, G.N., & Tilson ] Powerful learning: W/mf we /énou/ about leac/?mg for understanding. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. PDF retrieved

Cohen, E.G. (1 994) Restructuring the classroom: Conditions for productive small groups Review of Educational Research, 64, 1-35.

Cohen, E.G. (1994). Designing groupwork: Strategies for heterogeneous classrooms. Revised Edition. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.
Lotan, R. A. (2003). Group-worthy tasks. Educational Leadership, 60, 72-75.
Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of practice: 1 earning, meaning, identity. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Implementation Continuum—~Collaborative Groups (Students)

Inclusion

Integration

Transformation

Empowerment

Teacher adds group work
strategies to the lesson or unit as
evidenced in strategies like
think/pait/shate processing
practices. Teacher sets clear
expectations for group work,
stressing cooperation between
students. Teachers hold
students accountable as
individuals to the explicit goal of
the group work activity and are
the primary driver of the
management of the project.
Students work in groups to
complete a task or assignment.
Students are held individually
accountable to the task.
Students are engaged in activities
that require them to listen
actively and build on each
other’s ideas in order to
complete a task or a product.
They develop the capacity to
evaluate themselves in terms of
the communication skills.

Norms and roles are explicitly
taught and occasionally
reinforced throughout the unit
and course of study. Teacher
integrates accountability for
group work for both individual
students and the group and
works with students to begin to
own the management of their
project. Teachers utilize a variety
of ways to support student
interaction that is focused on
communication and relationship
building and provides multiple
opportunities for reflection and
re-engagement in the work.
Students use those norms and
roles to guide their work.
Students are held accountable as
individuals and occasionally as a
group to the work they complete
in groups. Students are directed
to operate according to pre-
determined roles and norms. In
addition to listening and building

Teacher reinforces collaboration
as a central component of class
membership. Itis a taught and
practiced skill, goal-driven and
concerned with outcomes, and
routinely used throughout each
unit of study. Teachers promote
project management including
the group setting their own
timelines and objectives to
complete and assigned task and
supports students in holding
each other accountable.

In addition to continuing to
improve their interpersonal
skills, students also begin to
engage in more self-directed
project management. Students
choose collaboration as the
primary tool by which they solve
problems as a result of the
course content and in their work
in groups. Students are
accountable as individuals and to
each other as group members in

Students pre-establish roles and
norms to guide their work with
no prompting or further
instruction. Students use norms
to navigate differences and
obstacles within the group.
Students hold each other
accountable for learning within
the group and to completion of
a task or challenge cycle as
individuals and as a group.
Students are able to effectively
monitor the group’s progress
toward their goals and can
readjust their plan as needed to
ensure full participation by all
members. Students’ ability to
engage in communication that
validates and honors the work of
each person in the group
incentivizes participation and
creates a safe, productive group.
Students exhibit the ability to
integrate group reflection and
processing after the task is
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off each othet’s ideas, students
are also expected to build
relationships and manage
conflict within their groups.
They develop the capacity to
evaluate themselves and other
students in their interpersonal
skills.

ways they deem authentic and
relevant. Students work together
to establish goals for their work
and utilize each other’s expertise
to continually make their
product better.

complete.

Teachers reinforce and review
expectations for collaborative
wotk. Teachers are the final
arbiter of the quality of student
work, but students are the final
arbiter of the way in which that
work was completed.

Teacher-directed collaboration

collaboration

Student-directed

ACADEMIC DISCOURSE

What: Academic discourse includes general and discipline-specific vocabulary, as well as diverse forms of oral and written communication.
Key functions of academic discourse include seeking information, informing, analyzing, comparing, classifying, predicting, hypothesizing,
justifying, persuading, solving problems, synthesizing, and evaluating. Students are given explicit opportunities in classrooms to practice
each of these language functions in the context of academic content areas. Students also practice diverse forms of communication,
including peer-to-peer discussion, whole class presentation, writing of creative or technical materials, and other methods authentic to a
discipline’s academic or professional practice. By the end of their four years at Sammamish, students are becoming independent
practitioners who are able to communicate as mentors to younger students and colleagues to industry professionals.

Why: Students regularly use various kinds of formal and informal communication — with teachers, peers, family members, teammates, and
others. They also communicate through a variety of means, including telephone, text, e-mail, spoken and written words. Many speak
multiple languages throughout a given day. Students who use English competently in everyday conversational settings — both native and
non-native English speakers - may nevertheless experience significant challenge in using academic language (e.g., Basic Interpersonal
Conversational Skills (BICS) versus cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP)). To help students become colleagues within high
school, college, or career communities, they need to understand and purposefully practice appropriate uses of language in academic

situations.

How: Language is taught best within a context, as it surfaces in discipline-specific situations. Teachers draw on students’ existing language
abilities, including everyday forms of talk (e.g., persuading, informing, questioning, predicting) and foreign language skills, to develop
academic communication. Vocabulary and forms of expression are taught using visual and written representations, with multiple
opportunities for students to practice, receive feedback, and improve their performance. Teachers help students make explicit distinctions
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between academic and other communication styles, as well as contexts in which different styles are most appropriately used. As students’
skills develop, teachers move increasingly into a facilitator role. They also provide increasing opportunities for students to communicate
with practitioners of various disciplines in authentic professional contexts.

Further Reading:

Solomon, J. & Rhodes, N.C. (1995). Conceptualizing academic langnage. National Center for Research on Cultural Diversity and Second
Language Learning Research Reports. Center for Research on Education, Diversity and Excellence, UC Berkeley.
http://escholarship.org/uc/item/9802i9tg Accessed 11 January 2013.

Cummins, J. (1981). The role of primary language development in promoting educational success for language minority students. In
Schooling and langnage minority students: A theoretical framework. Los Angeles: California State University; Evaluation, Dissemination, and

Assessment Centet.

Echevarria, J., Vogt, M., & Short, D.]. (2010). Making content comprebensible for secondary English learners: The SIOP model. New York City: Allyn

& Bacon.

Implementation Continuum

Inclusion

Integration

Transformation

Empowerment

Teachers purposefully teach
vocabulary that is aligned with the
content of the course and
embedded in problem contexts.
Teaching is supported through
various kinds of text and is
regularly assessed.

Students are responsible for
learning and correctly using
vocabulary aligned to course
content.

Teachers make purposeful use of
course vocabulary in class activities
and discussions. Teachers introduce
students to multiple forms of
communication appropriate to a
discipline and to the specific
problem at hand.

Students hold each other
accountable through discussion
norms that prioritize accurate and
appropriate use of vocabulary.
Students practice skills in
presentation, argumentation,
listening, analysis, discussion,

Teachers explicitly illustrate the
intersection of conceptual
vocabulary and habits of mind that
will support students in successful
learning. Teachers provide
opportunities for students to
practice and receive feedback on
various types of communication
within each challenge cycle, and
hold students accountable to
increasingly professional standards
of expression.

Students are assessed on their
learning, retention, and application

Teachers engage students in
making their own meaning from
words and ways of speaking and
support students in further
independent exploration.

Teachers, students, and expert
community members have a
comfort level with terms and forms
of discourse that allow them to
address each other as peets.

Students help each other learn
vocabulary through regular, correct
usage. They are able to identify and
utilize habits of mind that are
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and/or peer critique as these types
of communication become
necessaty in the course of solving
problems.

of appropriate terms. They also
receive feedback and opportunities
for practice in multiple modes of
communication appropriate to the
discipline. Students plan with
teachers the forms of
communication that are most
appropriate for their solutions to a
given problem and are assessed on

their ability to carry out those plans.

taught throughout the course in
order to describe what they see and
to define problems and
communicate their solutions.
Students become aware of gaps in
their knowledge and skills, and take
steps to strengthen these areas.
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Authentic Assessment

What: Teachers continually use both formative and summative assessment to achieve student learning objectives and to collect data for
improving their practice. Good assessment is timely, transparent, thoughtful, and specific and is meaningful to students and teachers.
Authentic assessment measures student capacities in a variety of ways. Assessment methods are chosen to match the standards and skills
being measured, as well as to reflect performances of professionals in a given discipline. Students are given multiple opportunities over
time to demonstrate mastery in the content and skill objectives of the course with an emphasis on growth over time. Authentic assessment
is based on articulated standards drawn from the Common Core, College Board, and other state and national standards.

Why: Assessment that clearly connects to the community, to external standards of content and practice, and to how professionals solve
problems, will require collaborative and creative problem solving and critical thinking which prepares students for career and college. When
these connections are made explicit, students also see meaning in their course assignments and are able to reflect on their areas of strength
and needs for improvement. Using a variety of assessment methods, matched to desired content and skills, also provides more valid
measures of student capacity than traditional testing alone.

How: By fully understanding the standards associated with the course, teachers seek new ways to measure how students meet content and
skill standards with a focus on growth over time. Teachers look for increasingly rigorous ways of measuring student achievement including
presentations, portfolios, writing samples, research experiences, and other similar formats. While these types of assessment provide
valuable feedback, they will need to be used in concert with traditional tests to provide a complete picture of students’ content knowledge
and skills. As the emphasis shifts in the classroom to more student driven products, teachers will also be assessing how students are
accomplishing those tasks in addition to what they are producing. The how may include assessment of collaboration, communication,
creativity, precision, and problem solving skills and should involve the students in reflection and goal setting around their growth in those
areas.

Further Reading:

Darling-Hammond, L., Ancess, J. & Falk, B. (1995). Authentic assessment in action: Studies of schools and students at work. New York, NY:
Columbia University Press.

Mueller, J. (2012). What is authentic assessment? Retrieved September 11, 2012 from
http://jfmueller.faculty.noctrl.edu/toolbox/whatisit.htm.

Scriffiny, P.L. (2008). Seven reasons for standards-based grading. Educational I eadership, 66(2), 70-74.

Wiggins, Grant (1990). The case for authentic assessment. Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 2(2). Retrieved September 11, 2012
from http://PARFEonline.net/getvn.asp?v=2&n=2.
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Implementation Continuum — Authentic Assessment

Inclusion

Integration

Transformation

Empowerment

Teachers assess the quality of
students’ projects or
performance through both
formative and summative
assessment. Assessments match
valued course objectives and are
used to inform the instruction.
While creative assessments atre
used, the bulk of a students’
grade comes from more
traditional assessments or
completion of classwork.

Students receive rubrics and
standards in advance and are
aware of what knowledge and
skills will be assessed. Students
are primarily assessed
individually, on the content
knowledge of the course.

Teachers create assessments
that are coherent, utilizing
qualitative and quantitative
measures of student
performance to ensure
connections among the short
and long-term learning
objectives, the instruction, and
the tasks students are asked to
do. These assessments
(formative and summative,
paper-based or less traditional)
assess students’ ability to not
only understand, but also apply
the content knowledge of the
class. Assessments are used as
artifacts and evidence of student
learning to inform instructional
and collaborative practice.

Students receive detailed
rubrics and standards in
advance. They are assessed
individually and in groups on
their ability to understand and
apply their knowledge and skills.

Teachers and students
(sometimes in conjunction with
expert community members) co-
construct appropriate criteria for
student solutions to ill-defined,
complex problems. Teachers
serve as coaches, providing
frequent formative assessment
and revision opportunities to
help scaffold learning. Expert
community members may also
provide feedback on student
work and the quality of final
products. Teachers hold final
responsibility for student grades.

Teachers, students, and/or
expert community members
hold students accountable for
both group and individual
student learning. All three
groups use assessment as a focus
of reflection to inform future
instruction.

Students consult with teachers
and experts to devise plans for
solving course problems.
Students hold themselves
accountable to standards of
cooperative learning,
understanding, and application
of content knowledge, using
teachers and experts as coaches
advising them along the way.

Authentic assessments, with a
focus on sustained, collaborative
inquiry and multiple
opportunities to show mastery
of specific content and skills, are
the bulk of students’ grades and
students are able to articulate
their growth over time in the
course. Their self-reflection and
metacognition around what they
know also plays a substantive
role in their final grade for the
course.
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Inclusion Level of PBL

Authentic Problems Teachers develop and implement problems that seek to engage student thinking across a wide variety of
content goals in their class. The problems may be based on student interest. They have one correct process and
answer and may or may not reflect the work of professionals in the field.

Students demand significantly supported learning from both the teacher and expert to complete the problem
task. Students present their work to classmates, their teacher and/or outside expert.

Expertise Teachers are the experts in the classroom. They work with students to build their precision and accuracy in
using the concepts and vocabulary of the discipline, and may consult with community members/outside experts
on the design of course curriculum

Through the use of tools such as knowledge inventories or KWL charts, students are encouraged to reflect on
their understanding and to be purposeful in gaining knowledge. Students are expected to develop some expertise
in particular aspects of a problem, but the teacher ultimately directs the inquiry and the content.

Culturally Responsive Teachers reference students’ cultural background in class texts when it parallels required content of the class.
Instruction Teachers make attempts to establish relationships with students’ families and support networks outside of
school.
Students act independently to make meaningful connections between the content of their class and their prior
knowledge.

Authentic Assessment | Teachers assess the quality of students’ projects or performance through both formative and summative
assessment. Assessments match valued course objectives and are used to inform the instruction. While creative
assessments are used, the bulk of a students’ grade comes from more traditional assessments or completion of
classwork.

Students receive rubrics and standards in advance and are aware of what knowledge and skills will be assessed.
Students are primarily assessed individually, on the content knowledge of the course

Student Voice Teachers seck student input on course curriculum and design, and on creating classroom norms. Teachers
make decisions about how or whether to implement student suggestions. Formative assessment strategies are
used during instruction to elicit feedback from students and assess student learning.

Students provide feedback on course curriculum and classroom norms. Students participate actively in class
discussions.

Collaboration Teacher adds group work strategies to the lesson or unit as evidenced in strategies like think/pair/share
processing practices. Teacher sets clear expectations for group work, stressing cooperation between students.
Teacher holds students accountable as individuals to the explicit goal of the group work activity.

Students work in groups to complete a task or assignment. Students are held individually accountable to the
task.

Academic Discourse Teachers assess the quality of students’ projects or performance through both formative and summative
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assessment. Assessments match valued course objectives and are used to inform the instruction. While creative
assessments are used, the bulk of a students’ grade comes from more traditional assessments or completion of
classwork.

Students receive rubrics and standards in advance and are aware of what knowledge and skills will be assessed.
Students are primarily assessed individually, on the content knowledge of the course.

Integration Level of PBL

Authentic
Problems

Teachers devise problems that reflect challenges in the field or discipline. Problems have multiple possible solutions or solution strategies.
Teachers may work with outside experts to develop ideas and give students feedback on their work. Teachers may develop a long-term
relationship with outside experts, allowing them to interact in the course each year to benefit student learning. Experts serve as mentors and
as links to careers related to course content and skills.

Students sce ways in which the problem is authentic and relevant to them. They begin developing research and collaboration skills that help
them understand the complexity of the problem and how it relates to them. Students are expected to complete the task to a professional
standard and are given opportunities to display their work to a wider audience.

Expertise

Teachers are the experts in the classroom but find ways to move students toward taking on that role at various points of the unit. Teachers
begin to build a network of support (fellow teachers, outside experts) in the professional practice of their discipline. They consult with
members of this network to inspire students towards college and career opportunities and help them make connections between a discipline
and its real wotld applications.

Students are empowered to use their developing expertise to guide parts of the instruction and to support their peers. Students are also
encouraged to monitor and reflect on their own understandings. They work with their teacher, their peers and other experts to close gaps in
their understanding and seck out additional supports.

Culturally
Responsive
Instruction

Teachers make meaningful connections between the content, concepts, themes, and perspectives in the curriculum and students’ prior
knowledge and experiences. Teachers teach explicit school or workplace norms and help students know and practice appropriate behaviors.
Teachers use established relationships with students’ families and support networks outside of school to better tailor instruction to students’
interests and needs. Teachers discuss students and student learning in ways that evidence sensitivity to students’ experiences.

Students suggest ways assignments and assessments could be modified to capitalize on students’ interests and experiences. Students are
encouraged to share ways their cultural and social experiences connect to the content of class with their peers and teacher. Students
understand specific ways in which norms and practices may differ between school, peer, work, and home contexts and clear expectations
within each.

Authentic
Assessment

Teachers create assessments that are coherent, utilizing qualitative and quantitative measures of student performance to ensure connections
among the short and long-term learning objectives, the instruction, and the tasks students are asked to do. These assessments (formative
and summative, papet-based or less traditional) assess students’ ability to not only understand, but also apply the content knowledge of the
class. Assessments are used as attifacts and evidence of student learning to inform instructional and collaborative practice.

Students receive detailed rubrics and standards in advance. They are assessed individually and in groups on their ability to understand and
apply their knowledge and skills.

Student Voice

Teachers offer students a variety of ways to make contributions (orally, in writing, in small groups, whole class, etc.).
Results of student surveys and focus groups are shared with students.
Students can see how their feedback changes the trajectory of the course and curriculum design process. Student prior knowledge and
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backgrounds are a source of expertise in matters of classroom decision-making,.

Collaboration | Teacher teaches collaboration as a classroom routine. Norms and roles are explicitly taught and occasionally reinforced throughout the unit
and course of study. Teacher integrates accountability for group work for both individual students and the group.
Students use those norms and roles to guide their work. Students are held accountable as individuals and occasionally as a group to the
work they complete in groups. Students are directed to operate according to pre-determined roles and norms.

Academic Teachers make purposeful use of course vocabulary in class activities and discussions. Teachers introduce students to multiple forms of

Discoutse communication appropriate to a discipline and to the specific problem at hand.

Students hold each other accountable through discussion norms that prioritize accurate and appropriate use of vocabulary. Students
practice skills in presentation, argumentation, listening, analysis, discussion, and/or peer critique as these types of communication become
necessary in the course of solving problems.
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Transformation Level of PBL

Authentic
Problems

Based on their understanding of their subject and their discipline, students, teachers and experts work collaboratively to identify and solve
problems. The teacher serves to align the problem with the content and skill goals of the class, ensures that students receive regular feedback and
guidance, but does not direct the outcome of the problem.

Because the problems are naturally broad, there is no single correct answer and the problems can be tackled from several perspectives and points
of entry. Students are able to solve increasingly ill-defined and ill-structured problems. They actively and consciously develop research and
collaboration skills that help them understand the complexity of the problem and how it relates to them.

Expertise

Teachers frequently position students as experts by drawing on students’ outside experiences and giving them opportunities to reseatch and teach
concepts to their peers. Teachers also regularly collaborate with colleagues and people engaged in professional practice to broaden shared expertise.
This collaboration is reflected in the authenticity of course problems and projects, which represent open questions in professional practice.
Teachers also work with colleagues and professionals to find new ways to incorporate career readiness into student experiences.

While teachers model how to build, maintain and use networks of expertise, students build networks of their own through membership in
extracutricular activities, digital/electronic contacts, and exposure to professionals. Collaborations with professionals may lead to internship,
mentorship, and shadow opportunities.

Students also engage in reflection on their knowledge and skills, allowing them to identify areas of strength and need for improvement. Students
form study groups or engage in other collaborations to raise their collective level of achievement.

Culturally
Responsive
Instruction

Teachers make changes in the curriculum to enable students to view concepts, events, issues, problems, and themes from the petrspectives of
diverse groups. Teachers have deep knowledge of the lives of individual students and how those students associate with various racial, ethnic, and
cultural groups outside of school. Teachers use that knowledge to 1) modify their curriculum and instruction and 2) problem solve with other
teachers and students’ families and outside networks.

Students atre prepared intellectually, socially, and emotionally to work with complex and important problems that ask them to navigate social,
cultural, and historical differences. Students are empowered to create meaningful connections between their lives and the content and curriculum
of the class. Students participate successfully in the norms of school and workplace settings, as well as in home, peer, and other communities.

Authentic
Assessment

Teachers and students (sometimes in conjunction with expert community members) co-construct appropriate criteria for student solutions to ill-
defined, complex problems. Teachers serve as coaches, providing frequent formative assessment and revision opportunities to help scaffold
learning. Expert community members may also provide feedback on student work and the quality of final products. Teachers hold final
responsibility for student grades.

Teachers, students, and/or expert community members hold students accountable for both group and individual student leatning. All three groups
use assessment as a focus of reflection to inform future instruction.

Student Voice

Teachers actively draw on student leadership to advance the curricular goals of the class (including peer coaching and peer assessment).
Students co-construct course content. All students feel confident sharing their opinions in multi-generational environments.

Students take responsibility for their own learning and, as a result, are situated as experts within the classroom in matters of curriculum design,
change, implementation, and assessment.

Collaboration

Teacher reinforces collaboration as a central component of class membership. It is a taught and practiced skill, goal-driven and concerned with
outcomes, and routinely used throughout each unit of study.

Students understand the roles and norms of collaborative work and see those skills as purposeful and necessary. Students choose collaboration as
the primary tool by which they solve problems as a result of the course content and in their work in groups. Students are accountable as
individuals and to each other as group members in ways they deem authentic and relevant.

Academic
Discoutrse

Teachers explicitly illustrate the intersection of conceptual vocabulary and habits of mind that will support students in successful learning.
Teachers provide opportunities for students to practice and receive feedback on various types of communication within each challenge cycle, and
hold students accountable to increasingly professional standards of expression.
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Students ate assessed on their learning, retention, and application of appropriate terms. They also receive feedback and opportunities for practice
in multiple modes of communication appropriate to the discipline. Students plan with teachers the forms of communication that are most
appropriate for their solutions to a given problem and are assessed on their ability to carry out those plans.
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Empowerment Level of PBL

Authentic
Problems

Based on their understanding of their studies, their community and their resources, students develop a problem to solve that currently
challenges them. They work in teams to ensure a range of voices and perspectives are represented in the task. They utilize a variety of
resources to find and implement a solution. Problems frequently require students to draw on multidisciplinary skills. Teachers help to
illustrate the link between problem work and the content and skills required by state and national standards. In addition, students
inherently learn the process of failure and innovation as they encounter more sophisticated problems. The problem necessitates community
action with students serving as leaders of that process. They stay engaged in the solution long after the school day, school year, and/or
high school experience are over.

Expertise

Teachers coach students in building their networks, leadership skills, and communication skills as they work together to build the capacity
of the community of learners in each class. Teachers routinely work with other teachers and outside experts to gain deeper content
knowledge, broaden their inter-disciplinary knowledge, and perfect teaching practice. They make their classroom practices transparent to
colleagues and visitors through practices such as peer observation and Instructional Rounds.

Student reflection regarding experiences, engagement and knowledge results in a clear idea of their strengths and their areas for growth.
Students share their strengths with peers and seek out resources (people, information, activities) to help them improve areas of weakness.
Students use their social and information networks to investigate areas of interest and seek out opportunities to increase college and career
readiness.

Teachers, students, and community members interact within the school as expert learners to further deepen and broaden the knowledge
base of the community and hold each other accountable to high standards of intellectual engagement.

Culturally
Responsive
Instruction

Teachers work closely with each other and with key community members to develop curriculum and content that spans disciplines and
communities within and without the school. Teachers talk about students in ways that evidence deep knowledge of many aspects of
students’ lives. Teachers use students’ experience and background as the starting point of learning for all coursework.

Students respectfully engage each other’s historical, social, and cultural backgrounds as a source of their own learning. Students apply and
synthesize their understandings to challenge prejudicial beliefs and to engage in dialogue with diverse local, national, and global
communities. Students identify important social problems and issues, gather pertinent data, clarify their values on the issues, make
decisions, and take reflective actions to help resolve the issue or problem.

Authentic
Assessment

Students consult with teachers and experts to devise plans for solving course problems. Students hold themselves accountable to standards
of cooperative learning, understanding, and application of content knowledge, using teachers and experts as coaches advising them along
the way.

Authentic assessments, with a focus on sustained, collaborative inquiry and multiple opportunities to show mastery of specific content and
skills, are the bulk of students” grades and students are able to articulate their growth over time in the course. Their self-reflection and
metacognition around what they know also plays a substantive role in their final grade for the course.

Student Voice

Teachers facilitate student navigation of school and community resources.

Students use their background, prior experience and knowledge to substantially affect the trajectory of their own learning within courses
and the school. Students take responsibility for the learning of the community as a whole, and actively seek out opportunities to assist peers
outside the classroom environment.

Collaboration

Teachers reinforce and review expectations for collaborative work.

Students choose collaboration as the way they could complete a task because the task is complicated, complex, authentic, and/or ill-defined
and because they see the value in seeking contributions from their classmates. Students are motivated by creatively and equally co-
constructing knowledge as they work. Students pre-establish roles and norms to guide their work with no prompting or further
instruction. Students use norms to navigate differences and obstacles within the group. Students hold each other accountable for learning
within the group and students are held accountable to completion of a task or challenge cycle as individuals and as a group. Students
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exhibit the ability to integrate group reflection and processing after the task is complete.

Academic
Discourse

Teachers engage students in making their own meaning from words and ways of speaking and support students in further independent
exploration.

Teachers, students, and expert community members have a comfort level with terms and forms of discourse that allow them to address each
other as peers.

Students help each other learn vocabulary through regular, correct usage. They are able to identity and utilize habits of mind that are
taught throughout the course in order to describe what they see and to define problems and communicate their solutions. Students become
aware of gaps in their knowledge and skills, and take steps to strengthen these areas.
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