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ABSTRACT 

Australian acceptance of middle schooling has been gaining momentum. The 

impetus behind the introduction of middle schooling in Australia has been to 

provide a more developmentally appropriate educational experience for Years 6-9 

students (approximately ages 10-11—14-15) and a smoother transition between the 

traditional primary and secondary divide. An underpinning practice in the 

philosophy of middle schooling is small communities of teachers and students. 

Teachers working in a middle school environment are organised into small teaching 

teams that plan and teach together. Middle schooling practice, however, demands 

some reshaping of complex and multiple relationships among teachers. This 

reshaping includes collaborative planning, teaching, assessing, and reporting within 

teaching teams, together with closer relationships with students, administrative 

staff, parents, and the wider community. These collaborative tasks require teachers 

to negotiate a new complex web of interrelationships.  

 

Stages in group development have been explored in a variety of settings. Tuckman 

(1965) identified four stages in the development or “life cycle” of groups (i.e., 

forming, storming, norming, and performing) that have been shown to be 

transferable to groups across a number of disciplines. As newly formed middle 

school teaching teams evolve and work to complete these new collaborative tasks 

and negotiate these new relationships, they have been reported to progress through 

this same life-cycle. The way that these teams move through these progressive 

stages is important to the effective functioning of the team. 

 

This purpose of this study was to examine the formation, development and 

maintenance of four middle school teaching teams over the course of their first year 

as a team. This study aimed to identify factors that facilitate or hinder a positive 

trajectory for a team’s development and to explore the influence of a school’s 

culture on teaming practices. Teams involved in this study were all in government 
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run middle schools in South East Queensland that introduced an holistic reform in 

the last decade. 

 

A multi-site case study approach was used. Qualitative data were gathered through 

semistructured individual interviews with core teaching staff in each team and 

through notes taken during participant observation days throughout the year. 

Comparisons of data within and across teams revealed six main characteristics that 

were found to either positively or negatively influence teaching teaming in the four 

teams from the three Queensland schools participating in the study. These 

characteristics concerned (a) training (i.e., both preservice and inservice); (b) 

administrative support throughout the teaming process (i.e., from formation to 

establishment and maintenance); (c) attitudes of team members to teaming (i.e., a 

willingness to participate in a team and experience and confidence in contributing 

to the team); (d) relationship building; (e) conflict; and (f) school culture. These 

results resonated with the research literature on the experiences of middle school 

teaming practices in the USA. 

 

A school’s culture was identified as one of the six defining characteristics of a 

team’s experience within the first question of the study. It was found to exert 

facilitating and inhibiting effects on the other 5 characteristics that were identified. 

Moreover, the results revealed several aspects of working in teams that teachers 

found challenging. A lack of specific training in teaming skills (i.e., either 

preservice or inservice) prevented teachers from establishing adequate team 

protocols (i.e., goals, rules, and roles) able to facilitate the smooth functioning of 

the team. Specifically, teachers generally demonstrated limited and ineffective 

means of dealing with conflict, which, in most instances, caused team development 

to stagnate or regress. 

 

Findings from this study has shown a gap between what the middle school literature 

has said about collaboration and teaming and how it is being implemented in these 

three Queensland middle schools. This study also demonstrates the urgent need for 
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preservice and inservice training in teaming practices to occur concurrently with the 

introduction of a middle years’ reform in Australia. It also identifies a list of 

specific teaming skills that are required by teachers embarking on a teaming 

experience and a list of the facilitating and hindering factors to team formation and 

development at an individual, team, and school level.  
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 

Introduction 
This study investigated facilitators and barriers to the formation and development of 

middle school teaching teams within three purpose-built middle schools in 

Queensland. Education Queensland’s Annual Report 1999-2000 announced a 

decision “to actively promote schools that combine primary and secondary years” (p. 

37). Five trial schools were announced in 1999 and all five schools structured their 

schools using a three-tiered system. The creation of these P-12 schools incorporated a 

separate junior, middle, and senior school. Furthermore, schools introducing a middle 

schooling tier were encouraged to “adapt policy to local needs” (Education 

Queensland, 2000, p. 37). These schools, each promoting the introduction of a middle 

schooling philosophy within their middle school, provided a natural laboratory in 

which to study teaming processes. 

 

Middle school teaching teams have been identified as a critical element in the 

successful implementation of a middle school philosophy into the Australian 

education system (Pendergast et al., 2005). This early period of innovation in 

Queensland provides an important opportunity to investigate characteristics of teams, 

including collaborative practices and stages of team development over the first year 

of several teams’ development. This study sought to highlight facilitators and barriers 

to the positive trajectory of team development in these environments. In this chapter, 

the background to the study and its rationale for the study are briefly discussed and 

the research questions to be answered are outlined.  

 

Background to the study 
A working definition of a teaching team is that two or more teachers combine their 

talents, expertise, interests, and resources to take joint responsibility for any or all 

aspects of teaching the same group of students. Working in small teaching teams has 

been given emphasis as a nonnegotiable aspect of middle schooling practice (Clark, 
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2007). The notion of small learning communities of teachers and students in the 

middle years of schooling has been the rationale underpinning teaching teams in 

middle school environments (Jackson & Davis, 2000).  

 

A range of benefits has been reported when teachers work together. It has been 

shown that teaming reduces teacher isolation, increases a sense of collegiality with 

colleagues, fosters sharing of ideas and resources, and capitalises on each team 

member’s strengths (Fullan, 2001, Newman & Wehlage, 1995; Sandholtz, 2000; 

Spry, Sultmann, & Ralston, 1992). Furthermore, other reported benefits propelling 

the shift toward teaching teams in Australian practice have included improvements in 

both the academic achievement and attitudes towards school and learning for students 

in the USA (Erb, 1997; Thousand & Villa, 1994).  

 

Various features of teaming have been thought to create a positive 

interdependence between team members that, in turn, creates better outcomes for staff 

and students. Teaming activities may include all or any of six features identified by 

the Northern Nevada Writing Project Teacher-Research Group (NNWPTRG, 1996): 

(a) Sharing physical space; (b) planning curriculum; (c) collaboratively teaching, 

either as a whole class or with each teacher taking different combinations of students 

across the classes for specific lessons; (d) establishing common rules across classes; 

(e) sharing of resources; and (f) collaboratively planning and administering 

assessment tasks. If a positive interdependence between the members of a teaching 

team has been created by joint responsibility, then each member of the team can 

adopt a specific role and specific responsibilities in relation to the planning, teaching, 

or assessing of the class(es). In situations in which this positive interdependence has 

been reported in the USA, teachers have recognised that combining one’s own 

expertise with that of others can improve one’s sense of efficacy and job satisfaction 

as well as produce better outcomes for students.  

 

The introduction of teamwork has affected the conventional understanding of 

teachers’ professional practice just as the philosophy of middle schooling has 
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challenged the historical and traditional pedagogy for young adolescents. The use of 

teaching teams in middle schools has created an opportunity to make system-wide 

changes across all areas of a school’s operations in line with social ecological 

analysis of classrooms (Gump, 1980). It has been expected that teaming can alter the 

physical teaching spaces of classrooms, the teaching practices, and the program 

provided for students. Within the interdependent functioning of physical space and 

time, programming of activities, and human mix (e.g., teachers, students, others), the 

social ecology of a team working together on a task can involve not only the social 

processes of working together, such as collaborative planning and coteaching, but 

also task processes of working for some shared outcome such as an integrated 

curriculum or integrated assessment (Gump, 1980).  

 

Any school reform of team practice should undergo careful evaluation including 

active monitoring of system interconnections and their contribution to team formation 

(Main & Bryer, 2005). Where teaching teams have been created in response to other 

school reforms, the process of innovation has produced unexpected results on 

members of each teaching team. Changes to the physical space, the program, or the 

human mix within schools have been shown to affect each of the other areas (Gump, 

1980). Gump (1980) reported that reform of any interdependent ecological units of 

schooling often cause unintended consequences in other units. These unintended 

consequences could be either beneficial or costly to those involved.  

 

Processes of team formation and establishment, while they have been 

considered critical to the implementation of middle school reform, have received little 

research attention. Although effective team attributes have been listed and examples 

of good established teams have been identified, the introduction of teams into the 

middle schooling environment has not typically focused on how an operational team 

develops into a successful learning community. Most studies of teams have focused 

on intact teams. In the complex profession of teaching, however, it has always been a 

truism that teaching teams do not occur in a vacuum. Furthermore, in a reforming 

middle school model, the holistic changes model produces simultaneous changes to 
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the physical structure or layout of the school, the program (including changes to 

pedagogy such as larger blocks of time, integrated curriculum, or teaching outside 

one’s area of specialisation); and the complex mix of human relationships (i.e., 

interdisciplinary teams and multiage grade configurations). 

 

The policy facilitation of middle schooling trials in Queensland has created 

conditions not only for facilitation of team practice, but also for a variety of barriers 

to the formation of effective teaming. In a large-scale study of middle schooling 

reform around Australia, evidence of a “dip” between the initiation phase and the 

development phase during the implementation of the reform was noted as a major 

concern (Pendergast et al., 2005).  A key factor identified as being able to lessen the 

severity of this dip and reduce the time taken for schools to move between these 

phases of the reform implementation was effective teaming practices, particularly (a) 

consistency in team membership, (b) congenial, philosophically-aligned dynamics 

among team members, and (c) a strong emphasis on posing and solving problems as a 

team (Pendergast, 2006, p. 18).  Furthermore, “inadequately trained staff” was also 

seen as a possible inhibitor (Pendergast, 2006, p. 18) which is consistent with the 

introduction of changes sustained initially by teachers’ enthusiasm but unable to be 

sustained without formal guidance of the team. In the implementation of teacher 

teams in Queensland middle schools, relevant literature did not inform the 

establishment of teams nor guide continuing practice. Instead, teams formed in local 

contexts to meet immediate needs and a lack of established protocols for their 

implementation allowed an uncontrolled experiment in teaming practices across 

Queensland middle schools. In this respect, teams’ proactive formation in these 

schools provides an opportunity to explore dynamics underlying the observed dip.  

 

In a broad scale inspection of existing research on middle schools in Australia, 

one of the most salient features of these descriptive analyses, testimonials, and 

research papers was the visible differences in and across contexts, middle schools, 

and teaching teams within these schools (Chadbourne & Harslett, 1998; see, also, 

Chadbourne & Pendergast, 2005). The elements of a particular team working in any 
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school, including any particular middle school setting, can contain many variables 

that influence its operation. Because teams can operate in assorted configurations of 

various spatial and temporal parameters within a school, together with various 

combinations of student groups, teams have been allowed greater flexibility of 

practice than teachers working in more traditional settings. The heterogeneity of 

existing practice has provided little information about effective teams.  

 

The flexibility of team processes allowed as a  consequence of adaptive middle 

schooling reform in Queensland has meant that each new team can define teaming 

differently and that individual members of teams may bring to a team’s formation a 

range of diverse, implicit, and sometimes vague notions of teaming (e.g., 

collaborative planning processes or collaborative teaching practices). With any new 

team forming at the start of a middle schooling year, there has been an implicit 

expectation that each team accommodates differences among its team members (i.e., 

levels and types of expertise, personalities, and understandings of team practices) as 

well as the interdependent functioning of physical layout of classrooms (e.g., open 

plan, multiroom, single room, etc.). A new team also accommodates students (i.e., 

age, year level, class configurations, etc.). Finally, a new team accommodates the 

school program under which the team will be operating (i.e., integrated curriculum; 

primary, middle, or senior school). Taking into consideration these potential 

differences and decision-making options, it has been possible that teaching teams and 

how they operate can look very different across grade levels, within grades, and from 

setting to setting within schools (Chadbourne & Harslett, 1998; see, also, Chadbourne 

& Pendergast, 2005) .  

 

Some norms of team formation that have been described in other organisations 

and applied to education have provided an orientating framework with which to 

examine the formation of middle school teams (Erb & Doda, 1989; George, 1982). 

Tuckman described a complex process of small group formation for business and 

suggested that these problematic processes involved in developing an effective team 

provide a framework to study a team’s progression through its development 
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(Tuckman, 1965). A team’s passage through the initial forming and storming stages 

of the team’s development has been shown in other contexts to be critical in the long-

term success of a team. Furthermore, Erb and Doda (1989) noted that, when teaming, 

teachers needed to gain skills in four basic areas: (a) problem solving skills, (b) team 

building and maintenance skills, (c) interpersonal skills, and (d) intrapersonal skills. 

Thus, having the skills to deal effectively with the challenges that occur during initial 

development of a middle years’ teaching team is critical to the team’s positive 

progress. Teachers’ lack of existing skills can foreshadow some difficulties that might 

interfere with the formation and development of effective teams.  

 

Dwyer (2002) outlined features and task demands for each stage or phase of 

team operations in business, which might be generalised to middle school teams. 

Development or formation of a team would normally occur at the start of the year 

when teachers are formed into teams. In the “getting-to-know-you” process, team 

members would find out about other team members; look for ways to be included in 

and contribute to the team; determine one’s own status within the team; identify the 

strengths, weaknesses, and attitudes of other team members; and establish the team’s 

rules and norms and set the team’s goals. At this point, team members would look for 

“support, guidance, and direction” from a team leader (Dwyer, 2002, p. 437). 

However, if team members change during the course of the school year, regardless of 

the developmental stage that teams have attained, in all cases, teams would regress to 

the forming stage of their development. Thus, Dwyer (2002) anticipated that it would 

take time to get to know the new team member, to establish or re-establish each 

person’s position within the team, and to review the team’s goals. This regressive 

process can negatively affect the efficacy of the team as a whole.  

 

The second phase that a team may experience is the storming stage. The signal 

for the onset of this phase has been emergence of conflict within the group. The 

ability of individual team members to manage conflict in a positive way has been 

viewed is critical in this stage of the team’s development. However, explicit training 

in teaming practices and skill has typically not been made available to new middle 
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years’ teams. Thus, group practices may fail in the initial stages in the team’s life 

cycle if teachers fail or refuse to manage teaming issues. Furthermore, a reversion to 

what one knows and understands in practice can be expected when new practices 

become difficult despite whatever innovation may be implemented by the school 

(Alexander, Murphy, & Woods, 1996). That is, when difficulties arise in working as a 

team, teachers can be expected to revert to more traditional single-teacher, single 

classroom practice (Lortie, 2002). To this end, training in the skills and processes 

necessary to manage conflict in the team effectively can be viewed as an important 

facilitator of team development. 

 

Over time, if teams manage conflict effectively, this maturing team can enter a 

performing stage in their development. In this stage, a team has to balance 

maintaining relationships and task orientation. However, getting past the early stages 

of team development requires specific skills, ongoing support, and time. Although a 

team might have been formed and have worked together throughout a year, it does 

not follow that the team will progress through the developmental stages of a team’s 

life cycle and become a “mature” and effective team. Training and development of 

human resources prior to implementing educational reform have been inconsistent 

with a typical approach to managed change. Because lack of prior training can 

obstruct the implementation, and, therefore, achievement of reform goals (Louis & 

King, 1993), it can be expected that a new middle school team may falter and their 

operation may undergo a dip in performance (viz., unmanaged change). 

 

Statement of the problem 

Purpose built middle schools and existing schools within Australia are setting up the 

physical and administrative “structures” necessary to promote teaming. Moreover, 

many educational reforms have required teachers to be experiential learners (i.e., 

learn on the job). Many of the collaborative practices expected when working as part 

of a team have challenged dominant traditional practices that have persisted over time 

and do not match the work histories of most teachers engaged in middle years’ teams. 

An unconscious paradigm drift in middle school reform in Queensland has viewed 
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these collaborative teaching roles as being a natural, ecologically valid, and socially 

harmonious aspect of practice. However, such expectations about new teams are 

unchartered and are an important aspect of a research agenda for middle schooling. 

Because there is limited research on collaborative practices or teaching teams in 

Queensland middle schools, informing research into the process and progress of team 

formation is vital to the successful implementation of middle years’ programs.  

 

Rationale for the study 
Collaborative practices undertaken by teams or groups of teachers are becoming more 

commonplace and are now beginning to be seen as “embedded” in the organisational 

structure of many middle schools. Yet, empirical research into middle school teams in 

education in Australia is in its infancy. Much of the work published on teams has 

been single site case study reports (e.g., Farley, 2004; Main, 2003), which have 

sought to identify specific facilitators and barriers to team effectiveness within these 

schools. A study of “intact” teams in a single site has the methodological potential for 

error. Site-specific data might highlight positive or negative factors in teaming that do 

not hold up over time (from a snapshot study of a team operating at one time) or 

might reflect situational influences with that particular organisation’s structure and be 

unlikely to transfer into another context. A study of multiple sites in reforming 

schools in Queensland is needed to consider how teams have been formed. 

 

Furthermore, no information has been published on the amount of time teachers 

spend planning, implementing, and evaluating their team teaching efforts (Welch, 

Brownell, & Sheridan, 1999). How individual teachers working within teaching 

teams manage time issues related to collaborative practices has also remained 

obscure. In Queensland, no data has been gathered about how teams use common 

planning time, what tasks are implemented collaboratively, and what types of 

evaluative processes are used to measure team effectiveness. Moreover, there is no 

guidance from research about whether members of teams feel supported in their 

teaming efforts and whether the time and effort invested in “teaming” produce 
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genuine outcomes (e.g., lessened workload, improved relationships, and improved 

student outcomes)?  

 

The research questions 
As a macro system, purpose-built middle schools have set up the physical structures 

to promote teaming practices. However, guidelines for how the teachers set up the 

teams to work in these physical structures have been very fluid. Moreover, a school’s 

other cultural features, such as its rules, rituals, traditions, and espoused values, are 

intrinsically linked to the functioning of the micro systems of teams and their ability 

to function effectively within a school. This study sets out to answer the following 

two related questions:  

 

1. What are the facilitators and barriers to the formation and development of 

middle years’ teaching teams?  

2. Does organisational culture or climate within middle schooling sites 

determine the level or type of teamwork that exists in middle year’s teaching 

teams? That is, what resources and support systems for teaming are embedded 

into each middle school’s culture and what are the effects of these resources 

and systems on teaming? 

 

These questions will be addressed by examining how teacher participants 

perceive and negotiate the challenges of being a member of a middle school teaching 

team over the course of the first year of the team’s development. The study will also 

examine how a school’s organisational structure (i.e., the physical layout, 

programming, allocation of resources, and administrative support) or culture 

influenced the quality and quantity of teaming practices that were undertaken.  

 

Definition of terms 
This study, along with all literature on middle schooling, will use several terms 

repeatedly. In some cases, different terms have been given distinct meanings by 

contributors to the international literature; however, in other situations, different 
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terms have been used interchangeably. These terms are fully developed in the review 

of literature, but provision of initial definitions of these terms at this point clarifies 

their use in the present study. Where possible, definitions that have been adopted 

have been taken from Australian literature on middle schooling. 

 

Middle schooling  

Middle schooling has referred to the educational philosophy that underpins the 

impetus for educational change for young adolescents. The philosophy of middle 

schooling has included the principles and beliefs that guide the rationale, the physical 

organisation, and recommended programs, and pedagogies of middle schools 

(Chadbourne & Pendergast, 2005). However, Chadbourne and Pendergast (2005) 

argued that “at any one time there is unlikely to be complete consensus on all aspects 

of middle schooling philosophy” (p. 22). 

 

Middle school 

Chadbourne (2001) defined the term middle school as “an organisational unit, 

separate from primary and secondary school, which provides education for students 

in the middle years. This education may or may not be based on the principles of 

middle schooling and may be no different from traditional practice” (p. 2). Thus, the 

term “middle school” has been used in the present study to refer to the physical space 

provided for students in the middle years. 

 

Middle years 

Within the literature, interpretations of what are the “middle years” of schooling have 

varied. The focus on the “middle” years has implied those years between the “early” 

years of schooling and the “senior” years of schooling. However, demarcation points 

about when the middle years begin and end have varied from author to author and 

study to study in Australia and overseas. In a review of the literature on the 

constructions of the middle years of schooling, Luke et al. (2003) noted that “these 

years are broadly taken to begin at the upper years of primary school (Years 5-6) and 

extend to the end of the compulsory years of secondary schooling (Year 10), 
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spanning the chronological ages of roughly 10-15” (p. 17). However, most authors 

have not used such a wide age span. Table 1.1 reports a representative sample of 

review of age/grade configurations attributed to the middle years in Australia.  

 

Table 1.1.  
A Sample of Age/Grade Configurations for The Middle Years of Schooling in 
Australia 

Author/s Age range School year range 

Eyers, Cormack, & Barratt 
(1992) 10-14/15 6-9 

Australian Curriculum Studies 
Association  (1996)  5-8 

Barratt  (1998) 10-15  

Department of Education and 
Training (2001). Middle Years 
Research and Development 
(MYRAD) project 

 5-9 

Education Queensland (2000) 
(used the term “middle phase of 
schooling”) 

9-14 4-9 

 

All middle schools within the present study had an age/grade range between 11-

14 years (Years 6-9). For the purposes of this study, “middle years” will refer to 

students within that age/grade range (i.e., 11-14 years or Years 6-9).  

 

Organisation of the thesis 

This thesis is organised into seven chapters. In the first chapter, the background of the 

study is discussed and a statement of the problem, a rationale for the study, and the 

focus questions of the study are provided. Chapter 1 also defined terms related to 

middle schooling for the purposes of this study. 

 

Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature, focusing on describing a 

theoretical overview of collaborative practices, middle school reform, and middle 
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schooling culture including teaching teams. The foundations of team formation and 

development are examined in depth. 

 

Chapter 3 describes the research methodology used in this study. It presents an 

in-depth description and rationale for each data collection technique used to study 

teams as well as a description of the process during each phase of the study. This 

chapter also includes a description of the site and participant sampling selection 

process and a description of each case study school. Ethical considerations relating to 

the study are also addressed. 

 

Chapters 4 and 5 present analysis of data collected from the study. In Chapter 4 

there is an overview of the data analysis process outlining data preparation. This 

overview includes methods of analysis, use of an automatic content analysis tool, and 

outcomes of analyses of data from individual semistructured interviews. In Chapter 5 

data analyses are reported. The data for these analyses comes from participant 

observation notes and notes taken during presentation of preliminary findings to 

schools. Data analyses in Chapter 5 are presented under subheadings taken from a list 

of targeted observable behaviours used by the researcher for focused analysis during 

participant observation days.  

 

In Chapter 6 the results from all analysed and collated data about the team are 

summarised. Subheadings with this summary are taken from the list of questions used 

in semistructured interviews and targeted observable behaviours. Tables at the end of 

this chapter present final individual reflections provided by team members.   

 

Chapter 7 discusses the findings, conclusions, implications for further research, 

and recommendations. This chapter also outlines the limitations of the study.  
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CHAPTER 2 - LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview of the chapter 
Within the Australian educational setting, the acceptance of middle schooling as a 

developmentally appropriate educational experience for young adolescents has 

gained momentum. Moreover, one of the critical features for the successful and 

timely implementation of a middle school reform in Australia has been identified as 

effective teaching teams (Pendergast, 2006; Pendergast et al., 2005). Teachers 

implementing middle schooling often start working in teams in good faith, but the 

complex web of physical and programming organisational structures as well as the 

human mix that are involved in the process create a challenging work environment 

in which to build an effective teaching team. 

 

In the same way, it is a challenging research task to investigate the formation 

and development of teaching teams within Queensland middle schools. A series of 

purpose-built state middle schools arose from structural innovation to state policy 

and these schools were encouraged to adjust policy to meet local needs. The aim of 

the study was to explore the facilitators and barriers for teaming as teams were 

formed and then worked over the course of one year. Furthermore, this study aimed 

to investigate how these newly created middle schools were developing their 

school’s culture to support teaming practices. 

 

In this chapter, the literature associated with teaming practices in middle 

schools is discussed. First, the development of collaborative practices in education, 

which provided a framework for staff teaming, is reviewed. This review is followed 

by a brief overview of middle schooling reform in Australia and then a synthesis of 

international work on middle schooling and collaborative practices. The importance 

of a school’s culture to teacher practice is considered followed by an explanation of 

the need for a “teaming” culture in middle schools. A model of the life cycle phases 

in the development of teams is summarised. In the remainder of this chapter, some 
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of the literature associated with issues facing Australian teachers preparing to teach 

within a middle school environment is outlined.  

 

Introduction 
Traditionally structured classrooms, in which students work independently and 

competitively, have been considered highly inconsistent with research findings on 

adolescent development (Fuligni, Eccles, Barber, & Clements, 2001; Heubeck & 

O’Sullivan, 1993; Wigfield & Eccles, 2002). Furthermore, criticism of the adverse 

effect of isolation on improving teaching practice (Fullan, 1993) within the 

structure of the traditional classroom has been part of the impetus towards a middle 

school reform. Benefits have been identified for both students and teachers where 

teachers work collaboratively. For students, reported benefits of teachers working 

collaboratively have included improved academic achievement, improved attitudes 

to learning, and improved attitudes towards school (Erb, 1997a). For teachers, 

reported benefits of collaboration have included a reduction in personal isolation 

(Mills, Powell, & Pollak, 1992), keeping teachers motivated (Spry, Sultmann, & 

Ralston, 1992), an increased sense of work related enjoyment (Sandholtz, 2000), 

and an increase in professional dialogue and sharing of ideas and resources 

(Newman & Wehlage, 1995).  

 

In middle schools, many teaching and nonteaching practices that define 

middle school practice have required collaboration between teachers. Increased 

collegiality through collaborative tasks has become one of the leading improvement 

strategies of educational reform in middle schools and in other school contexts 

(Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991). Collaborative practices, including coteaching, team 

teaching, committees, and coordinated teams of specialists, have sprung up 

throughout educational circles as the new panacea to many reform woes. The 

teaching culture has changed from autonomy to collaboration; from chains of 

command to teams; and from supervision to mentoring (Woods, Jeffrey, Troman, & 

Boyle, 1997). Erb and Doda (1989) argued that collaborative practices have the 
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potential to transform the ways in which schools operate as they change the 

professional and interpersonal dynamics of schools.  

 

The transition towards collaborative practices has significantly altered the 

day-to-day functioning of teachers. For the most part, these collaborative practices 

have been administratively imposed on teachers through the introduction of either 

macropolicy changes such as self-managed schools or micropolicy changes such as 

the creation of teaching teams for subject integration. These imposed collaborative 

practices have created what Hargraves & Dawe (1990) described as a “contrived 

collegiality” (p. 239). That is, teachers and administrators have been expected to 

automatically work in harmony toward a common goal. In a generation, the 

capacity to collaborate came to be seen as a personal quality that teachers either 

have or need to develop (Lawn, 1991). The ability to work collaboratively became 

a “technical” requirement of many teaching and nonteaching tasks. Furthermore, 

Fullan (1993) contended that individuals move in and out of “groups” constantly 

and must acquire a change “agentry” to be able to form and reform relationships in 

different groups.  

 

In many cases, teachers are untrained in the “art and science” of collaborative 

work. Furthermore, collaborative practices have not been adapted to coincide with 

the introduction of teaching teams and integrated curriculum. Thus, many teachers 

are unsure what collaborative practices and teaching teams should “look like.” 

Also, individuals have different ideas about what they should be doing, adding to 

the created ambiguity and ambivalence attached to collaborative work. Older 

teachers who have found the changes too stressful are taking early retirement, while 

those who remain in the profession are divided into two groups: (a) those that are 

reluctant to deviate from the old traditions and organisational structures of teaching 

and (b) those that are either readily or grudgingly attempting to create a more 

collaborative culture based on new reform agendas (Hargreaves, 1994). 

Furthermore, individuals can perceive that, rather than gaining individual support 

and help through combined efforts, collaborative work has undermined some 
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individuals’ ability to “get on with the job.” It has been recognised that this added 

pressure can result in inducing stress as teachers attempt to collaborate 

(Hargreaves, 1994).  

 

A large body of literature on collaborative practices, such as in teaching 

teams, has provided support for the argument that these practices alter and enhance 

work practices for teachers (Bush, 2003; Carlson, 1996; Erb & Doda, 1989; Felner 

et al., 1997; Gideon, 2002; Horner, 1999; Kain, 2001; Pugach & Johnson; 1995). 

However, a number of more cautious researchers have warned of the difficulties 

that are a very real part of implementing collaborative practices amongst teachers 

(Achinstein, 2002; Fullan, 1993; Hargraves & Dawe, 1990; Jarzabkowski, 1999; 

Pounder, 1998). This contrast in views may be attributed to the methodological 

difficulty in demonstrating cause-effect links in an area as complex as human 

relationships and may also be attributed to a practical reluctance by teachers to take 

the “time” out of their already busy schedules to implement another reform. 

However, just as in business, this increase in collaborative practices in education 

has intensified the need to understand the dynamics of collaborative practices such 

as team diversity and team functioning. 

 

What is collaboration? 
Words associated with, and including, “collaboration” have become essential 

descriptors preceding many recent educational innovations or reforms. Terms such 

as “collaborative practices”, “cooperative teaching”, “team teaching”, “teaching 

communities”, “learning communities”, or “working parties” have proliferated. 

Each term has referred to a varying number of individuals working together toward 

some common goal or for mutual benefit (McIntyre, & Salas, 1995). Despite the 

common use of these terms, blurring has left no clear answer to show what features, 

if any, are shared across terms. Grossman, Wineburg, and Woolworth (2001) 

argued that educational researchers have “yet to formulate the criteria that would 

allow them to distinguish between a community of teachers and a group of teachers 

sitting in a room for a meeting” (p. 943). Adding to this confusion has been the 
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interchangeable use of the terms “community” and “group” in education circles and 

more recent attempts to give these terms different and distinct meanings within this 

same context (i.e., a group of teachers within a learning community). Depending on 

the context, each term can also imply working together in a supportive and 

amicable manner.  

 

The terms “group” and “team” have been frequently used interchangeably in 

business with the term “team” as the more recent construct (McIntyre & Salas, 

1995). For the most part it has appeared that groups and teams share almost 

identical characteristics. That is, both are bounded social units consisting of two or 

more members with work to do in larger social systems. However, while a team can 

always be loosely classified as a group, a group may not conform to the more 

specific criteria for a team. Dwyer (2002) noted that, in business, teams meet all the 

defining characteristics of groups, but team members see themselves as having 

specified roles incorporating skill differentiation in a context where there is a 

common fate. That is, success or failure at the team level has consequences for all 

team members. Using the definition described by Dwyer (2002), teachers placed 

together within a context with the express purpose of combining differentiated 

“expertise” to work toward a common goal (i.e., an enhanced learning experience 

for students) could be described as a “team” rather than a group.  

 

Once teams have been formed, researchers have agreed that “teamwork” or 

“collaborating” is critical to the success of the team (Erb & Doda, 1989; Pounder, 

1998). However, it has been difficult to define teamwork and to identify teaming 

behaviour when it is occurring. In the broad definition of a team, it has been 

implied that certain criteria have differentiating value: Team members must (a) 

interact, (b) work together towards common and specified goals, and (c) be 

adaptive to the social context in which they operate. The behavioural indicators of 

whether a team is behaving as a team has required identification of (a) the types of 

interaction between team members, (b) the specific goals of the team, and (c) team 

members’ adaptation to the context in which they were operating. In addition, 
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McIntyre and Salas (1995) stated that “teamwork is a complex of behaviour 

characteristics” (p. 23). Furthermore, McIntyre and Salas (1995) argued that 

research has often overlooked essential teamwork behaviours and characteristics 

such as performance monitoring (i.e., the established “norm” of team members’ 

ability to monitor their fellow members’ performance), feedback (i.e., members’ 

ability to give and receive constructive feedback), closed-loop communication (i.e., 

the process whereby members ensure that the intended message that is sent is 

received), and backing up behaviours (i.e., the ability of members to ‘jump in’ and 

help when they are needed).  

 

The identified need for collaborative practices  
In education, the recent emergence of teams has brought people together who have 

different backgrounds and different areas of expertise. In business, where there are 

specific team functions, such as market research, production, product design, and 

sales, which can be performed independently, many manufacturers have brought in 

“experts” from each of these previously segregated fields to work together as a 

team to improve their competitiveness (Dwyer, 2002; Jackson, May, & Whitney, 

1995). Moreover, Jackson, May and Whitney (1995) argued that, in business, there 

is the expectation that this diversity of team members “in combination …will 

produce more creative thinking and innovation” (p. 207). Similarly, in education, it 

has been implicitly assumed that bringing together teachers with diverse 

backgrounds and different areas of expertise will assist teachers in their 

increasingly diverse roles and, in parallel, enhance the learning experience for 

students.  

 

In industry and business, there have been many attempts to define teams and 

to identify the characteristics of “good” or “successful” teams (Dwyer, 2002; 

Larson & LaFasto, 1989; Rees, 1997). A top down approach has been employed by 

industry or business where a mixture of people with different expertise has been 

combined into a team for a specific task or project. A top-down approach has been 

applied to the formation of military teams where a mixture of peoples’ expertise has 
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been combined with a specific mission or goal to accomplish. In both business and 

military teams, the primary focus was achievement of the stated goal within the 

allocated time frame. Both types of teams were answerable to a rank and file leader 

(i.e., either senior management or senior officers) and their success was 

measurable.  

 

The transfer of business principles into education has always been met with 

caution. Businesses must, and are able to, respond quickly and adjust to new 

information and changes in the environment. The success of responses by business 

has been measurable in terms of an end product, increased productivity, or 

improved profit margin. Conversely, change within education has involved an 

ongoing and slow process of restructuring and knowledge acquisition. Furthermore, 

the measure of the success of educational reforms has lacked an easily discernable 

“bottom line” such as student outcomes or other work change outcomes for 

teachers (Kain, 2001). However, parallels between business and military teams and 

those in education can be observed. Members of all teams must interact, have a 

common goal, be adaptive to their environment, and have the success or failure of 

the team hinges on every team member performing their specific role.  

 

Teams in education 
Teacher isolation has been identified as the most prominent barrier to educational 

reform (Lieberman, 1995). Collaborative practices have been identified as a key 

strategy for improving the instructional effectiveness of teachers through 

professional dialogue (Hargreaves, 2001). Building on this identified need for 

teachers to collaborate, share ideas, and offer each other instructional help, many 

reform efforts have promoted practices that foster collaboration and create 

professional learning communities among teachers. These professional learning 

communities have often been referred to as ‘teams” (Alspaugh & Harting, 1998; 

Brown, 2002; Erb & Dickenson, 1997; Flowers, Mertens, & Mulhall, 1999; Kain, 

2001; Pounder, 1999; Salend, Gordon, & Lopez-Vona, 2002). The types of 

practices undertaken collaboratively by teaching teams have included planning 
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curriculum for, teaching, and assessing students as well as social and emotional 

support for colleagues.  

 

In education, teams have emerged at different times for different purposes. 

According to Thomas (1992), teaming practices have dated back to the 1960s. 

Teams in the 1960s were a bottom-up construct formed to combine expertise, share 

resources, or share teaching spaces. Yet, similarities in personalities, teaching 

philosophies, behaviour management strategies, and adjoining teaching spaces have 

encouraged other teachers to choose to continue to work together as a “team” 

without the imposition of specific goals or time lines from rank and file leaders.  

 

Thomas (1992) noted that there have been a limited number of studies on 

classroom teaming and, in a review of these studies, found that only a small number 

of team structures in education have lasted over time. This research did little to 

distinguish between different categories of adults working alongside teachers (i.e., 

parent helpers were included in “team” studies). Of those teaching teams that were 

observed over time and that remained intact, the most common form of teaching 

team was a teaching partnership of two teachers. Cohen (cited in Thomas, 1992) 

stated that “45 per cent of all teamed teachers were in teams of two, 35 per cent 

were in teams of three, and only 8.5 per cent were in teams of five or more” (p. 29). 

Difficulties with the amount of time and energy necessary to coordinate and 

communicate in larger teams, unwillingness by some teachers to teach in front of 

colleagues, and personal and professional differences between team members were 

suggested as reasons for the tendency of teams to decline (Geen, 1985).  

 

More recent educational reforms, and a move towards a more collaborative 

and inclusive classroom environment, have seen the re-emergence of teams. The 

creation of modern teams has been more varied and more widespread than the 

original attempts at teaming in schools that were a bottom-up response to a 

coordinated program (Thomas, 1992). In particular, teams in education have been 

created through a top-down approach that combines the expertise of individual 
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teachers in response to specific program needs (i.e., middle school teaching teams 

or interdisciplinary teams). Measuring the success of teaching teams has been more 

difficult than measuring the success of business or military teams. The difficulty in 

defining and identifying “good” or “effective” teams has become the focus of a new 

wave of research (Erb, 1997b; Erb, & Doda, 1989; Flowers, Mertens, & Mulhall, 

1999, 2000; Jones, 1997; Pounder, 1999; Sandholtz, 2000; Thomas, 1992). In an 

analysis of literature on the developmental views of effective teaming, Kain (2001) 

noted different numbers of stages in different theories. However, he identified three 

essential elements of effective teaming, namely (a) an agreed purpose, (b) norms of 

procedure and, (c) boundaries set by the agreed activities teams undertake. He 

further contested the need for a team to “keep its purpose alive through deliberate 

discussion of its work” (p. 408).  

 

Team teaching 
Team teaching can be described as two or more teachers taking responsibility for 

teaching the same students irrespective of group stage or community building. 

Team teaching has emerged as both a top-down initiative and a bottom-up response 

to a need to identify issues and find a more effective way to teach students in the 

day-to-day challenges of the classroom. The changing role of teaching from one of 

isolation towards a more collaborative environment has seen an increase in team 

teaching. The decision to team teach can be (a) consciously chosen by teachers 

working in adjoining classrooms, (b) mandated by the school’s administration for 

its perceived pedagogical benefits or its economic value (i.e., sharing or resources), 

or (c) introduced with program changes (i.e., introduction of a middle school 

program incorporating team teaching as a key component of the program). 

However, there is a tendency to circumscribe team teaching and to identify all 

things within that boundary as being characteristic of team teaching and all things 

outside it as not (NNWPTRG, 1996). This blurring of the meaning of teams can 

make it difficult to identify and, then, to recreate effective teams in classrooms.  
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Current descriptions of team teaching can be a starting point but not a 

prescribed text for those embarking on a team teaching experience. Each new team 

accommodates differences among team members (i.e., levels and types of expertise, 

personalities, understandings of team practices), students (i.e., age, year level, class 

configurations, etc.), physical layout of classrooms, and the school program under 

which the team will be operating (i.e., interdisciplinary team or interdisciplinary 

curriculum, primary school, middle school, or senior school). Taking into 

consideration these differences, team teaching can look very different across grade 

levels, within grades, and from setting to setting within schools. Teaming activities 

may include sharing a physical space, planning curriculum collaboratively, teaching 

in a team, establishing common rules across classes, and assessing together. Teams 

may undertake one or a combination of any or all of these activities (NNWPTRG, 

1996). However, the most salient difficulty facing teams has been identified as 

team members’ uncertainties about their roles (Thomas, 1992). 

 

Benefits of collaboration in education 
Researchers have reported positive changes in teaching practice through 

collaborative practices including (a) increased skill variety in their work, (b) closer 

relationships with students; (c) increased growth and general satisfaction, (d) 

increased professional commitment, and (e) improved teacher efficacy compared to 

their nonteaming counterparts (Pounder, 1999). Fullan (1993) claimed that 

collaboration is essential for personal learning and that “there is a ceiling effect to 

how much we can learn if we keep to ourselves.” (p. 17). Collaborative planning, 

development, and teaching has been said to increase trust and increase sharing of 

expertise and seeking of advice. This trust, in turn, has been thought to improve 

teachers’ confidence and certainty in deciding how to teach and how to deal with 

problems (Fullan, 2001). Furthermore, the combining of teachers’ strengths, 

lessened workload in collaborative planning, and collegial support offered as 

teachers work together, have been found to keep teachers motivated, enthused, and 

less susceptible to burnout (Spry et al., 1992).  
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Sandholtz (2000) argued that teachers’ commitment to teaching has been 

associated with collegiality and that their sense of work related enjoyment has been 

directly linked to their sense of being part of a school community. Newman and 

Wehlage (1995) also reported positive changes to student outcomes by tracing a 

link between student performance and professional learning communities created 

through collaborative practices. However, Murata (2002) noted that to reap the 

benefits of collaboration, teachers need to conceptualise or visualise the benefits 

that collaborative practices or a genuine collegiality deliver and then engage in 

those practices to sustain the vision. In other words, teachers need to “value” the 

benefits of collaborative practices in order to embrace them. Furthermore, Little 

(1990) argued that “teachers are now being pressed, invited, [and] cajoled into 

ventures in ‘collaboration,’ but the organization of their daily work often given 

them scant reason to do so” (p. 530).  

 

Problems in collaboration 
Collaboration has not always created good practices. Collaborating on some tasks 

has not always been effective in classrooms, beneficial for teachers or students, or 

useful to teaching practice. Studies of group processes have identified a number of 

problems in group functioning. Several possible hindrances have been described. 

Balkanisation, groupthink, superficial agreement, and wasted collaboration have all 

been identified as hindrances to collaborative practices.  

 

Balkanisation 

The formation of an excessive commitment within a team which effectively isolates 

the team from other teams within the school, has been called “balkanisation.” This 

closed in-group climate and isolation from out-group people has been viewed as a 

hindering factor within teams. Fullan (1997) warned that the balkanisation of teams 

can lead to the burnout of individuals within these teams. He further noted that, 

where team members have been flexible and have been involved in ideas and issues 

outside of the immediate setting of the team and have maintained sight of the core 

goals of the team, the sense of isolation and burnout is reduced (Fullan, 1997).  
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Consensus versus conflict 

The need for consensus has been one of the most persistent myths about 

collaboration (Schrage, 1990). Hackman (2004) argued that “one of most common 

problems in teams is that people aspire to be ‘comfortable’ with another, believing 

that harmonious relations are a facilitator of team performance” (p. 85). Yet, 

conflict and disagreement have been shown to be an important step towards 

positive change processes. Each individual brings sets of personal beliefs, ideals, 

philosophies, experiences, and commitment to the team. An emphasis on 

collaboration and agreement has been shown to lead to the suppression of an 

individual's intuition, experiential knowledge, and skills (Spry et al., 1992). Thus, 

new situations, such as a middle school teaching team with new rules and new 

expectations, have required a new learning, a new way of doing things.  

 

Groupthink 

Groupthink has been identified as another hindrance to successful collaboration. 

Groupthink has been described as an uncritical acceptance, suppression of 

disagreement, or both, such that individuals attempt to avoid conflict by going 

along with group decisions. Fullan (1993) suggested several ways to avoid 

groupthink: An open climate can be created within the team; Isolation of the team 

can be avoided by drawing on the opinions of others outside the team when 

necessary; furthermore, role distribution among team members has been shown to 

avoid groupthink.  

 

Another aspect of groupthink that has been shown to hinder teaming is wasted 

collaboration. Chadbourne (2004) argued that collaboration could be 

“counterproductive or inconsequential” (p. 9). This negative outcome has occurred 

when a committee, group, or team has formed to undertake a project that can best 

be done by one person (Thomas, 1992). A better or greater result cannot be 

achieved in every aspect of school life by collaborating.  
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Staff continuity 

Daniels (2004) noted one advantage of “teaching” teams over other professional 

groups: When teachers attempt to collaborate, the team often consists of a stable 

core of people. This attribute has been argued to be an important feature in the 

success of teaching teams, insofar as any effective working relationship takes time 

to develop and mature. Teaching partnerships and teams only becomes a “good” 

team after teachers have had the opportunity of working together for some period of 

time (Sandholz, 2000). A rapidly changing combination of people has led to a lack 

of coherence with learning pathways and difficulty for teachers in establishing 

strong relationships with students. A lack of staff continuity has been shown to be a 

regressive step in a team’s development. Erb and Doda (1989) reported that it takes 

a considerable amount of time for teams to mature if the teams consist of the same 

members. However, the introduction of a new member to a team has been shown to 

take time for team members to get to know each other professionally and for the 

new member to become acquainted with the working program of the team.  

 

Contrived collegiality 

Definitions of collegiality (i.e., getting along with coworkers) and collaborative 

practices (i.e., completing tasks together) have been critical to strategy development 

in avoiding the pitfalls of groupthink and balkanisation for teachers. However, the 

implementation of “collaborative teams” has not automatically resulted in either 

positive relationships or collaborative partnerships. Milonopoulos and Fordred 

(1997) found that choice about who to work with was an important aspect of 

acceptance and success in collaborative practices and that, to be successful in a 

teaching partnership, teachers must be willing to work together. However, choice in 

one’s colleagues has not been an opportunity routinely available to many work 

placements in education.  

 

Contrivance has ignored the fact that all teachers are not suited to work closely 

together. Kruse and Louis (1997) noted that “interpersonal relationships among 

members of a work unit could either reinforce or undermine the productivity goals 
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of the organization” (p. 262). An environment featuring expectations of close 

collaboration has heightened incompatibilities with different personalities, 

differences in teaching styles, and nonshared pedagogical beliefs. Active conflict or 

failure to achieve a harmonious working relationship has created stress within a 

teacher’s classroom (Smylie, 1999). Stressful relationships have been shown to 

have a flow-on detrimental effect on classroom relationships, with disrupted student 

learning (Pounder, 1998) and lessened teacher job satisfaction.  

 

Hargraves and Dawe (1990) warned that a contrived collegiality has been 

shown to work against “elements of trust, support, and relaxed informality” (p. 

239). Administratively imposed partnerships have served to invade privacy and 

breach general boundaries. Collegiality prescribed through macro or micropolicies 

has compounded problems for teachers. Moreover, mismatched pedagogical 

practices or personalities have made extra demands on teachers when they have 

attempted to implement collaborative practices. These increased demands have 

been reported to produce negative consequences for the teachers and students 

(Achinstein, 2002; Australian Curriculum Studies Association, 1997).  

 

Teachers have resisted, accommodated, and appropriated various kinds of 

new policy (e.g., school based management) that has been presented in the guise of 

educational reform to (re)construct their practice (Smyth, 2003). Resistance of 

collaborative practices has been triggered by teachers’ perceptions that 

administration has used collaboration as a means of implied supervisory pressure 

and continual personal evaluation (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). Jarzabkowski 

(2001) explored the extent to which a genuine collegiality is necessary to the 

success of a team’s goal. Her intensive case study showed that positive personal 

relationships in which teachers socialise outside of school hours can be 

advantageous but are not a necessary component of collegiality. Thus, there is still 

uncertainty about the importance of teacher choice as a critical factor in team 

success.  
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Middle school reform 
The introduction of a distinct and separate middle phase of schooling has gained 

momentum in Queensland as an educational experience deemed more responsive to 

the changing needs of young adolescents through the period covering 

approximately Years 5-9 (Bryer & Main, 2005; Main & Bryer, 2003). However, 

middle school reform in the USA has experienced a history of waning enthusiasm. 

Advocates for this philosophy of teaching and learning have faced a variety of 

challenges. Staffing, structural restrictions, training, waning enthusiasm, and 

reversion to previous practice created issues for the sustainability of this practice. 

The philosophy underpinning middle schooling has been that a reorganised 

educational environment creates a synergy between the developmental needs of 

young adolescents (Eccles, 2004) and a curriculum and pedagogy offered by a 

school. Carnegie (1989) and later Jackson and Davis (2000) identified relationships 

between teachers and students within small learning communities as being an 

integral feature of this phase of schooling.  

 

Middle schooling and collaborative practices 
Teaming has been touted as the keystone of middle years’ education (Clark, 1997; 

Felner et al., 1997; Golner & Powell, 1992). Middle schooling practice, however, 

has required some reshaping and renegotiating of complex and multiple 

relationships among teachers. This reshaping has included collaborative planning, 

teaching, assessing, and reporting within teaching teams, and forging closer 

relationships with students, administrative staff, parents, and the wider community. 

Furthermore, the formation of these teams has been identified as a critical issue for 

middle school reform in Australia. 

 

Teachers working in a middle school environment have been organised into 

small teaching teams that plan and teach together. Traditional teaching in both 

primary and secondary sectors has, for the most part, taken place in isolation from 

other teachers within a classroom. Although traditional high school teachers are 

grouped into subject departments with a common staff room, they typically work 
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alone. As middle schooling overlaps the traditional primary/secondary divide, 

teachers from both sectors are often clustered together into interdisciplinary teams. 

Murata (2002) argued that subject-centred attitudes, organisational restrictions, and 

pressures of accountability reduce the willingness of teachers at the high school 

level to team compared to teachers from a primary school level.  

 

A growing body of evidence on reform efforts has revealed that those who 

play a critical role in implementation can adversely affect middle school reform 

(Louis & King, 1993; Murphy & Hallinger, 1993). Felner et al. (1997) noted that, 

in a study of reforming middle schools in the USA, the successful implementation 

of teaming practices appeared to “have a significant effect on the degree to which 

other elements of the Turning Points 2000 reforms may be accomplished (p. 534). 

In a study of innovative Australian schools, the implementation of a middle school 

reform was described as a three-phase process, with an initiation phase, a 

development phase, and a consolidation phase (Pendergast et al., 2005). During the 

cross-over between the initiation and developmental phases, the “typical” trajectory 

of reforming schools experienced a major “dip” in their implementation efforts. 

This dip was manifested in the inefficiency with which schools are able to operate. 

Pendergast et al. (2005) identified several key factors (viz., effective teaming, 

strong leadership, and effective use of data-based decision making) that could 

reduce the severity and duration of this dip.  

 

School Culture 
In 1932, Willard Waller noted that schools have a distinctive culture that consists of  

complex rituals of personal relationships, a set of folkways, mores, and irrational 

sanctions, a moral code based upon them. [As well as] games, which are sublimated 

wars, teams, and an elaborate set of ceremonies concerning them. There are 

traditions and traditionalists waging their world-old battle against innovators. 

(Waller cited in Deal & Peterson, 1999, p. 2). 
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Deal and Peterson (1999) noted that a school’s “culture” has often been 

undefined and that descriptors such as school “climate” or “ethos” have been used 

to try and encapsulate the “something special” about a particular school. Roach and 

Kratochwill (2004) further argued that school culture and climate are separate and 

distinct dimensions of a school. A school’s climate can be described as its 

“personality” or “the pervasive quality of a school environment experienced by 

students and staff, which affects their behaviours” (Roach & Kratochwill, 2004, p. 

12; see, also, Hoy & Hannum, 1997; Hoy & Sabo, 1998). The term culture has 

progressed beyond simplistic descriptions of the workplace “climate” toward a 

more holistic view of an organisation’s “way of life.” Culture can refer to rituals, 

customs, traditions, group norms, espoused values, formal philosophy, rules, 

climate, shared meanings, and the hidden symbols that are imbued in the physical 

space of the organisation (Roach & Kratochwill, 2004; Schein, 1992). Moreover, 

Schein (1992) noted that many of the descriptors of culture (i.e., customs, 

traditions, hidden symbols, etc.) imply a level of stability in the organisation. 

Furthermore, within that stability, there “is a patterning or integration of the 

elements into a larger paradigm” (p. 10). Other issues that arise in determining an 

organisation’s culture have related to problems of socialisation and how the 

socialisation process is learned. Schein (1992) noted that new members to a culture 

often decipher the norms and assumptions that are operating through the rewards 

and punishments that long-time members mete out. Furthermore, “school culture 

affects every part of the enterprise” including the talk, type of instruction that is 

valued, how professional development is viewed, and the emphasis on students 

outcomes (Deal & Peterson, 1999, p. 7).  

 

Wheelan (2005) argued that many parts of a school’s culture are established 

from the “bottom up” rather than being imposed from the “top down.” “School 

culture is born in small groups and exported to other school groups until shared 

assumptions develop within and among these formal and informal groups” 

(Wheelan, 2005, p. 97). She further argued that to be able to change a negative 

school culture into a positive, collaborative culture, positive small-group beliefs 
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and values must be developed and nurtured and then be disseminated to other 

groups within the school (Wheelan, 2005).  

 

Measuring school climate and culture 
When measuring school climate and culture, researchers have typically used focus 

groups, interviews, and participant observation methods to gather information about 

school communities (Roach & Kratochwill, 2004). Furthermore, Roach and 

Kratochwill argued that these methods provide useful information that assists in 

analysing school context. Survey instruments have been developed to measure 

school climate such as The Comprehensive Assessment of School Environments 

(CASE: National Association of Secondary School Principals, 1996), the 

Organisation Health Inventory (Hoy & Sabo, 1998), and the Organizational 

Climate Descriptive Questionnaire (Hoy & Sabo, 1998). Although less time-

intensive than qualitative methods, “these instruments do not assess the personally 

relevant meanings attached to events…and qualitative methods can provide more 

meaningful information” (Roach & Kratochwill, 2004, p. 16).  

 

A culture of teaming in middle schools 
Purpose built middle schools and existing schools within Australia have set up the 

“structures” necessary to promote teaming. These structures have included creating 

smaller learning communities of teachers and students, interdisciplinary teams with 

a combination of different teaching specialists, teaching teams that are responsible 

for the same cohort of students, adapting the program to provide larger blocks of 

time for lessons, and allocating common planning time for the team. In a sense, 

these schools have attempted to establish a new “culture” of teaming by 

establishing the necessary organisational frameworks as well as the expectation that 

“teaming” will take place within this structure. However, it cannot be assumed that 

a “climate” of teaming would naturally evolve (Kain, 2001).  

 

There is an expectation that teachers working within middle schools and 

implementing middle school programs (a) are committed to the reform, (b) have (or 



 31

could quickly acquire) the necessary expertise to implement the programs 

necessary for the reform, and (c) have the personal and interpersonal skills 

necessary to negotiate the complex interdependent relationships required when 

working within a team. However, personal circumstances of individuals such as 

past experience and personal beliefs and values must combine with the existing 

ecological conditions of the school such as shared values, beliefs, protocols, and 

traditions to establish the new rules, roles, responsibilities, and hierarchy of 

relationships within the “new” workplace (Hargreaves, 1994).  

 

Murata (2002) noted that teams were more successful when the decision to 

“team” was based on teacher choice rather than an administratively imposed need. 

As with any new reform, including the introduction of teaching teams, at least 80% 

of staff should vote on and agree to take on the program (i.e., consent and 

consensus). This process signifies a commitment to the reform and creates 

ownership for teachers (Slavin, 2004). However, when a teaching team embarking 

on collaborative practices have found that things go awry, team members have 

tended to apportion all the blame to the “new practice.” Yet, the team has failed to 

recognise the complexities of human relationships. Moreover, the team has also 

failed to recognise the time necessary for individuals to reflect upon, and to gain 

training and experience in, the art and science of collaborative practices. 

Furthermore, there has been a danger in the expectation that, when teachers are 

trained to collaborate, methods can be followed like a “never fail” recipe. 

 

The life cycle of teams 
Most studies of collaborative practices in education have been undertaken on 

already formed groups or teams (Grossman, et al., 2001). In these studies, it was 

not acknowledged that these teams or communities evolved and worked towards 

reaching their goals and, thus, moved through definite and very different stages of a 

“life cycle.” Developmental stages have been focused respectively on introducing 

common goals and leadership, managing group conflict, developing meaningful 

relationships in the team, and “getting on with the job.” The same stages of 
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development of business groups or teams can be seen in the development of 

teaching teams (see Tuckman’s group stages cited in Dwyer, 2002, p. 437).  

 

Wheelan (2005) noted that the first stage or forming stage in teaching teams 

can typically take 2 to 3 months. The storming stage can last a month or two as the 

team progresses into the norming stage, which can also take a month or two. A 

team can become a “performing” team within 6 or 7 months. In performing teams, 

the members can be happier and healthier, and their students can learn more and 

achieve higher results. Discipline problems can also be reduced.  

 

Formation of teams 

The forming stage in teaching teams has typically occurred at the beginning of a 

school year when a team is established. This stage has involved the “getting-to-

know-you” process in which team members find out about other team members, 

look for ways to be included, determine their status within the team, identify the 

attitudes of others, and establish the team’s goals. Furthermore, during this stage, 

individual team members have developed positive attitudes and a commitment to 

the teaming process.  

 

A group’s collective belief about the potential of its general effectiveness has 

been called group or team “potency” (Guzzo, Yost, Campbell, & Shea, 1993). 

During the forming stage, the level of a team’s potency is made up of the collective 

estimates of each individual’s confidence in the teaming process. However, an 

individual’s estimates of, or attitudes towards, their potential effectiveness as a 

newly formed team is based on their past experiences in team settings rather than 

their actual experiences with new team members (Lester, Korsgaard, & Meglino, 

2005). Furthermore, Lester et al. (2005) noted that newly formed teams often have 

unrealistic expectations of their success, which can lead to extreme fragility in team 

potency. Thus, the formation stage of a team has been shown to be particularly 

critical for the team as early team experiences can either positively or negatively 
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affect the team’s potency and individuals’ attitudes towards the teaming process 

(Lester et al., 2005).  

 

The appointment of a leader for the team has been identified as an important 

step at this stage. Research on collaborative practices in business (Dwyer, 2002) 

and education (Brown, 2001) has indicated that teams with an assigned leader are 

more effective than those teams without a leader. Dwyer (2002) also pointed out 

that team members look for “support, guidance, and direction” from the team leader 

at this stage in the development of the team (p. 437). 

 

When forming school-based teams, the diversity of members has been 

magnified by the creation of interdisciplinary teams in middle schools. 

Interdisciplinary teams are created by the deliberate mix of teachers from different 

disciplines. Moreover, other factors such as culture, gender, age, and previous 

training (i.e., traditional primary school, traditional high school, specialist middle 

years, postgraduate training in education, etc.) have combined to produce teams 

that consist of a very diverse group of teachers (Jackson et al., 1995). This diversity 

in team members can result in a varied range of individual teaching philosophies, 

attitudes, and experience. Research has shown that where there is a mismatch or an 

inability to align each team member’s individual characteristics to that of other 

members within the team, conflict may occur (Achinstein, 2002).  

 

The storming stage of team development 

The storming stage has been signalled when conflict has emerged within the team. 

Conflict about leadership, team goals, individual performance, personal agendas, 

commitment to team goals, and issues relating to inclusion have all been recognised 

as being manifested during this stage. Research has shown that any educational 

reform relies on the acceptance and willingness of teachers to implement it and 

carry it through (Connell, 1998; Koios, 1999; Whitehead, 2000). When a team has 

been “operating under management as a formalised section in a company, the 

conflict may be hidden and take the form or either disagreement or lack of 
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involvement that jeopardises the team’s effectiveness” (Dwyer, 2002, p. 437). 

Researchers who have studied on collaborative or team practices within education 

have also pointed out the ability of individuals to “sabotage” the work of the team 

(Achinstein, 2002; Hargraves & Dawe, 1990; Jarzabkowski, 1999; Kruse & Louis, 

1997). If teachers have failed or refused to contribute to the task at this point in the 

team’s life cycle, then, team practices have failed. 

 

Conflict within teams 

Conflict has been recognised as being inevitable in any team’s development and is 

the key element in the storming phase. Conflict has been described as a situation 

“when [someone or a group is] obstructed or irritated by another individual or a 

group and inevitably react to it in a beneficial or costly way” (Van de Vliert, 1995, 

p. 5). That is, conflict has been reported to either advance or undermine team 

interests. A “conflict” can be further broken down into two parts: (a) the conflict 

issue, and (b) the conflict behaviour. The conflict issue is the subject matter that 

creates the discord within an individual within the team. An issue can include 

incompatible beliefs or philosophies, disagreement about goals or actions, the 

perception of laziness of another person, ownership of roles, possessions, or a 

myriad of other relational and task variables. Moreover, Brown and Duguid (2000) 

argued that many tensions in issues either “are often the results of struggles over 

meaning” or the inability of individuals to communicate effectively (p. 95). The 

conflict behaviour is an individual’s “intended or displayed outward reaction to the 

conflict issue” (Van de Vliert, 1995, p. 6). This behaviour is exhibited as an 

aggregate of a number of reactions in varying degrees (Van de Vliert, 1995).  

 

In a review of conflict management literature, five basic approaches to 

dealing with conflict have been identified: “(a) competing (domination), (b) 

collaboration (integration), (c) sharing (compromise), (d) avoiding (neglect), and 

(e) accommodating (appeasement)” (Callanan & Perri, 2006, p. 132). It has been 

widely assumed that the collaborating style is the preferred method for managing 

conflict. In many instances, it has been thought that individuals should be trained to 
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manage all conflict using this method (Callanan & Perri, 2006). However, deferring 

continuously to a collaborative style method of managing conflict can result in 

what Hargraves and Dawe (1990) termed as a “contrived collegiality”, which, in 

turn, [could potentially work against] elements of trust, support, and relaxed 

informality” (p. 239). In a contrived relationship, collaboration could actively 

interfere with team development.  

 

Rahim (2002) argued for a more flexible and rational approach to conflict 

management. He noted that individuals have a tendency to use a particular conflict-

handling strategy based on either their personality or contextual factors. 

Furthermore, consideration of the personal and contextual factors involved in the 

conflict issue needed to precede the choice of a contextually appropriate strategy. 

This more flexible approach has acknowledged that one strategy may be more 

appropriate than the other four in varying situations depending on differing 

characteristics such as group size, degree of cohesiveness, needs of the 

stakeholders, and consequences of the decision made.  

 

It has been recognised that conflict in teaching teams has the potential to be 

destructive. It can “provoke anger, anxiety, distress, fear, and aggression. It often 

breaks down relationships, hinders communication, and obstructs problem solving” 

(Tillett, 1999, p. 15). Nevertheless, these negative factors are more likely to be the 

result of the conflict behaviour rather than the conflict issue. Hoover and 

DiSilvestro (2005) maintained that the difference between “conflictual versus 

constructive” conflict is in the timing and in an individuals’ ability to use conflict 

“constructively” (pp. 4-5).  

 

Studies identifying the positive effects of conflict have transferred the 

emphasis from avoiding conflict to managing conflict effectively. Rahim (2002) 

argued that there is a distinct difference between resolving conflict and managing 

conflict. Conflict resolution suggests the reduction or elimination of conflict that is 

used in “bargaining, mediation, and arbitration” (Rahim, 2002, p. 207). On the 
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other hand, managing conflict involves “designing effective…strategies to 

minimize the dysfunctions of conflict and enhance[e] the constructive functions of 

conflict” (Rahim, 2002, p. 208). Main (2007) argued that conflict management is 

more appropriate for teaching teams than conflict resolution.  

 

Conflict in teaching teams should signal the onset of the storming stage of a 

team’s development. At this point, poor conflict management has been shown to 

stall a team’s development. However, it has been recognised that conflict does not 

remain confined within this stage but continues to be an important facilitator 

throughout the team’s norming and performing stages. Tillett (1999) identified an 

extensive list of constructive functions of conflict including prevention of 

stagnation of ideas and enthusiasm, encouragement of members to examine 

problems more closely, promotion of personal growth and development by 

challenging the individual, promotion of the team’s identity and cohesion, 

encouragement of critical self reflection, improvement of interpersonal 

communication, and building of trust among team members as thoughts, feelings, 

needs, and opinions. 

 

The norming stage of team development 

The norming stage has been reported as being concerned with the development of 

relationships. During this stage, members have begun to feel part of the group. 

Shared goals begin to emerge; individuals’ roles in the team become more defined; 

and acceptable behaviour, attitudes, and work patterns start to emerge. Within this 

stage, stagnation can occur within teams that have failed to (a) identify and agree 

upon clear goals, (b) achieve team identity, or (c) get past contrived collegiality 

(Hargraves & Dawe, 1990). If members of the team come into conflict about any of 

the parts within this developmental stage, then the team may regress to the storming 

stage. At the norming stage, teams can be functional but need to progress to the 

performing stage in order to achieve optimal effectiveness.  
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The performing stage of team development 

During the final “performing” stage, it has been shown that teams have reached a 

balance between “getting on with the job” and interpersonal relationships (Dwyer, 

2002). Teams operating within this stage have been reported as having set goals, 

settled on a decision making process, and established performance expectations for 

members. Members of the team have begun to feel part of the group and each 

member of the team has a defined role. Acceptable behaviour, attitudes, and work 

patterns among team members have also been identified during this stage.  

 

However, if there are changes to the core membership of the team, the 

introduction of a new member has resulted in teams having to go through previous 

life-cycle stages again (Wheelan, 2005). This regressive step has required team 

members to reestablish goals, reorganise leadership positions within the team, and 

develop new relationships as they have begun to function effectively as a “new” 

team. The time taken for this process will largely depend on the adaptability and 

individual skill levels of existing team members in forming a new team. 

 

Teacher professional community 
Grossman et al. (2001) suggested that, once formed, a team of teachers works 

through a staged process to become a “community.” A community has been defined 

“as a group of people who are socially interdependent, who participate together in 

discussion and decision making, and who share certain practices that both define 

the community and are nurtured by it” (Bellah et al. cited in Grossman et al., 2001, 

p. 946). A community meets all the defining characteristics of a team and extends 

beyond that to include a common history.  

 

Grossman et al. (2001) have reported that a community is not easily formed 

and takes time to develop. The process of creating a “community of teachers” 

involves establishing a team of teachers that is then maintained over several years. 

Over time, the team has experienced a shared history and developed a “constitutive 

narrative” that defines them as a community (Grossman et al., 2001, p. 946). It 
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could be argued that in education a “community of teachers” is a team of teachers 

who are at the “performing” stage in their life cycle as a team and also have a 

shared history and dialogue that is unique to them. The fundamental aspects of 

teamwork including interdependence, cohesiveness, performance monitoring, 

feedback, closed-loop communication, and backing-up behaviours “improve over 

time through experience, practice, and training” (McIntyre & Salas, 1995, p. 32). 

Table 2.1 outlines identifiers of progressive stages experienced by teams of 

teachers as they work towards a “teacher professional” community.  

Table 2.1.  
Model of the Formation of Teacher Professional Community (adapted from 
Grossman et. al., 2001, p. 988). 

Beginning Evolving Mature 

 

1. Forming of Team Identity and Norms of Interaction 

Identification with subteams Pseudo community (some sense of 
unity; suppression of conflict) 

Identification as a whole team 

Individuals are interchangeable and 
easily replaceable 

Recognition of unique 
contributions of each individual 
member 

Recognition that team is enriched 
by multiple perspectives (sense of 
loss when any member leaves) 

Undercurrent of incivility Open discussion of interactional 
norms 

Developing new interactional 
norms 

Sense of individualism overrides 
responsibility to team 

Recognition of need to regulate 
team behaviour 

Shared responsibility for and 
regulation of team behaviour 

2. Navigating Fault Lines 

Denial of difference Appropriation of divergent views 
by dominant position 

Understanding and productive use 
of difference 

Conflict is avoided, ignored or 
suppressed 

Conflict erupts and is feared Conflict is an expected feature of 
team life dealt with openly and 
honestly 

3. Negotiating the Essential Tensions 

Lack of agreement over purposes 
of professional community 

Different positions viewed as 
irreconcilable 

Begrudging willingness to let 
different people pursue different 
activities 

Recognition that teacher learning 
and student learning are 
fundamentally intertwined 

4. Communal Responsibility for Individual Growth 

Belief that teachers’ responsibility 
is to students not colleagues 

Intellectual growth is the 
responsibility of the individual 

Recognition that colleagues can be 
resources for one’s learning 

Commitment to colleagues’ 
growth 

Contributions to team are acts of 
individual volition  

Recognition that participation is 
expected from all members 

Acceptance of rights and 
obligations of community 
membership 
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The four stages outlined in Table 2.1 can be compared to the forming, 

storming, norming, and performing stages described in the life cycle of groups. The 

beginning stage of communities can be compared to the “forming” stage of groups 

where teachers are combined together to teach the same students. The evolving 

stage includes both the “storming” and “norming” stages of groups: Goals and 

boundaries are set, and teachers progress from being individuals to a point where 

they start to become functional as a team. The final stage in reaching a community 

is the mature stage, which can be compared to the “performing” stage of groups. At 

this stage, teams reach their potential as professionals. There is a sense of harmony 

and efficacy within the teaching “community.” However, a review of literature on 

successful teams has suggested that this process takes considerable time to achieve 

(Fullan, 2001).  

 

Issues of time during reform 
Time is multidimensional and, as such, is not easily defined. Each dimension of 

time is shaped to serve a different purpose. However, all dimensions of time work 

interdependently and have an effect on the other dimensions of time. Hargreaves 

(1994) categorised teachers’ time into four main dimensions: (a) phenomenological 

time (i.e., lived time or how an individual experiences time), (b) micropolitical time 

(i.e., scheduled cycles of time within a school’s organisation), (c) sociopolitical 

time (i.e., the different perceptions of time of administrators and teachers) and (d) 

technical-rational time (i.e., time allocated for specific activities). An examination 

of each of these dimensions of time is important in understanding teachers’ work. 

How these dimensions of time impinge on each other might help to clarify why, in 

many instances, teachers cite “a lack of time” as a barrier to the implementation of 

school reforms. Furthermore, how certain dimensions of time have been utilised 

within a school’s program can determine certain aspects of a school’s culture or 

norms.  
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Teachers and time in middle schools 
Hargreaves (1994) noted that “time compounds the problem of innovation and 

confounds the implementation of change” (p. 95). Change is a process that takes 

place over time. Systemic implementation of a reform involves training of staff in 

new programs (i.e., middle schooling), new pedagogy (i.e., team teaching), and new 

roles (i.e., mentoring). Fullan (2001) estimated that the time lines necessary for 

these processes to take place and to have an impact on the reform effort is in the 

vicinity of 3 to 5 years for moderately complex changes and 5 to 10 years for larger 

scale efforts. However, these timelines are tenuous, and Fullan (2001) noted that, if 

“one or two key people leave the success can be undone almost overnight” (p. 18). 

Furthermore, schools do not adopt one innovation at a time. The ubiquitous nature 

of educational reform means that, in reality, schools are simultaneously 

implementing multiple reforms.  

 

With multiple reforms being implemented at once, there is an increasing 

demand on teachers’ time. An ever-mounting demand for accountability and 

professionalism within the teaching profession is increasing the workload for 

teachers. With this intensification of teaching, the introduction of collaborative 

practices may be seen to add to the “time” burden rather than to deliver the promise 

of lightening the load (Main, 2003). This time burden is further exacerbated in 

reform efforts by the monochromic (single or linear) view of time used by 

administrators, which clashes with the polychromic (various and changing) view of 

time used by teachers (Cambone, 1995). Thus, teachers have perceived time as a 

major restriction on what they are able to accomplish and have cited “a lack of 

time” as the greatest barrier to the implementation of new reforms and innovations 

(Hargreaves, 1994, p. 95).  

 

Measuring team effectiveness 
When working within a team, an individual teacher’s sense of efficacy (i.e., feeling 

they are having a positive effect on students) has, in the most part, been embedded 

within the types and quality of teacher interactions (i.e., their ability to get along 
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and work with the other members of the team) and overall sense of job satisfaction 

and enjoyment. Thus, teachers must have the skills to work effectively as a member 

of a team. In a longitudinal study on middle school teams, Flowers et al. (1999) 

noted four main features that affect the efficacy of middle school teams, namely (a) 

common planning time, (b) size of teams, (c) length of time a school has been 

teaming, and (d) types and quality of teacher interactions. These four features did 

not stand alone but, rather, were inextricably connected in a complex process 

(Flowers et al., 1999).  

 

Barriers to effective teaming  
The focus of reform efforts, in many instances, had centred on the “input” (the 

checklist of structures and practices to be implemented) and “output” (the results) 

of the reform. However, this linear vision of a reform has the potential to ignore the 

individual skills or group training required for teachers to implement the new 

practice. Close examination of the internal workings of a new practice will “reveal 

tensions between the demands of process and the needs of practice” (Brown & 

Duguid, 2000, p. 95). It appears that many advocates for different school reforms 

have overlooked training and development of their human resources prior to 

implementing the reform. Many educational reforms require teachers to be 

experiential learners (i.e., learn on the job). However, this lack of prior training can 

obstruct the implementation, and, therefore, achievement of reform goals (Louis & 

King, 1993). Furthermore, Murphy and Hallinger (1993) argued that 

transformational reforms within a school require particular efforts “to ensure that 

professional development activities are integrated with the local reform agenda 

rather than remaining a freestanding set of activities” (p. 263).  

 

Teacher training for middle phase classes 
In Australia, several teacher training programs have been designed to prepare 

teachers for the specific practices in middle school. However, Luke et al. (2003) 

expressed concern that these newly trained middle school teachers will find it 

difficult to get placements within middle schools until middle school places become 
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available and until specific training is seen as important. Furthermore, the absence 

of training for the specific skills required to teach in this separate and distinct phase 

of schooling in traditional primary and secondary preservice programs has 

“relocated” these traditionally trained newly qualified teachers in middle phase 

classrooms without many of the necessary skills to cope in this new environment.  

 

It has been argued that for many newly qualified teachers, the transition from 

being an “expert” teacher in the university setting to that of a “rank amateur” in the 

real world is daunting (Andrews & Quinn, 2005; Darling-Hammond, 1996; 

Goddard & O’Brien, 2003; Main & Bryer, 2005; Melynchuk & Melnychuk, 2002). 

The new work place can be complex, confusing, and unpredictable for newly 

qualified teachers. Lack of support is one of the main reasons more than 30 percent 

of newly qualified teachers leave the profession within the first 3 years of teaching 

(Darling-Hammond, 1996). Furthermore, “research suggests that it takes between 

three to five years for teachers to become proficient, thus newly qualified teachers 

must be retained to ensure a proficient teacher force” (Andrews & Quinn, 2005, p. 

113).  

 

Mentoring by more experienced staff is a vitally important aspect of support 

for new teachers. The role of a mentor is to help the newly qualified teacher 

develop the confidence, skills, and coping mechanisms for them to successfully 

negotiate the transition from “graduate” to “teacher” and to formulate positive 

attitudes about the profession and themselves as professionals. Andrews and Quinn 

(2005) demonstrated that mentoring programs for newly qualified teachers served 

to overcome a sense of isolation and lack of support. Support through mentoring 

provided twofold benefits: (a) increasing the possibilities of retaining qualified staff 

and (b) reducing the time necessary for newly qualified teachers to become 

effective professionals (Andrews & Quinn, 2005).  
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Professional development in teaming practices 
Numerous research studies have concluded that most teambuilding workshops (i.e., 

that focus on individuals, individual performance, personality incompatibility, 

personality types, interpersonal relationships, or emotional issues) have little or no 

effect on team performance and productivity (Wheelan, 2005). Furthermore, 

Wheelan noted that many professional development experiences on team training 

are unrelated to the contexts in which teachers were working. In research on 

effective teaching teams in the USA, Erb and Doda (1989) identified four main 

areas of team skills that needed to be explicitly taught, namely (a) problem solving 

skills, (b) conflict management skills, (c) interpersonal skills, and (d) intrapersonal 

skills. Furthermore, Wheelan (2005) noted that teams at different stages of 

development required training in different areas. That is, newly formed teams 

required training in team process skills and established teams required ongoing 

conflict management training and training to evaluate their performance. 

 

Mentoring teaching teams 
Teaching teams within middle school environments have worked primarily as self-

managed teams. In a limited case study of self-managed work teams, Jessup (1990) 

discussed the role of leadership in teams that had a mentor, team leader, or head of 

department. Results of the study suggested that the leader’s new role was that of 

coach or facilitator (Jessup, 1990). This new role was seen as requiring the coach or 

facilitator to transfer group process skills to team members. However, the question 

was raised regarding “how” the mentor initially acquired the necessary skills or 

how the mentor acquired the “know how” to effectively carry out the new role. The 

National Association of Secondary School Principals (1996) argued that mentors 

assigned to teaching teams “must regard their own leaning as integral to their 

professional role. This is particularly so at a time when roles will change in 

conjunction with restructuring” (p. 21).  
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Questions raised from the literature 
Table 2.2 presents a listing of facilitators and barriers to teaming (previously 

identified) and related organisational influences. Examination of the primary 

question about what facilitates and interferes with team formation and development 

will draw on this listing. Examination of the second related question on influences 

on team formulation will draw on the cultural and time issues identified in the table.  

 

Table 2.2. 
Listing of facilitators and barriers to teaming and cultural and time issues 
during team development and maintenance 
 

Facilitators Barriers Culture and time issues 
Training including 

 Preservice 
 Inservice 

 
Willingness to team  
 
Positive attitude to teaming 
 
Team structure  

 Roles 
 Goals 
 Norms of procedure 

 
Staff Continuity 
 
Matching of personalities in 
teams 
 
Teaming skills 

 Conflict management 
 Communication 

  

Lack of training including 
 Preservice 
 Inservice 

 
Unwillingness to team 
 
Negative attitude to teaming 
 
Balkanization 
 
Conflict (not managed 
positively) 
 
Lack of staff continuity 
 
Contrived collegiality  
 
Groupthink 
 
Differences in personalities and 
pedagogical philosophies 
 

Physical structures 
 
A whole-school philosophy 
that supports teaming 
including 

 Rituals and customs 
 Espoused values 
 Shared meanings 
 Group norms 

 
Commitment to the reform 
shown through 

 Administrative support 
 Leadership 
 Stability of teams 
 Ongoing training 

 
Time including 

 Scheduled common 
planning time for teams 

 Cycles of time to 
support teaming 
practices (i.e., larger 
blocks of time for 
teaching) 

 
 

This study aimed to examine a range of teaching teams working within 

different middle schooling frameworks to identify the fundamental aspects of a 

middle school team’s formation, development and maintenance. This examination 

focused on two key aspects of the middle school reform effort in terms of middle 

school teaching teams. On the first and primary question, several issues were 
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addressed including (a) What are the key issues in the initial stages of a team’s 

formation (the forming stage)?; (b) What prior training or professional development 

in teaming have the teachers been given? (c) What support and resources are 

available in relation to becoming a “team”? These resources include the amount of 

time individuals within teams are allocated and actually spend in team “work”; (d) 

Do members of teams feel that the time and effort invested in “teaming” produces 

measurable outcomes (lessened workload, improved relationships, and improved 

student outcomes)?; (e) What measures are taken to establish the team and build a 

“genuine” collegiality?; (f) What are the major issues of conflict?; and (g) What 

strategies are employed for conflict management? On the second related question, 

several issues were to be addressed including (a) What affect does a school’s 

culture have on teaming practices?; (b) Do cycles of time that make up a school’s 

culture influence teaming practices; and (c) Does a school have to have an 

established culture of teaming for teaming to be effective? 
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CHAPTER 3 – METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 
This chapter describes the research methodology used in this study and includes a 

description of the sample, site access, and participant selection. The different 

sections provide an in-depth description and justification for the adoption of a 

multiple case study approach. Also, an explanation of each of the data collection 

techniques used is provided. The advantages and limitations of each technique are 

explored and, where necessary, how the limitations of a technique are overcome is 

explained. This chapter also gives a brief overview of the development of questions 

for semi-structured interviews.  

 

The data collection procedures for each of the five phases of the study are 

discussed in turn. Difficulties experienced with the collection of quantitative data 

where participants were required to code weekly timesheets are explained. 

Furthermore, justifications for the abandoning of this part of data collection during 

Phase four are given. This chapter also includes and explanation of the ethical 

considerations of the study. It should be noted that the methodology for this study is 

outlined progressively over Chapters 3-5 with Chapter 4 adding an explanation of 

the Leximancer process and Chapter 5 adding detail on participant observation 

processes. 

 

Sample 
This study involved teaching staff from four middle school (Years 6-9) teaching 

teams. One teaching team was studied from each of two outer Brisbane P-12 

schools, and two teaching teams were studied from one outer Brisbane high school 

with a 7-12 class range. Each team consisted of a minimum of 4 and a maximum of 

8 teachers. Participants were involved in a small group discussion at the beginning 

of the school year in 2005 and a round of initial individual semi-structured 

interviews that took place during Term 1 of 2005. During Term 1, 2005, all 
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participants in each team were also asked to code on their existing weekly planners 

the amount of time spent on different tasks and to code whether these tasks were 

done collaboratively. The researcher was involved as a participant observer at each 

school for one day each week for Term 1, 2005. During this time, the researcher 

recorded collaborative practices and noted interactions between team members. 

Time use and collaborative practice coding were conducted again in Term 3, 2005 

by both individual teachers and the researcher. Reports on preliminary findings 

were given to school principals in November, 2005 and final individual reflections 

were sought from participants at the end of the teaching year in 2005. 

 

Site selection and access 
It was intended that the four case study teams from three schools be examples of 

“holistic” reform middle schools (Aspland & Nicholson, 2003). Three specific 

criteria were used to select the schools. First, all schools were government run, to 

ensure the schools were as similar as possible. Second, the schools ran a distinctive 

middle school program (i.e., more than referring to Years 6-9 as their middle 

school) in small learning communities: Small learning communities with 

collaborative teaching teams responsible for the same group of students are held to 

be signature features characteristic of a middle school (Jackson & Davis, 2000). 

Third, teachers working within these teams had to be interdependent (i.e., working 

cooperatively in doing one or more of the following (a) class planning, (b) teaching, 

and (c) assessing). This interdependence ensured that teachers would be 

undertaking some forms of collaborative practices in their day-to-day teaching. 

 

The first step was to contact Education Queensland Central Office to obtain 

permission to conduct the research in three of its schools the following year (2005). 

A nine-page “Application to Conduct Research in Education Queensland State 

Schools and Other Units” was completed. This document briefly outlined the 

research project, a list of schools that would be asked to be involved in the study, 

how the research would be undertaken, the potential risks to the school and 

participants, the benefits to the school and participants, ethical considerations, and 
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contact information. An ethical clearance certificate from Griffith University was 

attached as an appendix together with copies of all proposed data gathering 

instruments. A research committee reviewed the proposal and formally responded 

with its approval by issuing a “Certificate to Conduct Research in Education 

Queensland Schools” (limited to the schools nominated in the proposal). The 

certificate to conduct research was also subject to the principals of each of the 

participating schools giving their consent to conduct research in their respective 

schools. The list of schools nominated were schools that were all in south or south-

western suburbs of Brisbane to facilitate easier access to the sites for data 

collection. 

 

Initial contact was made by phone with school principals during December, 

2004. Appointments were made with each middle school principal during the last 

week of Term 4, 2004. Meetings were held with principals from School A and 

School C, however, the arranged meeting with the principal from School B did not 

occur and a subsequent phone conversation was held. A meeting was held with the 

middle school principal of School B during week 1 of Term 1, 2005. 

 

During the initial meeting each principal was given an information package 

which included a research information sheet and consent form for principals 

(Appendix I) together with a research information sheet for participants, 

demographics page for participants, consent form, time and collaborative practices 

coding sheets, and a list of the questions for semi-structured interviews. The project 

was explained to principals and any questions relating to the project were answered. 

All principals agreed to allow the research to be conducted in their respective 

schools and made arrangements for the project outline to be presented to their 

middle school teaching staff.  
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Descriptions of case study schools 
This study involved four middle school teaching teams in three separate schools. At 

the time of the study, each school was in a different Education Queensland District. 

Selected school sites were all government run schools. All schools are relatively 

new (i.e., established within the last 8 years). Over the last several years each 

school has built upon its initial enrolment of Year 7 and/or Year 8 students offering 

an additional year level each year. This has increased student numbers 

progressively and has also required additional new staff.  

 

School A is a P-12 school in an outer Brisbane suburb. Commencing 

operation in 1998 as a P-7 school, grades were progressively added until it became 

a P-12 school in 2004. The school has a purpose built middle school (Years 6-9) 

with separate buildings and administration. School A has their middle school 

organised into purpose built “pods” with 4 classrooms, 4 core teachers, and 

approximately 110 students in Year 6/7 or 8/9 multiage classes. The team studied 

had a Year 8/9 multiage class. The middle school currently has an enrolment of 

approximately 600 students.  

 

School B is a P-12 school in a south-western suburb of Brisbane. The school 

opened in 2002 and will progressively add year levels until it has a full complement 

of Years P-12 in 2006. This school has a purpose built middle school (Years 7-9) 

with separate buildings and administration. School B has their middle school 

organised into purpose built “pods” with 4 classrooms, 4 core teachers, and 

approximately 110 students in Year 7/8/9 multiage classes. The middle school 

currently has an enrolment of 600 students.  

 

School C is a Brisbane state high school situated in an outer western Brisbane 

suburb. It has been purpose built to incorporate a middle school and senior school 

and has students from Years 7-12. This school commenced in 2001 and has 

progressively added year levels with the first cohort of Year 12 students 

commencing in 2005. This school has a purpose built middle school (Years 7-9) 
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with separate buildings and administration. School C has their middle school 

organised into purpose built “pods” with 4 classrooms, 4 core teachers, and 

approximately 110 students in Year 7/8 multiage or monograde Year 8 or Year 9 

classes. Some Year 9 classes included a number of “accelerated” Year 8 students.  

 

Two teams were studied at School C. The first team had Year 7/8 multiage 

classes, and the second team had Year 8 and 9 classes. The middle school currently 

has an enrolment of approximately 550 students but the distribution of grades is not 

equal as there are only around 40 Year 7 students enrolled each year. The Year 7 

students are those that fall into the very small “primary” level catchment area of the 

high school. This school offers a limited number of Year 7 places to enable the 

middle school to offer the same educational experience and compete with a local 

independent school. Year 7 students that are in the catchment areas for other local 

primary schools that offer a P-7 curriculum must attend Year 7 at their local 

primary school. Thus, Year 7/8 multiage classes were formed to cope with the 

across-grade imbalance in school enrolments of Year 7 students (i.e., approximately 

40 Year 7, 250 Year 8, and 260 Year 9 students). However, the decision to form 

multiage 7/8 classes has been a conscious choice by the school as an organisational 

structure for the perceived educational and pedagogical benefits (Mason & Burns, 

1996). 

 

Participant selection 
A combination of two sampling methods was used to select participants. These 

methods comprised homogeneous case sampling together with a purposive 

sampling approach (Kemper, Stringfield, & Teddlie, 2003). Participants were all 

teaching within middle school teams at schools that claimed to be running a 

distinctive middle school program. A purposive sampling approach enables the 

selected participants to meet certain criteria representative of teachers working 

within a particular environment, in this case, a middle school teaching team. The 

strength of this sampling approach is that it permits the researcher to intentionally 



 51

select identifiable middle school teaching teams that will provide a rich source of 

information for the questions under study (Kemper, et al., 2003). Each teaching 

team needed to consist of at least four core teachers. Also, specialist teachers that 

considered themselves part of the team were also invited to participate. The 

researcher, together with the respective school principals, selected a number of 

suitable teaching teams within their schools and invited all individuals within each 

team to be involved in the study. From these invitations, one team at School A, one 

team at School B, and two teams at School C agreed to participate in the study. It 

was also decided that if core teaching staff left the participating teams that the 

remaining team members would still be studied as a team for the remainder of the 

study. This decision was based on the high number of contract staff and staff 

turnover experienced in these “new” schools. Any new or contract staff that joined 

participating teams throughout the year would be invited to be part of the study. 

The decision to stay with teams despite changes to core members proved to be vital 

in the success of the study as three of the four teams in the study had changes to 

their core teaching staff. Of the three “new” core teaching staff that joined 

participating teams two agreed to be involved in the study and were subsequently 

interviewed when they commenced their contracts at the beginning of Term 3, 

2005. 

 

Case study 
To date, the dominant method of investigation of middle schooling in Australia has 

been single site case studies (Chadbourne & Harslett, 1998; Main, 2003; Spicer, 

1999). Case study methodology in educational contexts permits an examination of 

both the “particular phenomenon and the context within which the phenomenon is 

occurring” (Yin, 2003, p. 31). A case study approach also enables the researcher to 

document unique historical material that forms part of a particular case, which may 

have formative value in terms of its wider implications and applications (Burns, 

1995). Furthermore, a case study methodology “gains credibility by thoroughly 

triangulating the descriptions and interpretations, not just in a single step but 

continuously throughout the period of the study” and focuses on experiential 
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knowledge of the case or cases and considers the impact of the interrelated aspects 

of its context (Stake, 2005, pp. 443-444). 

 

Where a number of cases are studied jointly in order to investigate a 

phenomenon (in this case, middle school teaching teams), it is referred to as a 

multiple case study or collective case study (Herriott & Firestone, 1993; Stake, 

2005). Particular cases are chosen because they are either similar or dissimilar or 

provide a variety of samples to examine. Further, it is believed that understanding a 

number of cases will assist in “better theorizing about a still larger collection of 

cases” (Stake, 2005, p. 446). The use of a collective case study approach sought to 

study a particular subgroup in depth, which, in this case, was a middle school 

teaching team. The goal of this approach was to be able to “gather opinions from 

people who are demographically, educationally, or professionally similar” across a 

number of sites (Kemper et al., 2003). The study of 4 separate middle school 

teaching teams across 3 different sites was undertaken to evaluate individual teams 

and compare these teams over time and space. “The more the object of a study is a 

specific, unique, bounded system, the greater the usefulness” of the data collected 

(Stake, 2005, pp. 445). Studying multiple teams across multiple sites enabled the 

researcher to examine the occurring phenomenon across several sites, which 

facilitated identification of causal relationships between the phenomenon and the 

contexts (Yin, 2003).  

 

This collective case study examined the attitudes and skills of teachers about 

the amount of time spent on different tasks and collaborative practices undertaken 

when working in a middle school teaching team. Teachers’ views were sought 

about their perceptions of the teacher-teacher relationships within this environment, 

their collaborative skills, and were asked to document the amount of time taken for 

particular tasks when working within this environment. As a participant observer, 

the researcher documented time usage, classroom organisation, and examined 

observable collaborative skills and practices of participants.  
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Methodology  
“Case studies stress the holistic examination of a phenomenon, and seek to avoid 

the separation of components from the larger context to which these matters may be 

related” (Jorgensen, 1989, p. 19) and “qualitative research involves the studied use 

and collection of a variety of empirical materials…that describe routine and 

problematic moments and meanings” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000, p. 1). This study 

utilised a variety of qualitative data gathering techniques including small group 

discussions, initial semi-structured interviews, researcher’s field notes, and 

meetings to report on preliminary findings to examine the formation and 

development of middle school teaching teams in a multiple case study. Using 

several methods of qualitative inquiry enable a comprehensive and exhaustive 

description of a phenomenon within a case study (Jorgensen, 1989).  

 

Data collection was undertaken in several phases with Phases 1, 2, and 3 and 

Phases 4 and 5 being clustered respectively. A time block has been allowed 

between the two clusters. This was planned to enable the results from an initial 

analysis of data from Phases 1 and 2 to be used to modify data collection methods 

or instruments in Phases 4 and 5 if necessary. As will be explained later, changes 

were made to the collection of teachers’ coded timesheets prior to the 

commencement of Phase 4 and subsequently the coding of timesheets was 

abandoned altogether.  
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Table 3.1.  
Phases of methodological design 
 

 December 
2004 

Beginning of 
Term 1, 2005 

Phase 1 

Term 1, 
2005 

Phase 2 

Term 2, 
2005 

Phase 3 

Term 3, 2005 
Phase 4 

End of 
Term 4, 2005 

Phase 5 
Researcher 
only 

Initial 
contact with 
schools to 
identify and 
commit 
participants 
for study. 
 

 Participant 
observation 
by 
researcher 
one day per 
week per 
team. 

Coding and 
analysis of 
data from 
phases 1 
and 2. 
Preparation 
for Phase 4. 

Participant 
observation by 
researcher one 
day per week 
per team. 

Preliminary 
coding and 
analysis of data 
from Phases 4 
and 5.  
 

Individual 
teachers 

 Initial semi-
structured 
interviews with 
individual 
participants 
(approximately 
30 minutes) 
 

Participants 
code 
existing 
daily 
planners 
using 
coding for 
collaborativ
e tasks and 
time usage. 
 

 Participants 
code existing 
daily planners 
using coding 
for 
collaborative 
tasks and time 
usage.  
 

Final structured 
reflections by 
individual 
teachers 
(approximately 
15 minutes). 
 

Group   Small group 
discussions 
with teams 
outlining study 
(approximately 
30 minutes). 

   Report to 
schools on 
initial findings. 

 
 

Validity and reliability of data 
Given that this study used a lone interviewer and lone observer, the validity 

and reliability of results were assured through the triangulation of interview data, 

participant observation data, data from the presentation and feedback from school 

reports, and final written reflections within and across schools (Denzin & Lincoln, 

2000). The collection of interview data from participants together with observations 

by the researcher, also enabled triangulation of all data from the perspectives of 

different investigators (i.e., participants and researcher) to strengthen results 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).  
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Although this research made use of three forms of data collection, the main 

methods used were interviewing (both semi-structured interviews and structured 

final reflections) and participant observation for the collection of qualitative data. 

Interview data were subjected to careful line-by-line coding that used explicit 

criteria to identify themes and concepts (Peräkylä, 2005). Analysis in Chapter 4 

used Leximancer (Smith, 2005) to cross check the validity of the manual coding. 

The process of analysis of participant observation used explicit criteria to define 

and categorise observations (see Chapter 5). An operational coding system was 

used to define behaviours enabling the identification of specific occurrences of 

collaborative practices (Simon, 2003).  

 

Less prominent was the use of statistical analysis of quantitative data from 

participants’ coded time sheets. However, limited use was made of the collected 

quantitative data which will be explained further in this chapter. Each of these data 

collection techniques will be discussed to explain their suitability for data collection 

and to describe how they were actually used in the research. 

 

Phase 1 Small group meetings 
Small group meetings were arranged with members of each team as early as 

practicable in Term 1, 2005. A meeting was held with teams at School A in Week 

2, Term 1, 2005; School B in Week 2, Term 1, 2005, and School C in Week 4, 

Term 1, 2005. Individual interviews were scheduled during participant observation 

days throughout Term 1, 2005. 

 

Small group meetings 
Initial small group meetings were held with all members from each of the teams 

that had agreed to participate in the study. These meetings outlined the purpose of 

the study, the involvement required by each participant, the role of the researcher, 

and gave potential participants an opportunity to have any questions answered 

about the study. At this point, teachers were primed to the terms and language that 

would be commonly used across all schools throughout the study. This was 
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particularly important to establish a common understanding of terms used during 

interviews (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). 

Priming is a process in which prior exposure to a task is used to enhance 

subsequent performance (Green et al., 1989). In this instance, priming was 

necessary to assist research participants to retrieve constructs from memory, to 

establish a uniform understanding of constructs amongst participants, and make 

them more accessible for recall (Higgins & King, 1981). It should be noted that 

priming has been defined as “increased speed or accuracy of a decision or other 

response that occurs as a consequence of prior exposure to some of the information 

in the response context, without intention or motivation to direct the response in 

any way” (Meyer & Schvaneveldt, 1971, p. 76). That is, the teachers were 

introduced to the terminology of their practice and asked to describe their 

experiences and expectations. Teachers were not required to report on any new 

collaborative tasks, only to report on those already being employed as part of their 

current middle school teaming practice. This initial priming experience provided 

the shared language necessary for accuracy of coding, discussion, and analysis. 

 

Phase 1 of the data collection included meeting with teams and explaining the 

research project and participants’ level of involvement, handing out information 

packs and consent forms, and organising the collection of these packs. Once teams 

had committed to participate in the project a short meeting was held with all 

members of each team. The purpose of this meeting was twofold. First, participants 

were asked to complete a Consent Form and a demographics page. The consent 

form was a necessary part of the research protocol and the demographics page was 

designed to elicit the prior training and experience of participants. Appendix A is a 

copy of the demographics page completed by participants. The second reason was 

to enable the researcher to explain the coding of weekly time sheets and to draw up 

a schedule for individual interviews during participant observation days for Term 1, 

2005. Interview times for each participant were allocated on a week-by-week basis 

according to his or her available time during the researcher’s scheduled visits. 
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Meeting with teams at School A 
Meetings were arranged with two separate teaching teams at School A to inform 

team members of the project and elicit team members’ participation. Team 

members of Block 1 had no prior knowledge of the research project and offered to 

listen to the research proposal. However, members of the team decided that, with 

two new graduates on the team, participation in a research project would be an 

extra burden on these new teachers. Team members of Block 2 consisted of three 

new graduates (all male) and one teacher (female) with four year’s teaching 

experience and two year’s experience at School A in the middle school. Block 2 

also had an assigned “mentor” who was an experienced teacher and who had been 

at School A since its inception. This teacher had also participated in the case study 

research project that had been undertaken by the researcher in 2002. These teachers 

had prior knowledge of the research project and agreed to listen to the research 

proposal as part of their joint planning meeting. After listening to the proposal and 

having any questions answered, the team agreed to discuss whether they would 

participate in the project during their planning meeting. Information packages and 

consent forms were left with each team member and, whether completed or not, 

were to be returned in the envelope provided to the school office by Friday, 4th 

February, 2005. All (n = 5) teachers in Block 2 had completed consent forms and 

were prepared to participate in the study. The first day of data collection and 

participant observation for the researcher was Wednesday, 9th February, 2005. 

 

The middle school principal was keen to have a second team involved in the 

study. A meeting with another middle school team (Block 3) was arranged for 

Monday, 7th February, 2005 to discuss their possible involvement in the project. 

However, the arranged meeting was not held. Upon arrival at the school, team 

members of Block 3 were preparing to take students to the oval for their “Big Day 

Out” celebrations. Team members were unaware of the meeting and moreover, 

unaware of the proposed research project. Information packs were left for the team 

and a brief overview of the research project was given to one team member. This 
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team member agreed to have all members of the team read the information packs 

and discuss their possible participation in the project. The researcher agreed to meet 

with the team before school on Wednesday, 9th February, 2005 to answer any 

questions relating to the project. Contact was made on that date and members of the 

team had decided not to participate in the project. At this point, the researcher and 

the principal decided only one team at the school (Block 2) would be involved in 

the study.  

 

Meeting with teams at School B 
The middle school principal gave a brief overview of the research project at a 

regular whole middle school staff meeting on Tuesday, 1st February, 2005. A 

subsequent meeting was arranged for Wednesday, 2nd February, 2005 for members 

of all middle school teaching teams interested in finding out more about the 

research proposal. Team members or representatives of all five middle school 

teaching teams were present. Teachers listened to the outline of the research 

proposal, what their involvement would entail, and were given an opportunity to 

ask questions regarding both the project and their participation. Information packs 

were distributed to team members or representatives of teams. Teachers agreed that 

discussions would be held regarding their individual team’s involvement and 

consent forms, signed or unsigned, would be returned in the envelopes provided to 

the school office by Friday, 4th February, 2005. 

 

Only one team (Team K) had all members (n = 8) prepared to participate in 

the project. Team members included 4 core teachers, a special education teacher 

assigned to the team, two specialist teachers (i.e., drama and art), and a head of 

department responsible for the team. Demographic sheets and consent forms were 

collected on Monday, 7th February, 2005. The first participant observation day was 

scheduled for Friday, 11th February, 2005.  
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Meeting with teams at School C 
At the end of 2004 a meeting was held with the acting principal of the middle 

school. The acting principal was keen for the school to be involved in the project. 

However, leadership changes in the middle school at the beginning of 2005 made 

this a difficult time for the new middle school principal to consider the project. 

Contact was made by telephone and email on an almost daily basis to answer 

questions and relay information. A meeting time was to be arranged with both the 

middle school principal and deputy principal. However, during the first two weeks 

of the school year, the deputy principal left the school and it was agreed that a 

meeting with just the middle school principal would be held. A meeting was 

arranged with the middle school principal on Tuesday, 8th February, 2005. An 

overview of the project was given and any further questions answered.  

 

A meeting was arranged for Wednesday, 16th February, 2005 for the 

researcher to meet with all middle school teaching teams interested in finding out 

more about the research proposal to explain the project and elicit their support. All 

members or representatives of three of a possible six middle school teaching teams 

were present. Teachers listened to the outline of the research proposal, what their 

involvement would entail, and were given an opportunity to ask questions 

regarding both the project and their participation. Information packs were 

distributed to team members or representatives of teams. Teachers agreed that 

discussions would be held regarding their individual team’s involvement and 

consent forms, signed or unsigned, would be returned in the envelopes provided to 

the middle school principal by Friday, 18th February, 2005. Forms were collected 

on Friday, 18th February, 2005 and all members of two teams (one Year 7/8 

multiage teaching team (n = 4) and one Year 9 teaching team (n = 5)) agreed to 

participate. The first participant observation day was scheduled for Monday, 21st 

February, 2005. This day was to be shared between the two participating teams. 

 



 60 

Interviewing 
Qualitative interviewing has been described as “a conversation with a purpose” 

(Kahn & Cannell cited in Marshall & Rossman, 2006, p. 101) where the researcher 

seeks to explore the participant’s perception of the phenomenon under 

investigation. Interviews as a methodology have been reported to have particular 

strengths. First, interviewing can generate a large amount of data in a short period 

of time (Marshall & Rossman, 2006), generated data is able to capture the “life-

worlds” of participants that cannot be revealed as easily through other research 

methods (Warren, 2004), and researchers can build upon and explore participants’ 

responses in real time (Seidman, 1998). However, Interviewing also has limitations 

and weaknesses. As interviews involve personal interaction, the cooperation of 

participants is critical. Where participants are reluctant, they may be unwilling or 

uncomfortable being completely open and honest in the interview. Furthermore, 

where there is not a degree of trust between the participant and the researcher, the 

participant may feel the need to be untruthful or to only reveal what they think the 

researcher wants to know (Marshall & Rossman, 2006). To overcome these 

weaknesses, participation in the study was voluntary and the researcher gave all 

participants an unqualified guarantee of anonymity. Only teachers who agreed to be 

involved in the study were interviewed and, even then, teachers were aware that 

they could withdraw from the study at any point. A degree of trust was developed 

with all participants over time as the researcher worked within the team as a 

participant as observer.  

 

Individual interviews 

Individual interviews were conducted with each participant as early as practicable 

in Term 1, 2005. All interviews with core teaching staff were conducted by Week 

8, Term 1, 2005 with the exception of Teachers 9 and 23. Each time an interview 

was scheduled with Teacher 9 during Term 1, 2005 another, more pressing task 

arose that needed to be completed. This interview was finally conducted in Week 2, 

Term 3, 2005 during the second round of participant observation days. Teacher 23 
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took sick leave for much of Term 1, 2005 but made herself available in Week 1, 

Term 3, 2005. 

 

Individual interviews were semi-structured. A series of “set” questions were 

based around four topic areas. These topic areas were designed by the researcher in 

accordance with a review of current literature surrounding effective team attributes 

and educational reform. In a summary review of best practices for teaming in a 

middle phase of schooling strand (Main & Bryer, 2004), it was noted that teachers 

needed to develop skills in five contributing areas: (a) interpersonal skills, (b) group 

decision making skills, (c) effective meeting strategies, (d) goal setting and related 

skills in evaluation and reflection, and (e) interdisciplinary instructional planning 

skills (see also Erb & Doda, 1989). Furthermore, Bryer and Main, 2007 identified 

acceptance, effectiveness, and sustainability as research-based criteria for 

systematic study and improvement of middle school practice. It was noted that 

teacher acceptance of the reform was critical to its success. For teachers to accept 

and “buy into” a reform effort, several factors needed to be present, namely (a) 

acceptance by way of informed consent (i.e., an understanding of the reform and a 

conscious choice made to be involved); (b) access to training (i.e., relevant to the 

reform); (c) an awareness of the benefits of the reform (i.e., data driven); and (d) 

supportive leadership (i.e., demonstrated through the provision of training and 

resources including time). Using this list of best practices and the research criterion 

of acceptance, questions for the semi-structured interviews were designed and 

clustered under four main headings: (1) Attitude (i.e., attitudes towards teaming), 

(2) Goals and Roles (i.e., understanding of goals and roles when teaming), (3) 

Benefits (i.e., the perceived benefits of teaming for teachers and students), and (4) 

Individual communication skills (i.e., an individual’s confidence to express 

concerns and speak up in meetings as well as self evaluation and reflection). Where 

relevant, questions relating to time were interspersed within all of these categories. 

Using a semi-structured interview format under these four basic headings allowed 

for certain information that was desired from all participants to be explored. This 

style of interview also allowed the researcher to respond to the information given 
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by individual participants and further explore emerging topics of interest to the 

study (Merriam, 1988). The aim of these individual interviews was to establish 

each participant’s perception of his or her personal skills and attitudes in each of 

these areas. The outline of the semi-structured interview questions is listed in 

Appendix F.  

 

It should be noted that the guide questions were not strictly adhered to. The 

structure of the interviews was open-ended. Topics under each heading were 

introduced which allowed individual participants to expand on areas that were most 

relevant to them. When a participant revealed something of particular interest it was 

possible to follow through with further questions on unanticipated topics. To this 

end, interview questions varied slightly from teacher to teacher and school to 

school. Where a topic was raised with one teacher at a particular school, teachers at 

that school who were subsequently interviewed were also asked questions 

surrounding that topic. Interview questions for heads of department or heads of 

curriculum were rephrased to make them more suitable to their position so as to 

elicit a different perspective of the team. To this end, analysis of interviews 

revealed different foci for different participants. 

 

Throughout the interviews, the researcher maintained a neutral and non-

judgemental stance with each participant while recording written notes on the 

question sheet and actively listening. Also, during the interview a number of 

interviewing techniques were employed to encourage responses (i.e., nodding, 

acknowledging verbal and nonverbal messages being conveyed, and asking further 

questions to pursue the topic). The researcher was careful to remain neutral with 

regard to the content that was being shared but made comments throughout the 

interview to assist the “flow” of the interview and to maintain a social atmosphere 

which encouraged the participant to talk (Warren, 2002).  
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Individual semi-structured interviews were held with teachers during 

participant observation days in each school. Teachers were asked to nominate a 

time they would be available for an interview on a week-by-week basis during the 

“rolling” participant observation schedule for their team. Teachers were usually 

interviewed in their classrooms or in the central pod staffroom, either before or 

after school, or during a contact-free period. Heads of department or heads of 

curriculum were interviewed in their respective offices. Teacher absences, sports 

days, whole school activities, and unexpected “busy” periods in the day-to-day 

functioning of the classroom made interviewing all staff involved in the project 

challenging. The researcher returned to each school on days other than participant 

observation days to conduct interviews and, by the end of Term 1, 2005, all but two 

interviews had been completed. These final two interviews were completed early in 

Term 2, 2005. Two additional interviews were conducted at the beginning of Term 

3, 2005 with contract staff that had taken over from core teaching staff that had left 

the team. The third interview with the “new” core teaching member was conducted 

early in Term 1, 2005.  

 

Interview procedure 
In all, twenty-five individual interviews were conducted. Of these, sixteen 

interviews were with core teaching staff, three were with contract staff who 

replaced core teaching staff who were transferred or left the teams, three interviews 

were with heads of department attached to the teaching teams studied, and three 

interviews were with specialist staff that were integral members of the case study 

teaching teams. All interviews were conducted in either an empty classroom or a 

staffroom depending on the time of day and whether the selected “quiet space” was 

available for the duration of the interview (approximately 40 minutes). Seating was 

arranged at the corner of a desk to allow for the placement of the recording device 

and to avoid face-to-face confrontations or side-by-side disengagement (Burton & 

Bartlett, 2005). The researcher framed the interview by restating the purpose of the 

study and explaining the structure of the interview. The researcher then turned on 

the recording device and proceeded to ask the first question.  
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All interviews were recorded on tape and transcribed verbatim. A set of 

abbreviated instructions was established to record pauses, interruptions, intonations 

and so forth consistently in all transcripts. Length of interviews ranged from 19 

minutes 5 seconds to 76 minutes 40 seconds with an average of 41 minutes 35 

seconds. Variances in the length of interviews were affected by the length of each 

participant’s responses and tangent topics that were raised rather than the time 

available for the interview. It should also be noted that at the end of several 

interviews, once the tape was turned off, participants offered further information 

“off the record”. Warren (2002) noted that this is a common phenomenon in 

qualitative interviews. Notes on this additional information were jotted down into 

the field notes for that day and, depending on the sensitivity of the information, was 

added as a postscript to the interview transcript. 

 

Phase 2: Coding of weekly planners by participants and participant 
observation by researcher 
Using their existing weekly planners, teachers were asked to code their daily tasks 

into collaborative practice categories (see Appendix C) and time categories (see 

Appendix D). At the end of each week, the researcher was to photocopy each 

participant’s coded weekly planner.  

 

Coding of weekly planning sheets 
Using their existing weekly planners, teachers were asked to code their daily tasks 

into collaborative practice categories (see Appendix C) and time categories (see 

Appendix D). At the end of each week, the researcher was to photocopy each 

participant’s coded weekly planner. The coding of daily planners became 

problematic for several reasons. First, a significant number (n=9, 41%) of 

participants in schools were newly qualified teachers within their first year of 

teaching. For these teachers the added burden of coding their daily activities onto 

daily timetables was a task that was given low priority. Second, when asked to have 

access to teachers’ daily planning sheets to photocopy their coding there was a 
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general reluctance from almost all teachers to “hand over” their books, even for a 

short period. Also, due to differences in teachers’ timetables, it was difficult to have 

access to each teacher’s planning sheets each week. It was suggested, and all 

teachers agreed, to photocopy their own weekly planning sheets and have them 

available for the researcher at the end of term. However, teachers tended to “put 

off” coding their time sheets until the end of term, which, in effect, made the data 

unreliable as teachers “fudged” their timetable to how they thought it did or should 

look. Furthermore, if tasks were not coded daily, the coding of timesheets became a 

major chore. Third, due to changes in administrative staff at School C, school visits 

were only able to commence in Week 5, Term 1, 2005 whereas visits to Schools A 

and B commenced in week 3. This created a problem in comparing time sheets 

across the schools. It was decided that only the first 4 weeks of coding from each 

school would be used for data analysis so as to be able to compare teachers’ coding 

sheets with all teachers having the same amount of “experience” in coding (i.e., to 

compare the same time frames would mean that teachers in Schools A and B would 

have had two additional weeks of coding practice, thus creating inconsistencies in 

the data). Finally, there appeared to be too many coding options for teachers, which 

complicated the task.  

 

Observation 
Bottorff (2004) noted that there are two main types of observation: participant 

observation (i.e., the researcher interacts and participates with other participants 

involved in the study) and non-participant observation (i.e., the researcher has 

limited interaction with study participants and focuses on recording observations. 

Participant observation involves “sustained and direct observations by the 

researcher and focuses on the context as well as the behaviours of individuals to 

understand the meaning of certain behaviours or beliefs” (Bottorff, 2004, p. 752).  

 

As a research method, observation has a number of advantages over 

interviews and surveys. First, information about the physical environment, culture, 

and about human behaviour can be directly observed and recorded immediately by 



 66 

the researcher without having to rely on the retrospective or anticipatory accounts 

of others. Since observation enables the researcher to record what he or she sees as 

it occurs, within the context that it is occurring, observational notes are often more 

accurate than the memory of others. Second, as the observer is, on the most part, 

distanced from the situation in varying degrees, he or she may be able to identify 

and see behaviours that participants cannot. Many important features of the 

environment and behaviour are taken for granted by participants and may therefore 

be more difficult for them to describe. Third, observation enables the researcher to 

record information on the ecology of the study environment that cannot be gained 

in any other way. Observation can also give data on the environment and behaviour 

of those who are not directly involved as a study participant, but who interact and 

affect the day-to-day workings of participants in the study (i.e., physical layout, 

routines, and other members of staff). Finally, data from observation can also be 

used to verify and supplement information gained from other sources. That is, the 

information gained through interviews and conversations with individuals can be 

compared with observation samples of their actual behaviour. Furthermore, there 

are more specific advantages attributed to participant observation. First, over time, 

participants become comfortable with the presence of the researcher, increasing the 

probability of the researcher being able to observe targeted behaviours as they 

really happen. Second, by interacting with participants, the researcher is able to 

gain a greater depth and breadth to observations. Third, as a participant-as-

observer, incidents can be observed as they unfold naturally, and finally, variations 

between what participants say and do are more evident (Bogdewic, 1999; 

Jorgensen, 1989).  

 

There are notable limitations to observation as a research method. An 

awareness of being observed can give rise to the “Hawthorne Effect” in which the 

participants in a research project are aware of their role and the potential 

consequences. Participants can potentially, consciously or unconsciously, alter their 

regular behaviour because they are aware that they are being observed. Thus, 

observational accounts of individuals’ behaviour may be inaccurate representations 
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of how they behave naturally. Hoxby (2000) listed several problems of this method, 

two of which were highly salient to the study of teams. First, the schools’ 

awareness is raised to the issue being evaluated. Teams that are selected for 

evaluation may not necessarily reflect the reality of all teams (i.e., schools offer 

their “model” team to be evaluated). Second, pressure may be placed upon 

participants to increase the number and types of collaborative practices during the 

evaluation period to gain a positive report on the school’s teaming practices. These 

issues were addressed by (a) offering all teams within each site the opportunity to 

participate and ensuring voluntary participation by teachers through confidential 

reply envelopes, (b) attending on random days at each school thus ensuring that 

collaborative practices undertaken were done regularly and over time rather than 

just as a once off, and (c) spending sufficient time with each team to gain the trust 

and confidence of teachers to encourage them to be more open and honest in their 

interviews.  

 

Another limitation of this data gathering technique is that observations are 

recorded through the filter of the observer’s perceived reality. Observers select 

what they observe and record. However, where the basis of observations is explicit, 

more accurate incidences are recorded. Throughout this study, more structured 

observations were undertaken through a list of observable targeted behaviours. 

Explicit targeted behaviours produce accurate quantitative and qualitative data on 

specific targeted observable behaviours or patterns of interaction (Bottorff, 2004; 

Foster, 2006). These observations can focus on the frequency and quality of the 

particular behaviours which can be recorded together with information regarding 

the people involved and the context in which the behaviour occurred.  

 

Participant observation procedure  
Types of teacher collaboration have been the subject of a number of studies 

(Chadbourne, 2004; Fullan & Hargreaves, 1998; Little, 1990) to identify and 

categorise types of collaborative practices and their affect on raising the quality of 

teaching. Types of teacher collaboration were the focus for participant 
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observations. A list of 8 observable targeted behaviours was developed from the 

literature (i.e., administrative collaboration, social collaboration, planning 

collaboratively, practical collaboration, teaching collaboratively, industrial 

collaboration, extracurricular collaboration, and academic collaboration). However, 

during the first few weeks of observations, a number of negative interactions were 

noted in some, if not all teams. Thus, an additional four categories of targeted 

observable behaviours (i.e., conflict, team stability, lack of training or awareness 

about how to collaborate, and lack of support) were included (i.e., total number = 

12).  

 

The researcher was involved as a participant observer at each school for one 

day per week during Term 1, 2005 and one day per week during Term 3, 2005. The 

researcher attended schools on a rotating basis (i.e. Week 1, Monday, School A, 

Tuesday, School B, Wednesday, School C; Week 2, Tuesday, School A, 

Wednesday, School B etc). A whole day was spent with one team at School A and 

School B respectively, and one day was shared between two teams at School C. 

The researcher recorded observable collaborative skills and practices utilised by 

each team and to noted time allocation to activities for that day (see Appendix E for 

participant observation attendance schedule). Observations were recorded as brief 

notes throughout the day and later expanded into detailed fieldnotes.  

 

The role of the researcher 
During the course of this study the role of the researcher changed over time from 

that of non-participant observer to participant as observer. During the first week at 

schools, time was spent as a non-participant observer to enable the researcher to 

note interactions between participants and make an accurate record of the 

structural, physical, and social arrangements of each school, thus enabling decisions 

on collaborative practices such as classroom arrangements for team teaching to be 

placed in a context. Over time, as teams developed confidence and trust in the 

researcher they began to include her as “part” of the team. However, as participant-

as-observer, the researcher did not take on a recognised role within any team so as 
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to maintain detachment from the participants and retain an outsider’s view. The 

main tenant behind becoming a participant observer within this study was to gain 

access to the experiences of the members within the group or organisation or, in 

this instance, a middle years teaching team (Woods, 1986). Woods (1986) further 

suggested that interacting with other participants and making a positive 

contribution towards the team is a good way to access these experiences. By 

offering to be part of the team and contribute in any way possible (i.e., teaching 

classes, making resources, and supervising individual or a small group of students) 

meant that teachers saw the researcher as “one of them” and able to contribute to 

the team over time. During participant observation days the researcher attempted to 

become a “member” of each team. However, the researcher’s “membership” of 

each team differed in both personal acceptance and the way in which each team 

utilised the time that the researcher spent with the team.  

 

Phase 3: Coding and analysis of data from Phases 1 and 2 and preparation for 
Phase 4 
During this phase a preliminary analysis of interview data, observation data, and 

coded timesheets from phases 1 and 2 was undertaken in preparation for Phase 4. 

Furthermore, an evaluation of data collection methods was undertaken to identify 

any problems in Phases 1 and 2 and to implement any changes necessary to 

improve the validity and reliability of collected data in Phase 4. 

 

Interview data and observation data 
Audiotapes of individual interviews were transcribed and concept tables for each 

participant constructed. Participant observation notes were categorised, and 

concepts tables constructed for each school. No further changes were made to semi-

structured interviews or the list of observable targeted behaviours for the next phase 

of data collection. 
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Coded timesheets 
A review of teachers’ weekly timesheets was undertaken. However, only 2 (9%) 

teachers from all 4 teams had their coded timesheets ready for the end of term and, 

in both instances, timesheets were incomplete. The coding of timesheets was again 

required by participants during Phase 4 of the data collection process. In an attempt 

to overcome the difficulties experienced during Phase 2 of the data collection 

process, changes were made to simplify the task for the participants. First, a blank 

outline of each teacher’s weekly timetable was obtained, photocopied ten times 

(i.e., one per week for Term 3), and then stapled together. These sheets were 

distributed to teachers on the first day of Week 1, Term 3. Second, a new coding 

sheet that only included the “collaborative practices” section from the original 

coding sheet was distributed (i.e., Appendix C). It was realised that the 

“quantifying” of time used for different tasks could be achieved by documenting 

the “time blocks” attributed to different collaborative tasks (i.e., a morning session 

of collaborative teaching could also be quantified as a 2 hour time block of 

collaborative teaching). A covering letter was also attached showing an example of 

how time sheets should be coded. Finally, a folder was secured to the bulletin board 

in each staff room and teachers were asked to place their coded time sheets in the 

folder at the end of each week for collection by the researcher. Despite delivering 

the bundles of teachers’ timesheets to the HODs for each team at the beginning of 

Week 1, Term 3, only two of the teams’ members received them that week. One 

team received their timesheets at the commencement of Week 2, Term 3 and the 

final team received them during Week 4, Term 3.  

 

Phase 4: Coding of weekly planners by participants and participant 
observation by researcher 
During this phase teachers were again asked to code their weekly timesheets 

throughout Term 3. Several interviews were conducted with new contract staff 

replacing core team members and with one other core teaching staff member that 

was unable to be interviewed in Term 1. The researcher again visited each team one 

day per week as a participant observer. 
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Interviews  
Interviews not completed during Term 1 were completed at the beginning of Term 

3. Additional interviews were undertaken with two teachers who replaced original 

core team members and who agreed to be part of the study. Informal interviews 

were also conducted with either HODs, HOCs or middle schools principals at each 

school to gain a better understanding of the workings of the team within the larger 

school context.  

 

Participant observation 
The researcher visited each team as a participant observer for one day per week, 

again on a rotating basis (i.e. Week 1, Team A, Monday; Week 2, Team A, 

Tuesday etc). During this phase the researcher continued to record explicit 

observable targeted behaviours for each team. 

 

Coding of weekly planning sheets 
At the end of Term 2, photocopies of each teacher’s weekly timetable were 

supplied by the researcher together with a simplified coding sheet. Teachers were 

asked to place their coded timesheet in a folder attached to the bulletin board at the 

end of each week to be collected by the researcher. However, during Term 3, 

coding timesheets continued to be a source of angst for most teachers. Even though 

the time necessary to complete the coding was only very short (approximately 1 

minute a day), if the sheets were not completed daily they became a major burden. 

Encouraging the teachers to take the time each day to code their timesheets was 

difficult as the researcher was only in the school one day per week. No teachers had 

their coded timesheets completed at the end of Week 2, Term 3. This again created 

issues of reliability of data. Teachers were relying on memory to code timesheets a 

week or more after the event which proved difficult. After reminding teachers 

during visits in Weeks 1, 2, 3, and 4 the researcher found that participant teachers 

were beginning to avoid contact with the researcher. It was decided to abandon the 
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coding of timesheets at the end of Week 4. This decision was based on (a) the 

unreliability of data from timesheets that were not coded regularly, (b) the limited 

number of participants that had handed any timesheets in during Phase 2 of data 

collection, and (c) the fact that attempts made by the researcher to encourage 

teachers to code their timesheets was creating difficulties for the researcher to act as 

a true participant observer in each of the teams.  

Phase 5: Final reflections by participants and small group discussions with teams 
During this phase a report of preliminary results from the study were presented to 

administrative staff and middle school principals. Table 3.2 outlines the date and 

attendees of meetings. Meetings with each school took approximately 1 hour. 

Table 3.2 

Meeting Schedule for Reporting Process 

School Date Attendees 

School A 30th November, 
2005 

Principal middle school, deputy principal middle 
school, and  head of department assigned to Team 1 

School B 29th November, 
2005 

Principal middle school and whole school associate 
principal  

School C 1st December, 2005 Head of middle schooling 

Final reflections were sought from participants at the end of Term 4, 2005. This 

task consisted of a written reflection in response to the following five questions. 

1. What do you consider to be your strengths when working in a team? 
2. What training would help you work better in a team environment? 
3. How does time affect how you work collaboratively? 
4. What aspects of working in a team will you do differently in the future? 
5. What do you see as key issues for teachers embarking on a team 

experience? 
 

Printed reflection forms were distributed to teachers in each team on the same 

day as school reports were presented. The researcher also supplied a self-addressed 

replied paid envelope to the HOD or HOC of each team who agreed to post 

completed forms by the end of Term 4 (i.e., within the following week). Email 

reminders were sent to the HOD or HOC or each team on the last Wednesday of 

Term 4, 2005. Final reflections were received from 4 members of Team 1, School 
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B, and 1 member of Team 1, School A. At the commencement of 2006, contact was 

made with Schools A and C to collect the remaining reflections. However, despite 

resending hard copies of reflection forms, making the reflection form available on-

line, and numerous follow-up phone calls and emails not other completed forms 

were forthcoming. Although the return rate for individual reflections was only 27%, 

the results from these forms have been included in Chapter 5 as a “sample” of 

teachers’ reflections.  

 

Ethical considerations 
Abbot and Sapsford (2006) noted that  

We need to be aware that the possibility of harm exists. Careful 
consideration needs to be given to the ways in which anyone 
whose interests are touched by the research might be harmed by 
it or by the dissemination of its conclusions (p. 292).  

 

Ethical clearance for this study was obtained from the university’s ethics 

committee. In addition, it was necessary to obtain ethical clearance from Education 

Queensland’s ethics committee as each of the schools involved in the study were 

under the jurisdiction of a different district office. Written permission was also 

obtained from the principals of each of the participating schools. An information 

sheet and a consent form were provided for all participants outlining the rights and 

responsibilities of research (see Appendix B).  

 

The major ethical issue of this research is related to the anonymity of 

participants. Middle schooling in Queensland schools is a relatively new reform 

and, to date, has a small, interconnected community. Studies were conducted in 

purpose-built, government-run middle schools, and without the assurance of 

anonymity, teachers would be reluctant to participant. Therefore, participants were 

given an unqualified undertaking that they would not be identified in the final 

report for Griffith University or any other paper using the research findings. Report 

findings to be included in the researcher’s dissertation or any published work using 
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this research data would not contain any information that enables the identification 

of any individual.  

 

Names of participants were required in the demographic section of the 

individual interviews. This information was necessary for data matching with 

individual interviews, coded timesheets, researcher observations, final reflections, 

and small group discussions. References "T1", "T2", "T3" etc were allocated to 

individuals and were used to differentiate participants throughout the research. The 

titles “School A”, “School B”, and “School” C were allocated to participating 

schools. Teachers were not allocated numbers sequentially within each school (i.e., 

teachers at School A were not numbered T1, T2, and T3.  

 

Summary of the chapter 
This chapter described the sample involved in the study, a rationale for 

methodologies used for qualitative data gathering, the development of semi-

structured interview questions, and the development of the list of targeted 

observable behaviours. A table outlining the timing of the data collection phases 

highlights the involvement required from all participants at each stage of data 

collection.  

 

This chapter also described the data gathering process during each phase of 

data collection and the report to schools of preliminary findings. The ethical 

considerations relating to this study are also outlined together with precautions 

taken to protect participants’ anonymity.  
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CHAPTER FOUR - DATA ANALYSIS 

Overview of the Chapter 
This chapter represents the results from qualitative analyses of individual semi-

structured interviews and combined team interview data. First, the data analysis 

process is described and an explanation is given of the automatic content analysis 

software used (Leximancer). The analysis of individual semi-structured interviews is 

then presented. This analysis has been done in a systematic fashion. The data was 

analysed school by school and team by team. Data from all participants within each 

team were first analysed one at a time and then all participants’ interview data were 

analysed as a summary of the whole team. This process was completed for all four 

teams.  

 

Data analysis process 
The analysis of data is a “process of bringing order, structure and meaning to the 

mass of collected data” (Marshall & Rossman, 1995, p. 111). Furthermore, Marshall 

and Rossman (1995) noted that data analysis “is a messy, ambiguous, time-

consuming process…that does not proceed in a linear fashion” (p. 111). Woods 

(1986) observed that there may be connections between several aspects of analysis. 

That is, the analysis of one data set may strengthen or increase the understanding of 

results in another data set. Stake (2005) argued that case study researchers not only 

describe but also interpret the observed functioning of the selected case (Stake, 2005). 

In reality, observation notes have provided a preliminary analysis of the context and 

interactions of teachers as seen by the researcher. Hence, it has been concluded data 

analysis can encroach on data collection. Since the “interpretation” of the observed 

data is occurring simultaneously to other forms of data collection, separation of 

collection and analysis of data has been a convenience.  

 



 76 

A systematic and thorough process was followed in analysing the text. This 

process involved reading and rereading collected data from individual interviews and 

observation notes. This systematic procedure was a continual process throughout the 

data collection phases of the study and was used in order to identify important 

themes, features, and relationships within and across the data set (Wolcott, 1994). 

Key themes were discovered and documented in concept tables in an attempt to 

“draw a picture of the presuppositions and meanings that constitute the cultural world 

of which the textual material is a specimen” (Peräkylä, 2005, p. 870). Data was 

further analysed using the computer software program Leximancer 2.21 (Smith, 

2005). Details of the automatic process performed by Leximancer are explained 

throughout this chapter.  

 

Data preparation 
All interview data were audio-taped and transcribed verbatim into individual 

Microsoft Word files. Transcripts were reviewed on a computer screen while the 

interview tapes were running in order to identify and correct a few discrepancies that 

occurred during the original transcription process. These few corrections typically 

involved either the correction of typographical errors or an occasional “skipped” 

word. The transcribed text files were then prepared for analysis.  

 

As Leximancer processes transcripts in 3 sentence blocks in automatic mode, 

the researcher needed to process the sentence structure in the interview data. As 

“talk” is often a continuum of run-on sentences, the researcher made judgements 

about the placement of punctuation throughout the text (Marshall & Rossman, 2006; 

Poland, 2002). Furthermore, interviews were transcribed as soon as practicable after 

the interview so that paralinguistic cues used by each interviewee were fresh in the 

mind of the researcher. As the researcher had personally conducted and transcribed 

the interviews, original meaning and intent from intonation and pacing of speech 

were retained. Careful sentence structuring involved decisions about sentence breaks. 

However, changes were not made to simply make the text “read better” (Poland, 

2002, p. 633). 
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Handwritten observation notes by the researcher collected during participant 

observation days were collated into data order and then typed into tables under main 

concept headings. Final reflections from teachers were typed into tables under the 

question headings given to teachers to complete this task. Drawings of original 

classroom layouts at the beginning of Term 1, 2005 were completed for each team by 

the researcher. Any changes to the classroom layout for each team were noted each 

week by the researcher. A staff employment tracking table showing changes to the 

staff in each team was constructed and any changes to staff in each team during the 

year were noted (Appendix H).  

 

General content analysis 
A general content analysis was initially completed with all teacher interview text, 

observation notes, and reflective summaries. At this general level of analysis, all data 

sets were used to identify the dominant themes and their underlying meaning 

(Franzosi, 2004; Neuman, 2003). In the absence of a universal coding scheme, 

“different texts emphasize different things, and different investigators could be 

looking for different things in the same text” (Franzosi, 2004, p. 186). However, 

technological advances in computing have made the processing of word frequencies 

and correlations much easier. Use of the software program Leximancer 2.21 (Smith, 

2005) allowed for a systematic process of examining separate interview files, team 

interview files, all team interview files, and observation notes to elicit dominant 

themes across all data sets. 

 

Data preparation for automatic content analysis 
The automatic processing of text by Leximancer required active preprocessing of the 

text by the researcher to provide preliminary data cleaning. Transcripts were 

individually edited to remove any nonconsequential text (i.e., comments unrelated to 

the interview, interruptions and talk with either students or other members of staff 

during the interview, rephrasing or repeating of questions by the interviewer, and 

repetitive nonsense words such as “umm” that did not add meaning to the text). The 
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connectivity of concepts was important for content analysis by Leximancer 2.21 

(Smith, 2005). Since, in the most part, teachers responded to questions without 

repeating any of the key concepts used in the questions, in all instances, it was 

considered necessary to leave the interviewer’s questions in the text for analysis. The 

interviewer’s content was necessary to contextualise response content.  

 

Within individual transcriptions, words with like meanings were merged (i.e., 

“kid” and “student” and “kids” and “students”). In several cases, the word “stuff” was 

merged with the word “work” where teachers were referring to “all the stuff they had 

to do.” In some instances, it was decided to leave a word that had been “learned” as a 

concept when that word had specific meaning within the text. For example, in some 

instances, the concepts “block” and “team” were merged: In other instances, 

however, “block” was talked about in more general terms beyond the specific “team” 

and thus, the concepts “block” and “team” were not merged. However, this merging 

was done on a case by case basis. Frequent, inconsequential words (i.e., “think”, 

“feel”, “guess”, “suppose”, and “lot”) were examined within the context of each data 

set and, if appropriate, were deleted. 

 

Leximancer was able to generate a map for each data set within minutes. 

Themes and concepts on each map were carefully investigated by intensive searching 

of associated text segments so that maps could be accurately interpreted. 

Furthermore, the stability of the map produced by Leximancer (i.e., a map that is 

consistently reproducible) was critical to the reliability and validity of the 

representation of the data. This stability was achieved by producing at least four maps 

for each data set, resetting the concepts and then having Leximancer proceed through 

the learning phase again to produce another map. These maps were then compared to 

determine the stability of the maps produced. Where an inconsistent result has 

occurred (i.e., noticeable variations in the relational positioning of concepts), the 

analysis included a notation about instability.  
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It should be noted, however, that the stability of the maps resides in the 

concepts and their relational positioning and not in the stability of themes. Themes 

are a convenience clustering of concepts superimposed on the display. In some 

instances, it was found that the concepts were stable but the labelling, size, and 

number of themes varied. This variance appeared to occur in data sets where (a) the 

frequency and relationship of two or more concepts were competing for dominance or 

(b) the smaller outlying themes were either able to stand alone or were consumed into 

a larger theme. Both of these instances resulted in a different thematic display. Again, 

where an inconsistent result has occurred (i.e., noticeable variations in the thematic 

display), the analysis included a notation about the variation. 

 

Analysis of interview data 
Analysis of interview data involved parallel processes with both manual coding and 

automatic content analysis. Concept tables were constructed from each interview data 

set by manual coding and clustering of each teacher’s responses under topic headings 

drawn from the literature and subsequent interview questions. Automatic content 

analysis was completed by creating Leximancer “maps” and “mining” teacher-

specific and topic-specific themes in the textual data set.  

 

Leximancer has been designed to convert natural language into semantic 

patterns that are displayed on 2-dimensional concept maps and word lists as shown in 

Figure 4.1 (Smith & Humphreys, 2005). The resulting concepts maps and word lists 

“provides a means of both quantifying and displaying the conceptual structure” of the 

selected text (Smith, 2005, p. 4). However, it was recognised that the use of 

Leximancer, without additional interrogation of the text, would only provide a 

“surface” view analysis. Leximancer does not (a) discriminate between positive and 

negative phrases (e.g., “good team” or “bad team” would both be clustered under the 

concept “team”) or (b) distinguish between different lexical meanings (i.e., “at work”, 

“it didn’t work”, “my work”, “student’s work” would all be clustered under the 

concept “work”).  
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Figure 4.1. Map and word list created by Leximancer™. 
 

Additional interrogation of the text provided a deeper understanding of the data 

set, and the results of both analyses were cross-referenced to corroborate results 

(Silverman, 2001). The manual and automatic general analyses of content highlighted 

the main themes, concepts, and silences across the complete data set.  

 

There were several automatic phases of text analysis the Leximancer program 

proceeded through prior to production of a conceptual map. Within each processing 

phase, any decisions regarding settings within the Leximancer program that were 

made by the researcher were documented. In particular, different settings were chosen 

according to the type of text (i.e., free-flowing text or dialogue), whether words 

should be ignored as concepts (i.e., think), whether concepts should be merged (i.e., 

students and kids), the size of the data set (i.e., use of the automatic thesaurus in small 

data sets (less than 3 pages) can misrepresent the learned concepts), and the desired 

“map” (i.e., including proper names [tags]). Table 4.1 outlines general settings 

applied to each data set for these automatic phases of processing text through 

Leximancer. 
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Table 4.1 
Use of Leximancer Functions during General and Specific Content Analysis 

 
Leximancer function Description of Function Settings for all analyses 

1. File Selection Selection of single or multiple files or folders to be 
processed 

Single interview files selected 
for each teacher. Multiple 
files selected for sub-groups. 
 

2. Text Pre-
processing 

Processing of raw data into sentence and paragraph 
boundaries for processing.  

Identifying tags can be applied to folders, files, or 
individuals within a file (i.e., interview data teachers) 
allowing for contextual analysis of documents.  

 

All files processed as 
“dialogue” allowing for 
speech in single and multiple 
interview data to be attributed 
to individual teachers. 

3. Automatic Seed 
Extraction 

Identification of frequently occurring, important concepts 
from the selected text.  

 

“Names” set to “1” to allow 
maximum number of 
concepts to be identified. 
 

4. Concept Editing Identification and deletion of automatically identified 
nonconsequential concepts in this data set. 

Identification and merging of concepts with like meaning. 
Addition of concepts from the list of less frequently 

occurring words. 

Deleted: think, feel, guess 
 
Merged: teacher and teachers, 
rich and task, middle and 
school 
 
No additional concepts were 
selected. 
 

5. Concept 
Thesaurus 
Learning  

Processing of links between important words that “travel 
together” throughout the text. 

 

Automatic 

6. Locate Concept 
Occurrences 

Location of important concepts within text blocks.  
Selection of certain words to be “required” so that only 

text segments including required words are used to 
create the map and word list. Leximancer allowed for 
multiple words to be required.  

All or some concepts and name tags can be included or 
removed where necessary. 

 

 
 
 
 
Name “tags” were removed 
on “individual” teacher’s 
maps. 
 

D
ur

in
g 

M
ap

 G
en

er
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n 

7. Map Generation of word frequency list and map. Automatic 
 

    
Number of Points on 

map 
Adjustment of number of identified concepts to be shown 

on map (i.e., 1% - 100%) 
Number of points set at 100% 
 

Theme size Adjustment of theme size with 100% showing the largest 
themes and 1% showing very small themes. 

 

Theme size set at 80% 

M
ap

 S
et

tin
gs

 Rotation Rotation of the map to the desired degree (i.e., 1 to 360 ) Maps rotated until the theme 
“team” was in the top right 
quadrant, resting on the 
horizontal axis). 
 

 

Although there are no set procedures to follow when interpreting maps created 

by Leximancer, Smith (2005) provided guiding principles. Frequency of concept use 
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was represented on the map produced by Leximancer through brightness and size 

(i.e., large size and brighter colour of more frequent words). The distance between 

concepts on the map indicated how frequently they were spoken about in relation to 

each other. A close proximity of concepts indicated that those concepts were 

frequently spoken about in the same context (i.e., text segment of three sentences). 

Concepts located centrally on the map were often more frequent and more likely to be 

mentioned in contexts of most of the concepts. Remoteness of a concept indicated 

either a lesser frequency or fewer paired relationships with other concepts, or both 

(Smith, 2005). Leximancer also enables the researcher to view the relative 

connectivity of concepts by showing lines connecting concepts when a concept is 

“clicked.” The strength of the relativity is again determined by the brightness of the 

line connecting the concepts (see Figure 4.2).  

 

 
Figure 4.2: Map showing connectivity of concepts as determined by Leximancer, 
when “teacher” was clicked together with ranked concept list showing absolute 
and relative word counts of main concepts. 
 

All Leximancer maps show concept points at 100%. Furthermore, a ranked 

concept list is provided that includes the absolute and relative counts of ranked 
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concepts for that data set. Absolute counts are the total number of times a concept 

appears throughout the text and the relative count gives the percentage of frequency 

of a concept compared to the most frequently occurring concept. Only ranked concept 

lists showing absolute counts for each data set have been included in this analysis.  

 

Leximancer automatically generated themes by identifying clusters of related 

concepts, which were bordered by thematic circles. Concepts central to each theme 

dominated surrounding words in both level of frequency and relationship. Small 

thematic circles that encompassed several concepts indicated a theme of strongly 

connected concepts. Large thematic circles that encompassed fewer words indicated 

more general and wide-ranging connections between words. Thematic concepts can 

overlap. The amount of overlap (i.e., considerable or slight) indicates links between 

themes. After careful reviewing of each map and theme size, a theme size of 80% was 

considered the optimum size in order to accurately reflect emergent patterns of focus 

within the horizontal and vertical axes of the 2 dimensional array. Theme size for all 

maps was set at 80% for all maps resulting in 2-5 themes for each map generated. It 

was noted, however, that concepts are the focus of Leximancer analysis, with themes 

serving as a superimposed organising function. Throughout the analysis, themes are 

capitalised and italicised and concepts are italicised (i.e., Theme and concept). 

Furthermore, throughout the analysis, where concepts have been merged, separate 

terms are still present in the text. When text is used to illustrate a point both terms 

will be italicised as their combined frequency is used to build the thesaurus of the 

merged concept.  

 

For consistency, all Leximancer maps have been rotated until the concept 

“team” was in the top right quadrant, resting on the horizontal axis. This consistency 

involved moving the “Rotation” slide through anything from 0° to 360°. The concept 

“team” always had a strong presence but was not always the dominant concept. 

Rotation of the map did not affect the relational position of concepts to each other or 

their centrality. “Tags” that identify and allocate speech blocks were removed in the 
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analysis process, because the use of tags would otherwise draw the dialogue of the 

researcher and the teacher towards their respective tags.  

 

The analyses of teachers’ talk together with the researcher’s talk was considered 

necessary as Leximancer analyses word sets as paragraphs or three-sentence blocks. 

The forced paragraph break between the key concepts in the researcher’s question 

and teachers’ responses did not allow for the teachers’ responses to be analysed as a 

block of text in relation to the question. When teachers responded to questions key 

words in the questions were not repeated. That is, when a question was asked such as, 

“Does your team have specific goals?” teachers could respond either “Yes” or “No” 

and then expand on their response without repeating the word “goal.” By not 

analysing teachers’ responses with questions, blocks of text in the data set became 

meaningless. 

 

Background information about teachers 
Results from the information sheets about each teacher’s personal and work history 

are summarised in Appendix G. The range of differences in experience and training 

of all teachers, both within and across teams, provided interesting contrasts for 

exploration of individuals’ collaborative skills and each team’s formation, 

development, and functioning over the length of the study. Furthermore, tracking 

tables for each teacher’s work history over the period of the study and where each 

teacher was working at the beginning of the following year are also shown in 

Appendix H.  

 

Analysis of interview data 

Individual and team responses to the semistructured interview questions that were 

presented were organised and analysed. Interview data was analysed in team “sets.” 

Within each team, individual teacher’s interview data was analysed, and then the 

whole team data set was analysed. In analysing the teachers’ interviews, evidence of 

each teacher’s perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes regarding working as a team were 

considered to provide valuable insights into the questions central to this study. Their 
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experiences, understandings and responses to working as a team were analysed to 

identify their perceptions of the research question. Team data sets were analysed for 

implicit relationships and consistency of themes across all team members’ interviews, 

enabling further exploration of, and insight into, the teaming process. This process 

was repeated for each team in turn, which allowed for an examination of the analyses 

across the four contexts.  

 

School A, Team 1 
This team consisted of four core teachers and a mentor teacher who was situated 

within the pod with the team for the first 6 months of the year. This pod consisted of 

110 students divided into four Year 8/9 multiage classes. This team could be 

described as the “recently qualified team.” Three of the four core teachers were new 

graduates who had been placed in their first teaching role. All of the new graduate 

teachers were male and were on 12 month contracts. Two had been trained in a 

specific middle years’ program, and, one had been trained in a traditional secondary 

program as a health and physical education and English specialist. The other core 

teacher in this team was a female who had been trained in a traditional secondary 

program as a LOTE and social sciences teacher. She had three years’ teaching 

experience. This teacher had spent her first year of teaching in a variety of traditional 

high school settings on short term contracts and now had a permanent position at the 

current purpose-built middle school where she had been teaching for the last 2 years. 

Each teacher’s interview responses contained elements of their differences in 

expectations for the coming year and experience in teaming. Table 4.2 outlines the 

deleted and merged concepts, the degree of map rotation necessary for the concept 

team to lay on the left horizontal axis, and whether learned concepts and themes were 

stable on the maps created and used for analysis. 
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Table 4.2.  
Table of deleted and merged concepts, map rotation, and map stability for Team 
1, School A  

Teacher Deleted concepts Merged concepts Rotation 
of map 

Stability of 
Concepts   Theme 

4 think, feel teacher/teachers; 
work/stuff 172° Yes Yes 

1 think, feel, lot, stuff, 
suppose team/block 188° Yes Yes 

9 think, feel, bit, guess, set  202° Yes Yes 

15 think, feel, lot, sort, knew, 
couple kids/students 204° Yes Yes 

Whole 
team think, feel, lot, sort, stuff 

kids/students; 
teacher/teachers, 
work/stuff 

149° Yes Yes 

 

Teacher 4 

Teacher 4 was female and was the only experienced teacher in this team. Figure 4.3 is 

the Leximancer map of Teacher 4’s interview data. For Teacher 4, the concepts work 

and stuff have been merged as she used them interchangeably (i.e., “stuff to be done” 

and “work that I had to do”). Table 4.3 is the ranked concept list showing the absolute 

count of concept occurrences determined by the software program Leximancer™ for 

Teacher 4’s interview data.  

 

 
Figure 4.3: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 4.  
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Table 4.3. 
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 4  

Concept Absolute 
Count 

team 20 
year 17 
teachers 15 
work 14 
time 10 
kids 8 
school 7 
planning 6 
boys 6 
open 5 
block 5 
week 4 
working 3 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 4s interview identified Team and Teachers as the 

pivotal themes within the text (see Figure 4.3). Although the concept teachers is the 

third most frequently occurring concept (see Table 4.3), Teachers is the largest and 

most centrally located theme. The concept teachers shows a high relatedness to the 

concepts work, school, year, and kids. Teacher 4 examined her work with other 

teachers. Teacher 4 reflected on the past year (i.e., she was in a team with other 

teachers last year and it didn’t work) and looked forward to this year and to the new 

teachers she would work with (i.e., “I really love it this year. It is really, really 

great.…I think the team that I have now is really going to work to get [this school] 

back out there in [middle school] educational circles). Furthermore, reference to open 

doors between adjoining rooms was to how it didn’t work [last year] and how this 

year…[the] open doors…has actually made quite a big impact”). The close proximity 

of the concepts work and kids was due to other talk around teachers, school, this year, 

and boys. Teacher 4 frequently talked about how the work they were doing affected 

the kids (i.e., “We can achieve outcomes that all the kids love”). She also believed 

that working with the other teachers created a consistency across the team (i.e., “The 

classrooms will be set up similarly [and] we will be able to go and take over and the 

kids will behave exactly the same”). 
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Further comments around teachers and work reflected on relationships within 

the team. Despite her initial reservations about the new team (i.e., “The only thing I 

didn’t want were three new teachers”), Teacher 4 was positive about the new 

teachers she was working with (i.e., “What I really like about them…is that we all are 

really young.…they don’t have any misconceptions about teenagers or 

preconceptions about teenagers…they have really great ideas…[and] they are really 

open to all those new ideas”). As a team, they did try to spend some time together 

outside of school, and Teacher 4 noted that “it was good to see what [the other 

teachers] are like away from school…to get to know them as a real person”. Teacher 

4 felt like the appointed leader in the group, which was a position with which she did 

not feel comfortable with (i.e., “They look to me for [sic], as the leader of this 

group….I don’t know that I really want this. I don’t want to be seen as the boss”). 

She felt that the inexperience and lack of confidence of the three newly qualified 

teachers in the work they prepared was demonstrated by how they constantly asked 

for her opinion and for advice. However, being asked for her opinion and giving 

advice was also seen in a more validating light (i.e., “I think, hey, you are really not a 

dodgy teacher….it has really given me a positive look on myself”). 

 

The concept team has a high relatedness to the concepts time and block and, to a 

lesser degree, school and teachers. There is a slight overlap between the themes of 

team and work. Teacher 4 looked at a team as being more than just a group of 

teachers (i.e., “It is just a name, you are a SOSE teacher and so therefore you are part 

of the SOSE team…[whereas] here is the only time that I have actually worked 

closely with three other teachers in my block”). Time issues that related to being a 

teacher and part of a team also dominated parts of the interview (i.e., “There is not 

enough time during school hours but…we all recognise that…[and] we are willing to 

give up our afternoons or weekends or whatever to plan”). Common planning time 

was also discussed (i.e., “The time table is structured that we  have one session of 

noncontact off and everyone in the block is out and…that is our curriculum time 

[and]…we have a common lunch hour off as well”). When asked about team goals, 
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Teacher 4 stated, “We haven’t really got formal goals written down….we had [sic] 

similar outcomes for behaviour.” 

 

When questioned about her communication skills, Teacher 4 stated that she was 

able to communicate well with the other teachers in her team and commented that 

“there is not that sense of competitiveness or negativeness…we all get along and just 

get on with the job.” However, she was more cautious about using her judgement 

when communicating with teachers outside of the team. She expressed concern about 

opening up to other teachers as they “would judge me or label me.” When asked if 

she would speak up if she disagreed with someone, she responded, “It depends on 

who it is and what it is about.” Also, when asked if she would agree with someone 

just to keep the peace, Teacher 4 commented that she would “[although], when it is 

something that is petty or stupid and doesn’t really matter. It isn’t worth it.” 

 

Two smaller outlying themes were Planning and Boys. Within the theme 

Planning, the concept planning was closely related to the concepts working, week, 

and time (top right quadrant). Much of the talk surrounding these concepts was based 

on how there was not enough time for planning and working together as a team. Also, 

Teacher 4 reflected on the amount of time required each week for planning: The team 

had a curriculum planning meeting once a week and an administrative planning 

meeting once a week. Teacher 4 also noted how she had experienced a reduction in 

her workload as the team met and planned together each week. This reduction in 

workload was occurred because she has to do less individual planning. 

 

Within the theme Boys, the only concept was boys. However, this concept had a 

strong connectivity to kids and year. This theme is particularly relevant to Teacher 

4’s interview as it encapsulates her perceptions of her relationship with the boys this 

year  (i.e., the three male teachers in the team) as well as her protective position for 

the boys in the middle school (i.e., middle school students). Teacher 4 stated that she 

and the boys (other three teachers in the team) were role models for the students in 

their classes. “I have had a couple of kids ask me how I get along with all the boys, 
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and it's good because they can see that you can have a good relationships with 

someone of a different gender and you can like them and you don't have to be 

boyfriend/girlfriend or in love or anything like that. So from that aspect it is really 

good for the kids to see us talking and working together and having a joke.” In 

addition, within the theme Boys, Teacher 4 tended to defend the male students in the 

middle school. Referring to several incidents involving other teachers, Teacher 4 

stated, “I get really angry when teachers just label the kids; they are just teenage boys, 

doing what teenage boys do, and you just have to know how to handle them.”  

 

The schematic juxtapositions of the themes Work and Team are indicative of 

Teacher 4’s attitudes and experiences with her team last year and her expectations for 

the new team this year. These concepts were central to the questions being posed by 

the researcher and are representative of the interview data with Teacher 4.  

 

Although Teacher 4’s past experiences in teaming were not positive, she looked 

forward to the coming year with a new group of teachers. As the “appointed” leader, 

she felt in control of the direction of the team and appeared to have a sense of what 

needed to be done for the team to accomplish the work this year. Teacher 4’s final 

comment was that “you have to want to teach in middle schools and like the age 

group.” 

 

Teacher 1 

Teacher 1 was a male, newly qualified teacher who had been trained in a traditional 

high school program. Figure 4.4 is the Leximancer map of Teacher 1’s interview 

data. Within the original text, where the word “stuff” has been used instead of the 

word “work,” the researcher has replaced the word “stuff” with the word “[work].” 

This adjustment was found to be necessary as Teacher 1 used the word “stuff” 

frequently in the text to replace a word (i.e., “work”) or to extend an idea (i.e., “and 

other stuff”). With frequent use of the word “stuff,” Leximancer categorised it as a 

concept, such that its relational “pull” on other concepts misrepresented the strength 

of this word in the map of this text. Table 4.4 is the ranked concept list showing the 
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absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 1’s interview data as determined by 

the software program Leximancer™.  

 

 
Figure 4.4: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 1.  
 
Table 4.4.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 1  

Concept Absolute 
Count 

school 14 
work 13 
experience 12 
people 12 
teacher 11 
teaching 11 
team 11 
kids 8 
unit 6 
working 6 
support 5 
expect 5 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 1’s interview identified Work as the main theme 

within the text. Although the concept school occurs at the highest frequency (see 

Table 4.3), Work is the largest and most centrally located theme. Kids is the most 
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centrally located concept and shows a high relatedness to the concepts teaching, 

school, teacher, work, and people. 

 

Teacher 1 examined all aspects of his work in relation to the kids he was 

teaching (i.e., “The…thing I like is the relationship with the kids” and “in teaching 

middle school, kids do a lot of work [and need feedback on that work]” and “[when 

you] don't get along with kids…I am of the opinion that if you can't do that you 

shouldn't be a teacher”). Teacher 1 saw advantages in team teaching (i.e., “As a group 

it is good, the whole team teaching thing...there is always someone there that can 

support you if you have got a good working relationship” and “everyone has different 

background and…brings different experiences to make a unit more interesting for the 

kids”). Furthermore, Teacher 1 found the support in working as a team helpful (i.e., 

“When it comes to the planning stage… it is good to plan in groups…because it gives 

you more feedback”). He also recognised the need to work together as a team 

because, “otherwise, the system breaks down.”  

 

The outlying concepts of school and experience reflected Teacher 1’s concern 

with his lack of experience with some aspects this new middle school environment. 

Particularly, he found the kids challenging (i.e., “I find kids a lot easier to deal with 

and a lot less stressful in the primary school setting. Here even the behaviour 

management issues are still like, yeah”). Although Teacher 1 had “a pretty good 

working relationship” with his teaching partner, he expressed concern about some 

aspects of team teaching as it related to his experience in this setting (i.e., “I'm 

concerned [about team teaching]…. I don't think that you can teach 60 kids. [T]here 

are some things that need to be directly taught to the kids, and I don't think it's 

possible to do that with 60 students”). However, Teacher 1 was optimistic about 

being able to take on a greater role in the team with more experience (i.e., “I might 

not be the greatest leader at the moment, but, maybe at a point in the future, I will do 

development where a unit has a particular focus on [my specialist areas], and I could 

take more or a stronger role in the group”). 
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As a newly qualified teacher with no preservice experience in middle schools, 

Teacher 1 expressed some reservations about several other aspects of his work. When 

questioned about his workload and supporting others, he stated, “I had a hell of a lot 

more time [working full time in a traditional high school] than what I have at the 

moment. I think that the reason that I am doing so much work is because…I am not 

familiar with the system and I just want to make sure that my work is where it needs 

to be.” Teacher 1 felt that, at this point, he still needed considerable support from 

others (i.e., “I probably need to be supported more than I can help”).  

 

With no prior experience in this setting and limited experience as a teacher, 

Teacher 1 did not feel that he had a lot of control over some aspects of his teaching 

(i.e., “So far I have already identified elements that I know that I am not going to 

particularly like” [but] “I have just been content to go with the flow at the 

moment…everything was planned and everything was done when we came in. I don't 

know that I agree with the way [work] from the unit has been implemented” and “but 

I will work with it. I will get over it”). However, Teacher 1 did state that he felt that 

“there’s a lot more positives.”  

 

Many of Teacher 1’s reservations about this new setting may be attributed to the 

fact that he did not yet feel he was a “bone-fide” teacher (i.e., “I am still like the kid 

out of uni and I am not going to contest people”) and was not yet confident that he 

could “go it alone” (i.e., “Don’t rock the boat until you know the lay of the land. You 

never know who you are going to offend unintentionally….I am not going to stick my 

head above the ramp and have it cut off”). Teacher 1 was also aware that, at this 

point, he had been quite negative as, once the tape had been turned off, he asked “is 

anyone else going to listen to this?” 

 

Teacher 9 

Teacher 9 was a mature-aged, male, newly qualified teacher. He had been trained in a 

postgraduate specialist middle school program. Figure 4.5 is the Leximancer map of 

Teacher 9’s interview data. It should be noted that the interview with Teacher 9 took 
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place at the beginning of Term 3, 2005 just after one of the core teachers in the team 

had left (Teacher 1). Teacher 9 had cancelled several interview appointments during 

Term 1 and had not made himself available again despite numerous attempts by the 

researcher. Teacher 9 was now settled in the team as a foundation member, 

comfortable with the researcher, and aware of the focus of the study. This level of 

comfort was reflected in his opening remarks about joining a new team, that 

demonstrated a lot more reflection about the experience than the other teachers who 

were interviewed during term 1, 2005 (i.e., “It’s not a place where you can be 

precious about your own feelings....It takes a bit of getting used to…and [eating] 

humble pie. [You need to] get to know where the other team members were coming 

from and what they valued”). Table 4.5 is the ranked concept list showing the 

absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 9’s interview data as determined by 

the software program Leximancer™. 

 

 
Figure 4.5: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 9. The circles 
emphasise the main themes and concept clusters related to those themes in 
interview dialogue. 
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Table 4.5. 
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 9 
 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 team  18 
 working  13 
 work  11 
 teacher  9 
 kids  9 
 experience  7 
 school  6 
 support  6 
 classroom  6 
 ideas  6 
 people  5 
 previously  3 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 9’s interview data identified Team as the main 

theme within the text (se Figure 4.5) as well as the most frequently occurring concept 

(see Table 4.5). The other main theme to emerge within the text is work. Although 

work is the third most frequently occurring concept (see Table 4.5), the concepts and 

themes of Team and Work are both positioned a similar distance to the centre of the 

map indicating an equal level of co-relatedness to the text within the data set. There is 

also a considerable overlap between these two main themes, which encapsulate the 

concepts ideas and kids.  

 

Within the theme Team, the concept team shows a high relatedness to the 

concepts working, teacher, and kids. Teacher 9 referred to many aspects of how the 

team was working (i.e., “Working collaboratively with a number of different stake 

holders”, “working towards common goals”; “if we were not working in a team, it 

[the workload] would be huge”; and “being consistent when you are working across 

all the key learning areas”). Furthermore, the connectedness with the concepts team, 

working, and kids extends Teacher 9’s ideas of working as a team (i.e., “You need to 

have that consistency so that the kids see that you are working together and that you 

are also working together on a common goal for their learning”).  
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The outlying concept of teacher refers to how Teacher 9 perceived he was 

getting along with each teacher within the team (i.e., If “it was in a different situation 

and with a different teacher than [names the teachers in the team] and [if] there was a 

personality clash and different ideas of what makes the pedagogy and what makes a 

good classroom environment, it would make for some major fireworks and be very 

detrimental for the children”). The outlying concept of school relates to team and 

working and explains Teacher 9’s attitudes to working within a team in a middle 

school (i.e., “We need to be “a strong and coherent team…and [be] working towards 

common goals, which are to make sure that we all survive school…” and “if I was in 

a traditional high school setting and I wasn't a home room teacher, I would have a 

subject (emphasis added), and [that] … would be easier”).  

 

Within the theme Work, the most centrally located concept is classroom that 

shows a high relatedness to the concepts work, experience, previously, and ideas. 

Teacher 9 reflected on his previous work experience and how it related to his current 

position (i.e., “In previous work experience…I had to work as part of a team and “in 

all of the schools that I [have done practicums] at I did work collaboratively with the 

existing staff…trying to see where I could bring some of my life experience into the 

classroom”). He also saw the benefits of drawing on the experience of others (i.e., 

When we work together it “gives all of us the opportunities to gain from each others' 

experiences”). Teacher 9 also referred to work and experience in terms of creating 

consistency among the different classes in the team with all students having a similar 

experience (i.e., “I think it's important for all of us know exactly where we're at...so 

that like [sic] if something comes up and the kids talk to each other…and if one class 

is doing something absolutely different…[or] they're doing something better…[we 

need] to take some space and reflect on things a bit and say, did the kids have a good 

experience or a bad experience…or whatever and… what can we do to make it more 

successful...in other units of work?”). 
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The themes and concepts of Team and Work are highly related. Teacher 9 

commented on the many different ways the team needed to work together. The 

amount of time the team needed to accomplish the work that needed to be done was a 

concern (i.e., “You really do need more time, and sometimes 90 minutes a week is not 

enough, and sometimes we will go into our lunchtimes when we have our team 

meetings to get work done”). Teacher 9 recognised that working as a team could 

improve practice (i.e., “We talk about our lessons and units a lot as a team and get 

feedback from each other and work out strategies or ways to improve”). He also saw 

being a role model for students as a benefit of working together as a team (i.e., [The 

students] “get to see…that you can work with other people… regardless of whether 

you have known each other beforehand”). Furthermore, Teacher 9 saw many other 

benefits when working as a team (i.e., “sharing the workload”; “behaviour 

management…it means that you can have that opportunity to have support 

particularly if one child is not responding to you then they respond to the other 

teacher”; “getting that back up”; and also “when it comes down to sharing ideas and 

being able to get that immediate feedback from a fellow professional”). 

 

Teacher 9 also examined how a change in one of the core teaching members in 

the team was going to affect his work (i.e., “I feel that I have gone through that 

process previously with basically two people and being faced with a new personality I 

guess I am able to cope with the change a lot better…it is just my, the way that we 

work here.” and “ I think that it [having a new person in the team] has set us back a 

bit as a team because it has changed the dynamics”). However, Teacher 9 qualified 

this initial response by stating, “whether it is for the better[ment] or the detriment of 

the team, I don't know at this time…. But [the new teacher] is fitting into the team 

quite nicely…. She seems to be really keen to work with us.”  

 

There was considerable dialogue based around the concepts support, team, and 

work. When teachers were expected to work together in a team, Teacher 9 expected a 

high level of practical as well as emotional support to be given (i.e., “I have got very 

high expectations, and I would expect for my team members to always treat me as a 
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professional practitioner and to support my ‘ideas’ as having validity” and “even 

when it comes down to little things such as if someone has had a bad experience or a 

bad day being able to support them emotionally and to, I guess, be there”). Teacher 9 

considered backing up behaviours of the team as an important part of the professional 

support he expected when working in a team (i.e., “There have been times when each 

one of us has had something that’s set us back and maybe reduced our 

capacity….Everyone just pitches in and covers the things that…have to be done. We 

all know what each other is doing and so…we know where the gaps are”). Although 

Teacher 9 had had considerable time off due to ill-health during the first two terms of 

school, he made several comments about people pulling their “weight” (i.e., “When 

someone isn’t pulling their weight” and “everyone needs to pull the right weight and 

also to contribute”).  

 

Teacher 9 did feel that he had a good relationship with the others in the team. 

He felt that the positive relationship with the others in the team was, in part, due to 

the time the members of the team had taken to build social relationships (i.e., 

“Getting to know each other on a personal level has really helped us to be open and 

honest because we know where we stand with each other and we know how far we 

can push one another” and “it has also broken down those barriers of pride”). 

Moreover, Teacher 9 felt confident that he was able to speak up when necessary (i.e., 

[I would speak up] “with members of this pod anyway and to my HOC…[but I am] 

not too sure about further up the line” and “we will tell each other what we think 

about different things…the others will say so [if they are unhappy about something] 

without candy coating anything or walking on egg-shells”). Teacher 9 also realised 

that learning about the culture of the school would take time (i.e., “It is better to keep 

quiet until you feel a bit more a part of the school and know how everything works 

before you start making too much noise…. It takes a while to learn all that stuff in a 

school”).  
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Teacher 15 

Teacher 15 was a male, newly qualified teacher. He had undertaken a dual degree 

program combining Behavioural Science and Education (specialist middle school) 

programs. Figure 4.6 is the Leximancer map of Teacher 9’s interview data. 

Throughout the data set, Teacher 15 used the terms team, group, and block 

interchangeably. However, he also used the term group to describe a group at 

university, a group of students, and belonging to a generic group. In this instance, the 

researcher has edited the original text, where appropriate, by replacing the terms 

group and block with [team] to classify the concepts team and group more accurately 

in the analysis. Teacher 15 also used the term people to describe students, teachers, 

and other people at university. Again, it was considered necessary to reassign the 

term people within the original text to classify the concepts kids and teachers more 

accurately and to have the strength of the concept people correctly represented. Table 

4.6 is the ranked concept list showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of 

Teacher 15’s interview data as determined by the software program Leximancer™. 

 

 
 

Figure 4.6: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 15.  
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Table 4.6.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 15 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 teacher  34 
 team  28 
 students  24 
 work  20 
 school  16 
 working  13 
 time  12 
 class  9 
 side  5 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 15’s interview identified Teacher and Work as the 

pivotal themes within the text (see Figure 4.6). The smaller theme of Team was also 

identified. Teacher is the most frequently occurring concept (see Table 4.6) and the 

largest and most centrally located theme. The concept teacher shows a high 

relatedness to the concepts students, team school, and class (see Figure 4.6). Teacher 

15 examined his role as a newly qualified teacher and the difficulties that he was 

facing in his first teaching role (i.e., “I did have a few hassles particularly in the first 

couple of weeks. I think that we were fighting all the time…to get things 

done….Those first few weeks were really tough and…we were both new and not just 

new to the school but new teachers and it is hard to keep up the facade to the kids that 

we aren't new”). The challenges of being new to teaching and new to the school 

compounded to give Teacher 15 doubts about his ability as a teacher (i.e., “I think a 

lot of those first teaching issues were getting compounded. We had expectations 

coming in as a new teacher as well and when the kids aren't what you expected them 

to be like, you look at yourself and think, ‘What is my problem?’”). Teacher 15 also 

felt that he would have preferred a younger class (i.e., “I would have liked an 

opportunity to work with the younger students in Stage C or Years 6/7”). 

 

Teacher 15 regarded the support from other teachers in the team as being 

critical to him “sticking it out” (i.e., “If I didn't think that I was valued, I couldn't 

have come to this point because those first few weeks were really tough and I know 
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that when the chips were down I really had the support from the other members of the 

team”). However, Teacher 15 did not see that he had a specific role in the team (i.e., 

“I don’t think I have a designated role in our team. I think my role is just basically 

finding my feet and getting to where I want to be”). Teacher 15’s attitude of “needing 

to find his feet” was explained in more detail when he talked about the mentor that 

had been situated with the team (i.e., “She’s like a mum….she is totally neutral 

….She helped put things into perspective…I thought that everything was such a big 

problem… It is such a help to have T20 as our mentor). Teacher 15 also appreciated 

the pressure that having three newly qualified teachers in the team was placing on 

Teacher 4 (i.e., “It has been a big thing for her because she has three new teachers in 

her [team]”). 

 

The relatedness of the concepts time and work reflect the way Teacher 15 saw 

time affecting the work in the team (i.e., “It makes it hard. Luckily, it is where phone 

calls come in and like you stay after school a lot and so that is our time when we work 

out what we are doing as a team because we don't get any other time during the 

week”). He also felt that there was a lessened work load when working together, but 

the time involved in collaborating meant that there were not the time savings 

associated with a lessened workload (i.e., “Overall in terms of time you are doing as 

much…you are not having to physically do as much but you are not saving time”). 

However, when asked if he had enough time to get everything done, Teacher 15 

commented that “I don't find that I am fighting for time all the time” because “the unit 

of work was given to us so we didn't have to do any preparation for it.” This comment 

corresponded with Teacher 15’s attitude to the positive support he was receiving 

from his fellow team members and from the administration (i.e., “We do get 

supported a lot from administration with time frames”).  

 

Teacher 15 could see benefits for the students when the teachers worked 

together in a team (i.e., “It gets [the students] exposed to other teaching structures and 

the way that other teachers teach…Teacher 9 and I teach differently…and you can 

see the kids really pick up on that” and, if the students “don't like one of the teachers, 
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you might like the other one, so you are not stuck in one class with one lot of 

[students] that you like or don't like”). However, even as a middle years specialist, 

Teacher 15 was struggling with some of the aspects of the work in the school (i.e., 

“The way the school has been set up is that there is not the emphasis on focused 

teaching. There is a lot of constructivism [sic] learning where kids work in groups and 

just work on tasks that are directly focused from the teacher…they have got very 

short attention spans”).  

 

Teacher 15 regarded the interpersonal relationships that were developing among 

the teachers in the team as important (i.e., “Being able to have fun with those 

[teachers], like we have our monthly get togethers [and] we went out after our 

meeting last week and we threw a ball around and we will always chat”). He also felt 

that they had set goals as a team that they were working towards (i.e., “We sat 

down…and actually worked out what we wanted to achieve as a [team] for the 

students and for the teachers”). However, Teacher 15 was unable to identify any 

specific goals that had been set for the team but did report pod expectations that had 

been agreed upon and curriculum goals for the students in terms of work to be 

covered that term.  

 

Differences between the personalities on the team were apparent, and Teacher 

15 did see some friction within the team. There appeared to be a split in the team 

between the two teaching partnerships. This split is reflected in the smaller theme of 

Work and how Teacher 15 felt it to be harder to work on his side of the pod (i.e., 

“Teacher 4 just organised everything for their side and they took it for granted that we 

knew what we were doing but we had no idea” and “We weren't getting told as much 

or helped as much as what the other side were and…we were fighting all the time… 

fighting to get things done because it was hard”). Also, Teacher 15 felt disadvantaged 

because Teacher 4 and Teacher 1 “have Monday afternoons off together, where 

[Teacher 9] and I get no other time off together.”  
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Teacher 15 also expressed frustration when another member on the other side 

hadn’t followed the procedures they had set as a team (i.e., “I have a couple of issues 

and haven't actually spoken to the other [team] members as such….there was a little 

bit of friction there at times, not all the time….but just, it was different ideas about 

how to approach different things and different roles that we are responsible for….it 

was just something like a little thing that just bothered me”). Furthermore, Teacher 15 

was reluctant to confront other teachers directly about issues (i.e., “I have started to 

bring up some concerns with the group… no personally against [one person] but a 

general concern and hopefully it will get picked up by the person it was aimed at. I 

say things generally but, I mean them to go to one person”). However, Teacher 15 did 

not see that his indirect approach was being successful (i.e., “I guess my subtlety isn’t 

working”). Teacher 15 relied heavily on a reflective journal that he used to vent 

frustrations and work through issues. He commented that he could see that the team 

was improving over time (i.e., “It will take a long time to work on but we are getting 

little things down pat”).  

 

Combined data for Team 1, School A  

In a subsidiary set of analyses, tags for each teacher were applied to the complete data 

set for Team 1. It was hoped that the tagged data set would provide more information 

on each teacher’s focus within their interviews. Figure 4.7 is the Leximancer map of 

all members of Team 1’s interview data showing 100% of concepts and core thematic 

size at 69%. The theme size was manipulated (i.e., the number of themes represented 

on the map) until there were a minimum of four themed circles and until each 

teacher’s tag was assigned as a major theme. Not all of the amendments made when 

examining individual data sets (i.e., merging and deleting of concepts) were 

considered necessary in the whole data set (see Table 4.2). Table 4.7 is the ranked 

concept list showing the absolute count of concept occurrences for Team 1, School A 

for their combined interview data as determined by the software program 

Leximancer™. 
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Figure 4.7: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts and 
teacher tags as determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Team 1, 
School A.  
 
Table 4.7. 
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Team 1, School A  
 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 team  72 
 work  72 
 TG_T15_TG  63 
 teacher  62 
 TG_T1_TG  50 
 school  48 
 kids  43 
 TG_T4_TG  42 
 TG_T9_TG  39 
 working  36 
 time  32 
 people  31 
 year  27 
 teaching  26 
 person  25 
 experience  24 
 support  21 
 block  18 
 class  16 
 open  14 
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The analysis reveals a clear separation of the main foci for each teacher in Team 

1. The combined analysis of data reemphasised the main foci for Teacher 1 being his 

uncertainty about his prior experience in preparing him for teaching in this new 

middle school setting. It also reflected his comments about working with the other 

people in the team. Teacher 1’s tag also showed a high relatedness to the most central 

concepts of kids, teacher, and work, which confirmed his comments about how his 

work related to the kids he was responsible for as a teacher. 

 

Teacher 4’s focus was on the time issues surrounding the new team. The high 

relatedness of Teacher 4’s tag to the concept year confirmed her optimism 

surrounding the team this year compared to last year. The high relatedness of Teacher 

4 to the concept week reflected her awareness of the team processes (i.e., meetings 

each week; planning for the week) that needed to take place. Teacher 4’s position also 

shows a high relatedness among the central concepts of work, teachers, and kids 

reflecting her comments about the teachers she was going to work with this year and 

how it would impact on the kids. 

 

The concepts surrounding Teacher 9 (i.e., support, working, person, and 

members) reflected the delayed timing of his interview and the more considered 

nature of his responses arising from .his awareness of the study. Teacher 9 did not 

talk about the difficulties experienced in being new to the team but, rather, talked 

about members of the team working together to support each person in the team. His 

responses also reflected the change in the team’s dynamics during the snapshot of 

time that was encapsulated during the interview (i.e., the introduction of a new core 

member to the team). The high relatedness of Teacher 9’s tag to the concepts of 

experience, work, teacher, and team are representative of his attempts to draw on his 

past experience when teaching. It also revealed his thoughts concerning the work that 

was required to integrate a new teacher into the team. 
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The large themed circle for Teacher 15 showed that his main focus was his 

concerns as a newly qualified teacher and the challenges he was facing when dealing 

with students in his class and being a member of a middle school teaching team. This 

focus is further highlighted by the high relatedness of Teacher 15’s tag to the central 

concepts of teacher, work, and school which again reflected his comments about 

being a new teacher and the work that needed to be done in the middle school.  

 

School B, Team 1 
This team consisted of 4 core teachers, a special education teacher, a Head of 

Department (HOD, and two specialist teachers attached to the pod for the first 

semester. This pod accommodated approximately 110 students divided into four Year 

7/8/9 multiage classes. The school was a “New Basics” school (Education 

Queensland, 2001), and the curriculum was taught through a suite of “rich-tasks.”  

 

All of the permanent teachers had between 7 and 17 years teaching experience 

and between 1 and 3 years experience in the school. This team could be described as 

the “transient team.” Three of the 4 core teachers changed over the course of the year 

(see Appendix H). Two of the original core teachers were new graduates who had 

been placed in their first teaching role. One had been employed on a permanent basis, 

and the other was on an initial 6 month contract. The two new graduate teachers had 

been trained in a specific middle years’ program: One completed a dual degree 

program combining Behavioural Science and Education (specialist middle school) 

programs, and one completed a postgraduate middle years’ specialist program. The 

other two core teachers had both been trained in traditional high school programs. 

The special education teacher was a new graduate, on a 12-month contract, and 

trained in a traditional primary education program, majoring in special education. The 

HOD had been trained in a traditional high school program as a music specialist and 

had transferred to the school at the beginning of 2004.  

 

Throughout the year, changes in staffing within the team were the result of long 

service leave, stress leave, reassignment of teaching positions due to changes in 
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whole school student numbers, and contract teachers not extending contracts. Only 

one of the core teachers was in the team for the whole year. One of the core teaching 

positions had 5 different teachers (original core teacher and a series of 4 contract 

teachers) throughout the year. Each teacher’s interview responses contained elements 

of their differences in expectations for the coming year and experience in teaming. 

For ease of analysis and explanation, all teachers in this team are referred to as “she,” 

although one of the nine teachers was male. Table 4.8 outlines the deleted and 

merged concepts, the degree of map rotation necessary for the concept team to lay on 

the left horizontal axis, and whether learned concepts and themes were stable on the 

maps created and used for analysis. 
 

Table 4.8.  
Table of deleted and merged concepts, map rotation, and map stability for Team 
1, School B  

Teacher Deleted concepts Merged concepts Rotation  Stability of 
Concepts   Theme 

2 think, feel, basically, 
bit, stuff, lot teacher/teachers; pod/team 115° Yes Yes 

5 
think, feel, 
integrated, 
classroom, back 

teacher/teachers; student/students 150° Yes Yes 

7 think, feel, 
absolutely, lot teacher/teachers/people; pod/team 160° Yes Yes 

10 think, feel, basically, 
sort stuff/work; teachers/people; rich/task 201° Yes Yes 

11 think, feel, back teacher/teachers; rich/task; pod/team 205° Yes No 
14 think teachers/people 224° Yes Yes 

18 think, lot, kind, art 
teacher/teachers/people; group/team; 
middle/school 
behaviour/management;  

84° Yes Yes 

20 think, feel teacher/teachers; rich/task 232° Yes Yes 

21 think, feel, sort, 
guess, partly teacher/teachers; rich/task 158° Yes Yes 

Whole 
Team 

Think, feel, lot, yeah, 
sort, back, basically, 
bit 

Kids/students; middle/school; 
rich/task; people/teachers/teacher 232° Yes Yes 

 

Teacher 11 

Teacher 11 was a permanent teacher who presented as the most dominant teacher in 

the team. She was an English/SOSE specialist and had worked in the school longer 

than any other teacher in the pod. This teacher took long service leave during Term 3, 
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2005 (See Appendix H). Figure 4.8 is the Leximancer map of Teacher 11’s interview 

data. Table 4.9 is the ranked concept list showing the absolute count of concept 

occurrences of Teacher 11’s interview data as determined by the software program 

Leximancer™. 

 

 
Figure 4.8: Schematic representation of relationships between the most 
frequently occurring concept “team” and other concepts as determined by the 
software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 11. 
 
Table 4.9. 
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher  11 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 team  30 
 year  26 
 people  25 
 time  24 
 teachers  18 
 school  17 
 work  15 
 kids  13 
 tasks  12 
 plan  10 
 comfortable  10 
 teaching  9 
 class  8 
 planning  8 
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Content analysis of Teacher 11’s interview identified Team and Year as the 

pivotal themes within the text. Although the concept team occurs at the highest 

frequency (see Table 4.9), Year is the largest and most centrally located theme. The 

concept year shows a high relatedness to the concepts time, tasks, team, school, work, 

and kids. Teacher 11’s talk focused around the difficulties that she faced last year 

with people in her team and expressed very strong views about teaming and changes 

that had been made to improve the conditions for teachers within the school this year. 

Year and time were strongly related as The concept year showed a high relatedness to 

the concepts teachers and time as Teacher 11 explained what work had to be done 

this year and how this had placed time pressures on the teachers in the team (i.e., 

Each year level has to “have a certain number of rich tasks finished by the end of this 

year,” and “We often write what the [curriculum] goals…for the students [are] and 

last year we were doing that all the time. We haven't done that so much this 

year…because we talk constantly. We are always re-evaluating what we want to 

achieve and...so I think to put a formalised goal down and say we want to achieve that 

by the end of the year…would be difficult...because…the goal posts are always 

moving…and how we want to get there is always changing”). Furthermore, Teacher 

11 explained the time pressures that being a New Basics school placed on the 

teachers in the team (i.e., “Last year it was terrible because we did a rich task each 

term and I absolutely hated it. I put in for a transfer. I couldn't stand it. [However, this 

year we] have that freedom now to take it over a year …whereas last year I didn't 

have that flexibility”).  

 

Although Teacher 11 did feel that the program requirements did place time 

pressures on the team, she did feel that the team had enough time to plan together 

(i.e., “As long as we use the planning time we have been allocated productively we do 

have enough time”). Teacher 11 also found that as she gained experience in teaming, 

that common planning time was being used more effectively (i.e., “This year we use 

our planning time a lot more productively. I think the fact that we come in with an 

agenda and we know where we are going”). However, there was an expectation that 

teachers would use other time (i.e., before school, lunch times, and after school) for 



 110 

planning (i.e., “We always check with each other whether we can stay back after 

school or work through lunch or come in before school to get things done”).  

 

Teacher 11 was critical of the lack of training that teachers had received and the 

expectation that they would know how to work together (i.e., “The school could offer 

more…when you do your induction, [show us] how some teams plan and this is what 

they find successful and this is what that they think you need to be aware of”). Also, 

she considered it important to have a choice in who you work with or being aware of 

the experience and expertise others in the school have had in teaming was (i.e., “It is 

good that we are also made aware of people coming in who can offer us ideas on how 

to do these sorts of things as well (working in teams) because it is a new situation for 

just about everybody” [and] “I think team building skills are probably the biggest 

thing that we need”). When asked if their team had spent time getting to know each 

other at the beginning of the year, Teacher 11 responded that “we didn't actually. We 

came in for a couple of days and did some work with each other but not as a social 

environment. You go off to your pod and you hit the ground running”). Teacher 11 

also felt that this was an important aspect of teaming that needed to be addressed (i.e., 

“Just taking the time to get to know the other people in your team so you can 

capitalise on their strengths” and “I would have liked that extra time to get to know 

them [the other members of my team] at the beginning of the year and find out just a 

little bit about them. We do that with the kids at the beginning of the year…and yet 

we don't get given the time to get to know each other and are expected to work as a 

team and all get along and gel”).  

 

After only a few weeks into their first term, some of the staff within the team 

had changed. Teacher 11 saw the instability of the core members of the team as 

problematic. This instability was seen as having a negative impact on the team (i.e., 

“We had a couple of teachers that ha[ve] already left us and I think for us that it 

makes it a little bit unsettled and the kids see that”). Reflecting on her team last year, 

she stated, “I think this year will be a lot better than last year as long as we keep the 

people that we've got now.”  
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Teacher 11 acknowledged that she didn’t have to have a social relationship with 

the people in her team to successfully work together (i.e., “They are nice people and I 

like working with them but they are not the people that I would choose to have close 

personal relationships with….They are my work colleagues”). However, Teacher 11 

saw forming working relationships with the core people in the team as very important 

(i.e., “Personalities sometimes clash which I think can be a problem [because] if you 

don't like somebody in your team you are stuffed aren't ya [sic]?).  

 

When questioned about her communication skills, Teacher 11 felt that good 

communication skills were important. However, she acknowledged that these skills 

are developed over time (i.e., “If all of us could voice our opinions better 

communication would be going a lot stronger….but I think that is something that 

comes with being comfortable in a pod and takes time”). Teacher 11 saw her role as 

being the “organiser in the pod.” She regarded herself as someone who spoke openly 

and honestly with others valued this quality (i.e., “My reputation round the school 

now is…that if you want an honest opinion you [ask me]. You just don't ask if you 

want someone to agree with you. I think it is an admirable quality”). Teacher 11 also 

felt that “speaking up” was an important skill for newly qualified teachers to develop 

(i.e., “I think that is a skill that they [other members of the team] still have to develop 

and plus they are first year” and “I think being a little more assertive would be 

helpful for a number of people”).  

 

The physical structure and organisation of the pods in School B was seen by 

Teacher 11 as being isolating (i.e., “It can be very isolating” and “there is a huge 

problem if you are not really comfortable talking to anyone else [and] that you are 

confined to those people in your pod”). Teacher 11 also commented that knowing 

other teachers outside the pod was important to her (i.e., “I think I would be lost if I 

had to stay in this pod all the time”). However, she also saw benefits in working with 

the same group of teachers over an extended period (i.e., “You know what their 

expectations are and you know how they operate and you learn to know their 
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personalities and when to have fun with them and when to back away”). Furthermore, 

as an experienced teacher, Teacher 11 felt she was able to support other teachers in 

her team (i.e., [The experienced teachers] “obviously have more knowledge of the 

pod than the new teachers…and so we are going to be looked to, to support them and 

tell them what we know”). Moreover, Teacher 11 noted that working as a team 

created an interdependence between the people in the team (i.e., “If Teacher 10 

doesn't teach the science side of it I can't teach the ethics side of it”).  

 

Teacher 10 

Teacher 10 was a permanent teacher who had worked in School B for 3 years. She 

was a Science/Maths specialist and had several years experience teaching in a 

traditional high school prior to coming to School B. This teacher was the only core 

teacher in the pod to be in the pod for the whole year (see Appendix H). Figure 4.9 is 

the Leximancer map of Teacher 10’s interview data. The learned concepts integrated, 

classroom, and back were removed as these were used as descriptors (i.e., I am an 

integrated specialist, as classroom teachers, and back to the question) and were not 

pivotal in Teacher 10’s talk. Table 4.10 is the ranked concept list showing the 

absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 10’s interview data as determined 

by the software program Leximancer™. 
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Figure 4.9. Schematic representation of relationships between the most 
frequently occurring concept “teachers” and other concepts as determined by 
the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 10. 
 
Table 4.10. 
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 10 

  
Concept  Absolute 

Count 
 teachers  20 
 team  17 
 working  17 
 work  15 
 maths  14 
 year  14 
 school  13 
 rich-task  11 
 time  10 
 problem  10 
 science  10 
 kids  8 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 10’s interview data identified Year and Working as 

the main themes within the text (see Figure 4.9). Although the concept teachers was 

the most frequently occurring concept (see Table 4.10), Year was the largest and most 

centrally located theme. The size and centrality of this theme points to the main focus 

of Teacher 10’s talk, which centred on working with other teachers in the team this 
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year and her experiences last year. The most frequently occurring concept teachers 

showed a high relatedness to the concepts school, year, and problem. The concepts 

maths, science, and rich-task were in close proximity to the concepts of year, school, 

and work. The closeness of these concepts reflected Teacher 10’s position in the team 

as the maths and science specialist, working in a middle school, and planning and 

implementing a suite of rich-tasks this year. 

 

The spatial separation between the two central themes of Working and Year 

reflected Teacher 10’s concerns about the contrasting challenges of working in an 

interdisciplinary team with other specialist teachers [people] compared to working in 

a traditional high school (i.e., “It has been different here…[in my previous school] we 

were working collaboratively within that subject...but here there are literacy people, 

primary people, people with different backgrounds”). Moreover, working in an 

interdisciplinary team required the effective use of time (i.e., “There are some weeks 

when you could spend that whole time [working on planning]. There are other weeks 

when you could just get by with a half an hour, and there are some weeks when you 

would need more than the three to four hours”).  

 

Teacher 10 regarded prior experience working in a team as helpful to this new 

environment (i.e., “I had some experience in working in a team because some people 

come in and they have had no previous experience working with other people and 

they can't cope. But even some people who have had experience still can't cope, so it 

depends on the team sometimes, it depends on team members…it seems that we are 

basically thrown together and told sink or swim”). Teacher 10’s previous experience 

when working in a team had not been positive (i.e., “Our whole team got pulled out 

for the whole day and basically got thrown in a room with some guy and got told 

‘bond’ and it really didn't work. It really didn't look at the issues about what was a 

problem, why things weren’t working”).  

 

Teacher 10 reflected on the teachers with whom she had worked previously and 

the teachers with whom she was working with this year. Having a choice in teaching 
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partners was important (i.e., “It would have been nice to have been able to work with 

people that I knew and knew that I could get along with well and who had a variety of 

expertise that would have balanced the pod well”). Moreover, she saw many 

challenges working as a new team of teachers in a new school (i.e., “At the beginning 

of last year a lot of people were new and so there were a lot of things that people had 

to recognise what was going on and what wasn't going on. We had to come up with 

our own new system”). The challenges faced were further highlighted by Teacher 

10’s concerns about the stability of staff within the team this year (i.e., “There have 

been a lot of changes in the team over the last two and a half years, HODs and team 

members”).  

 

Teacher 10 talked about work and time in relation to changes in her workload 

when working within a middle school teaching team (i.e., “I have no more [work] 

than I had working say in a traditional high school. You just have different stuff to 

do”). However, she did comment that some aspects of the work were a problem (i.e., 

“We are responsible for…assessment…and everything that goes with [that]. It 

becomes a problem at reporting time because it's actually the advisory teachers that 

need to make the comments and...we don't see PE [or other subjects] and you are 

responsible for all the paperwork”). This aspect of her work was further complicated 

by the implementation of rich-tasks and the resulting time challenges (i.e., 

“Whenever there is science in a rich-task it is my job and whenever there is numeracy 

in a rich-task that's my job. We teach numeracy as a separate entity anyway and so 

that's also my job and if anything comes along the way that I can help with I will do 

that as well if I have got time”). Teacher 10’s talk around time and rich-tasks related 

to goals for the team (i.e., “Our goals are a bit vague, like we have got to get the rich-

tasks done, but...we haven't set in concrete when everything has to happen, or what 

order things have to happen in and so we just let it flow, which doesn't work when 

you are trying to do things”).  

 

The lack of direction expressed by Teacher 10 in her current team was 

perceived as being a problem (i.e., “There is no linking between rich-tasks, depth 
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studies, numeracy…and so basically every term we are reinventing the wheel”). This 

lack of direction was also seen by Teacher 10 as having a negative flow-on effect in 

the higher grades, which is further exacerbated by a sense of isolation within the pod 

(i.e., “Each pod has got a maths and a literacy specialist but we don't get together all 

that often to discuss what we're doing…so, that's a problem” and “we do get 

isolated…we don't have much sort of connection with what they are doing [in the 

senior school]. I wouldn't have a clue about what they are doing up there in numeracy 

with an aim to think of what I could plan to do here to link it up, which can be or is a 

problem”).  

 

Teacher 10 expressed an avoidance style of conflict management when with 

other teachers (i.e., “Basically I just simmer and every now and then I just let off a 

little bit of steam”). Furthermore, she had experienced problems when working with 

other people in her team last year (i.e., “There were personality issues; there were 

people, who in my opinion weren't pulling their weight”; “you really need to be 

interdependent and when someone is just dependent it isn't able to work because it 

puts a heavier load on everyone”; and “when you have got that sort of thing the 

wheels fall off”).  

 

Teacher 21 

Teacher 21 was a newly qualified teacher and had been trained in a dual degree 

program. She had been appointed as a permanent teacher and was one of the English 

specialists in the pod. Teacher 21 resigned on the first day of Term 3 (see Appendix 

H). Figure 4.10 is the Leximancer map of Teacher 21’s interview data. Table 4.11 is 

the ranked concept list showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 

21’s interview data as determined by the software program Leximancer™. 
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Figure 4.10: Schematic representation of relationships between the most 
frequently occurring concept “team” and other concepts as determined by the 
software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 21. 
 

Table 4.11.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 21 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 team  22 
 teacher  22 
 time  16 
 working  14 
 middle school  14 
 students  13 
 planning  11 
 support  10 
 rich-tasks  8 
 literacy  6 
 resources  4 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 21’s interview identified Teacher and Team as the 

pivotal themes within the text. Teacher is the largest and most centrally located theme 

(see Figure 4.10). The most frequently occurring concepts are teacher and team (see 

Table 4.11). The concept teacher shows a high relatedness to the concepts rich-tasks, 

working, students, and support. The concept team shows a high relatedness to the 

concepts planning, working, and middle school. The high relatedness of these 

concepts in Teacher 21’s talk highlight the challenges she was facing as a newly 
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qualified teacher working in a middle school, which included a perceived lack of 

support and difficulties in planning as a team.  

 

Teacher 21’s expectations of working in a team were different from the 

experienced reality (i.e., “I feel like we are working on our own and… are just 

sharing students, [which] I haven't really enjoyed because it wasn't what I expected”). 

Furthermore, she felt that her lack of organisational skills as a teacher were 

contributing to the struggles that she was experiencing (i.e., “My plan is to provide 

the other teacher with information so that they can follow it…but I haven't been 

organised enough to give them that plan so it basically means that I have been doing 

the two classes as a whole and using the other teacher for support …but I didn't plan 

for that”).   

 

Teacher 21 also reported that her expectations of planning as a team were not 

being realised (i.e., “I expected more team planning. We have a team planning 

meeting…but they tend to get taken up generally with administration type stuff or 

behaviour type stuff…I see team planning as…sort of going into detail and 

describing what looks like, how it feels, what happens”). However, Teacher 21 did 

feel that, as a team, they had enough planning time but that other school-related 

responsibilities impinged on her time (i.e., “If we use[d] that Tuesday planning time 

effectively [we would have enough time, but] it's hard to get enough time because we 

have so many duties and that sort of thing. It doesn't seem like there is a lot of time 

within the school day to have any meetings”). Her frustrations about the planning 

process were expressed by how she intended to approach team planning in the future 

(i.e., “I'm going to start planning it [the next rich-task]. It's a team teaching one, but 

I've started planning it because I don't see it happening any other way”).  

 

The concept support lies on the outer perimeter of the theme Teacher. 

Generally, the most frequently occurring concept shows connectivity with all 

concepts. However, in this instance, the most frequently occurring concept team 

shows no connectivity to the concept support (see Figure 4.10). This lack of 
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connectivity highlights Teacher 21’s perceptions about the lack of support she 

received working in a team environment and as a newly qualified teacher (i.e., “I 

haven't sort of got the help that I was asking for [and] I don't feel that I can push. I 

feel like I can [support others] but I don't feel like I'm doing it very well”). Teacher 

21 had been assigned a mentor within the pod but felt that this relationship was not 

working well. Moreover, Teacher 21 thought this relationship was not working well 

because her mentor did not understand the role of a mentor (i.e., “If the mentor has a 

clarification of the role and an understanding of the…needs of a beginning teacher 

that would be really helpful”). She further felt that, her attempts to support others 

weren’t reciprocated (i.e., “I shared a resource with [Teacher 2] and haven't sort of 

had any sharing back”). 

 

Teacher 21 also found being in a pod isolating (i.e., “I am finding the team 

environment really isolating actually. Here it is much more isolated within each pod, 

so I don't know what the other pods are doing with their rich tasks”). Teacher 21 

reported that each teacher had areas of responsibility but was unaware of what the 

other teachers were doing (i.e., “I don't always know what the other teachers in this 

pod are doing…It seems that there are specific areas…that we are responsible for, but 

we almost seem to be working in isolation from each other”). Teacher 21 also felt that 

a lack of reporting procedures within the team was further isolating team members 

(i.e., “We don't have to report back to anyone but I think that would be useful”). 

Furthermore, Teacher 21 felt that there was a lack of common goals and expectations 

among the teachers in the team (i.e., If “we just did a quick map out of the week and 

we said we are going to teach that there, that there, and that there, do up the 

assessment beforehand so we have common expectations, then that would be 

enough”).  

 

Teacher 21’s talk around rich-tasks referred to how teachers in the team were 

working together to prepare and deliver the curriculum (i.e., “With the units…we sort 

of "divide" the work and try and ‘conquer the rich-tasks’”). She also commented on 
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attempts to team teach the rich tasks (i.e., [Team teaching] “wasn't effective 

because…we just couldn't bring the noise back down. It was very noisy”).  

 

Although much of Teacher 21’s interview data was quite negative about 

working in a team, she did see some advantages in working collaboratively (i.e., 

“Bouncing ideas of each other, dividing up the work”; “Students get a common 

message. They get consistency across a range of things”). However, Teacher 21 did 

not feel that, as a team, they were achieving this consistency with students (i.e., “I 

don't think the collaboration happened early enough. Although there has been a bit 

more recently so the kids feel like they are getting a different message from each 

different teacher”).  

 

Teacher 2 

Teacher 2 was a newly qualified teacher and had been trained in traditional high 

school program. She had completed a dual degree in Human Movements and 

Education, specialising in Health and Physical Education. She had completed an 

initial 6-month contract in 2004 and had been given an initial 3-week contract in 

Term 1, 2005. However, this contract was not extended. Teacher 20 took over this 

position (see Appendix H). However, in Term 3, 2005, Teacher 2 was given a 

contract to cover for Teacher 11 when she was on long service leave (see Appendix 

H). Although there was another vacancy in the pod for Term 4, Teacher 2 was not 

offered a contract as she was in her last trimester of pregnancy. Figure 4.11 is the 

Leximancer map of Teacher 2’s interview data. Table 4.12 is the ranked concept list 

showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 1’s interview data as 

determined by the software program Leximancer™. 
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Figure 4.11: Schematic representation of relationships between the most 
frequent concept “teaching” and other concepts as determined by the software 
program Leximancer™ for Teacher 2. 
 
 
Table 4.12.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 2 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 teaching  31 
 team  28 
 teachers  17 
 environment  12 
 school  11 
 time  10 
 class  10 
 working  9 
 planning  9 
 work  8 
 students  7 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 2’s interview identified Teaching as the largest and 

most central theme and the most frequently occurring concept within the text (see 

Figure 4.11 and Table 4.12). The concept teaching shows a high relatedness to the 

concepts team, school, class, and planning. The smaller theme Working shows 

considerable overlap with the main theme Teaching. However, although the smaller, 

isolated theme Students does not have any overlap with the other two main themes, 
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the concept students does show a high relatedness to the concepts teachers, teaching, 

work, and environment.  

 

Teacher 2 was disgruntled about not being retained within the pod for the whole 

year, which she perceived was a result of “an issue that I had with admin” at the end 

of the previous year. This attitude is reflected in Teacher 2’s positive focus on her 

ability as a teacher (i.e., “I was really in charge of and leading the whole 

pod…[be]cause I taught every kid this orienteering stuff”), as well as her ability to 

work with other teachers within the team (i.e., “That is the disappointing thing with 

me at the end of last year with me not coming back...the fourth pod teacher kept 

changing through the year… [however], the three of us worked really well together”).  

 

As a newly qualified teacher (within her first 12 months of graduating), Teacher 

2 enjoyed the collaborative environment (i.e., “I have enjoyed the collaborative 

environment very much as far as being a beginning teacher”). She also felt a high 

level of support from other teachers within the team environment (i.e., “You don’t 

feel like you are stuck in deep water on your own so much. You feel like there is 

support there and people you can go to who teach the same kids…and it’s like [sic] 

comforting”). She attributed this feeling, in part, to the fact all teachers were 

responsible for the same group of students (i.e., “It is easier for them to help you with 

suggestions and that because they are aware of the basics of the situation first hand”). 

Teacher 2 also found that having a high level of support from other team members 

put any problems in the classroom into perspective, effectively building her sense of 

efficacy as a teacher (i.e., “It means you don’t feel that it’s just you and you’re not a 

good teacher or anything”). However, Teacher 2 commented that she expected a high 

level of support when working within a team environment because of the 

organisational structures in place at the school (i.e., “I expect a lot more professional 

support in a collaborative setting …just because there is specific time set aside to get 

together as a team and talk”).   
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Teacher 2 commented that her expertise was valued within the team (i.e., 

“People draw on my [HPE and Science] expertise when we are planning the 

timetable…and it is very much where everybody has a responsibility). She further 

noted that each teacher had a specific role in the team and that there was an 

expectation that they would complete set tasks (i.e., “There is an expectation that 

things will just be done… the things that get followed up are the things that affect 

other members of the team [and] people ask, ‘Oh, have you done this yet?’”).  

 

Teacher 2 reported an ability to communicate openly with members of her team 

(i.e., “I don't ever feel like I have to keep quiet to keep the peace, but in our team we 

tend to agree fairly well”). She also commented that team members were very 

different (i.e., “Although we all work as a team, we are also very different”). 

However, she did report difficulties in managing conflict (i.e., “I don't think our team 

sorts out conflicts very well because they had a huge conflict…and it never got 

resolved and it didn't work very well”). 

 

Teacher 2 noted that, although the team did not have specific goals (i.e., “I don't 

think our pod has goals”), they did work well together as a team. She also observed 

several advantages of working in a team (i.e., “Lessened workload [with] a lot less 

preparation and a lot less pressure; “the collegial support”; and “Behaviour 

management …the standard is fairly similar in each class”). The consistency for 

students was also seen as an advantage of working in a team (i.e., “We have a united 

front as teachers [and there is] more consistency across the whole day for students”).  

 

Teacher 2 commented on how the common planning time had been timetabled 

for the team this year. She felt that the time divided into two blocks of time on 

separate days was more effective for team planning than the single block of time her 

team had the previous year (i.e., “I prefer what we are doing this year with two 

separate blocks on two separate days because it does give you time to catch up if you 

need to at two separate times”).  
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Teacher 18 

Teacher 18 was the HOD attached to the team. Her role was to coordinate the 

curriculum and to deal with behaviour management issues within the pod. She was 

also responsible for coordinating and supporting the core and specialist teachers 

working within the pod. She had been trained in a traditional high school program as 

a music specialist and had transferred into this school at the beginning of 2004. She 

commented that the change from being the head of a music department at her 

previous school (for 19 years), to her role as a HOD in the current middle school had 

been challenging. Figure 4.12 is the Leximancer map of Teacher 18’s interview data. 

Table 4.13 is the ranked concept list showing the absolute count of concept 

occurrences of Teacher 18’s interview data as determined by the software program 

Leximancer™. 

 

 

 
 
Figure 4.12: Representation of relationships between the most frequent concept 
“teaching” and other concepts for Teacher 18 as determined by the software 
program Leximancer™. 
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Table 4.13.  

Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 18 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 teacher  46 
 team  27 
 school  22 
 time  18 
 teaching  13 
 year  13 
 students  13 
 talk  12 
 behaviour-management  9 
 hard  8 
 role  7 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 18’s interview identified Teacher as the largest and 

most central theme and the most frequently occurring concept within the text (see 

Figure 4.12). The concept teacher shows a high relatedness to the concepts school, 

team, and kids (see Table 4.13). The smaller theme Team shows a slight overlap with 

the main theme Teachers. However, although the smaller, isolated theme Teaching 

does not have any overlap with the other two main themes, the concept teaching does 

show a high relatedness to the concepts teachers, time, school, and year. Much of 

Teacher 18’s talk reflected her position as head of curriculum and her responsibilities 

within the pod for teachers within the team. However, Teacher 18 also reflected on 

the difficulties she faced within the team last year.  

 

Teacher 18 commented that, if she was a newly qualified teacher, she would 

have appreciated the support offered in the collaborative environment that exists in 

the pod (i.e., “If there had been more of a collaborative environment [when I was a 

beginning teacher] then I would have appreciated that”). However, she also observed 

that newly qualified teachers needed to have opportunities to do practicums within a 

middle school prior to working within that environment (i.e., “For new teachers 

getting those practical experiences before they come into a school is really 

important”). 
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Teacher 18’s talk surrounding the concepts team and year reflected on the team 

that she was in last year and stress that resulted from team members being unhappy 

(i.e., “They were at a point of such unhappiness in their situation that one of them 

took stress leave” and “I lost a lot of weight because of stress with the dysfunctional 

team”). She also stated that her role was “managing them [the teachers] and trying to 

keep the kids safe and happy.”  The conflict and unhappiness in the team last year has 

made Teacher 18 more cautious in her communications with other teachers (i.e., “I 

am very careful that when I say something that, while I say that I don't agree with 

you, or I have concerns about things,… it is just the way that you say it”).  She found 

this cautious approach in stark contrast to the open and comfortable relationships she 

had experienced at her last school (i.e., “We had all been there for 15 years…and we 

used to call each other names and get passionate [but that] comes with time and 

knowing each other”). However, Teacher 18 noted that School B “is such a new 

school and people haven't been here long enough and the relationships and the culture 

of the school haven’t had enough time to develop.”  

 

As the HOD, Teacher 18 observed that teachers recruited to teach in a middle 

school needed to want to work within a middle school environment. Her talk around 

teachers teaching in a middle school focused on the teachers in her team last year 

who did not choose to work in a middle school (i.e., “High school teachers that don't 

volunteer to teach in the middle school see it as a lowering of status… they came with 

some negativity and also came to the school not understanding…a middle school 

program”). However, she was optimistic about the teachers in her team this year that 

were in a middle school by choice (i.e., [Teachers] “this year have various 

backgrounds but have chosen to come to this school and teach in a middle year 

program…they are all here because they want to be and that makes a big difference. 

[They are] keen to take on team teaching, collaborative planning and that kind of 

thing”). 
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Teacher 18 felt that much of the conflict and unhappiness of teachers in her 

team last year were the result of teachers not being adequately trained to teach in a 

middle school or not having a desire to teach there (i.e.,  “Five of us who were new 

and had come from outside the school, some unwanted transfers, some who had 

wanted transfers out of the school but didn't get them”;  “Teachers “need practice 

because if they went to a very traditional school…that aren't as innovative…then they 

are not going to get exposed to those kind of very hands-on tools that, when they hit 

the ground, that they are going to have to use”; and “you have to really like them 

[middle school students], and if you don't like them, then something awful will 

happen every lesson”). However, Teacher 18 was more optimistic about this year and 

the new teachers that were now part of the team (i.e., “As a team we certainly had a 

talk about when the new people came in about how great it was to have people here 

who actually wanted to be here”).  

 

Teacher 18 also noted that, when teachers were committed to teaching in 

middle school, the collective workload for all teachers was lessened. This reduction 

in workload was attributed to team members this year undertaking specific tasks 

within the team and fulfilling those responsibilities (i.e., “We talk about and allocate 

who is going to take what responsibility for certain things… People are taking on 

little chunks…and this year has been better than last year because when people said 

they would take on certain jobs it was never done and so you had some people in the 

pod that had just a tremendous workload and were preparing lessons for other people, 

which is just not acceptable”). 

 

Teacher 18 noted that the common planning time set aside for the team to plan 

was often hijacked by students’ behaviour management issues (i.e., [On] “our 

planning days…we talk more about students…where we are with students and where 

they are going and how we are going to manage them”). She also stated that “a lot of 

the planning actually happens after school.”  
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The role Teacher 18 had in the team was perceived as being a support and 

administrative organiser (i.e., “My role is, is [the] organisational kind of thing…[such 

as] behaviour management and dealing with parents and kind of filling in where there 

is a need”). She also considered the size of the team (8) to be quite a large team to 

manage (i.e., “It is quite a big group and quite a big team to work together and try and 

co-ordinate together”). Teacher 18 also felt that, as the HOD, she was responsible for 

solving any problems within the team (i.e., “You don't get a feeling of guidance from 

the admin at all. We still have the support, but the team is pretty much asked to solve 

all its own problems”). 

 

Teacher 18 was involved in a “group” of people outside of school but did not 

see the skills and strategies that were used to unite and manage that group as being 

transferable to her middle school team (i.e., “As far as team training goes, I have 

considered using the strategy that I use in my outside group…and they need to put up 

with a bit of talking about the team…[However], we had the deputy principal come in 

and talk about team values… and at the end when he left, everybody said, ‘thank 

goodness’ and the whole [thing] was kind of swept away and basically, ‘don't waste 

our non-contact time talking about that crap’”). Furthermore, she conceded that, as a 

team, they did not have any formalised goals. However, she could see the value in 

having goals and, indeed, used this process successfully in her outside group (i.e., 

“We don't have formalised goals as a team….[But] in my outside life I have a group 

that I am the director of and we do goal setting, strategising, a five year plan, and 

review it every year. It really focuses our attention on what we want to do and where 

we want to go and what our image is and how we recruit people and it really works”). 

 

Teacher 18 had strong views on the need for teachers to give professional 

support (i.e., “When you talk about professional support its…like being kind and 

making sure that all those professional courtesies, not interrupting people's classes, 

not putting them down, not having screaming matches. I just expect that would be a 

code of conduct”). She also commented on the need for teachers working in a team to 

act as professionals (“Last year when we had a group of people that really did hate 
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each other…there was never a ripple of that in the classroom, it was kept very 

professional”).  

 

Teacher 14 

Teacher 14 was the art specialist attached to the team for the first 6 months of the 

year. The units being covered in the first two terms of 2005 were art based, and 

Teacher 14 taught the art component of the units. She had been trained in a traditional 

high school program as an arts specialist and had taught in traditional primary and 

high schools. She was one of the foundation teachers of the school and had been at 

the school for 4 years. She had requested to be included in the study as she felt 

strongly about being part of the team and was situated within the pod. Figure 4.13 is 

the Leximancer map of Teacher 14’s interview data.Table 4.14 is the ranked concept 

list showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 14’s interview data 

as determined by the software program Leximancer™. 

 

 
 
Figure 4.13: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 14. 
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Table 4.14. Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main 
Concepts for Teacher 14 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 school  18 
 teachers  18 
 time  15 
 team  15 
 work  11 
 support  10 
 working  9 
 planning  8 
 art  8 
 students  8 
 teaching  7 
 collaboratively  6 
 long  5 
 talk  5 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 14’s interview identified Teachers as the largest 

and most central theme and has a slight overlap with the smaller theme Team (see 

Figure 4.13). The most frequently occurring concepts within the text are school and 

teachers (see Table 4.14). The concept people shows a high relatedness to the 

concepts work, school, and time. The smaller isolated theme Planning does not have 

any overlap with the main theme People. However, the concept planning does show a 

high relatedness to the concepts collaboratively, people, and long. Teacher 14’s talk 

reflected a very positive view of working in a team. As an integrated specialist, 

Teacher 14 saw her role as working collaboratively with the other teachers in the 

team to support the unit through art (i.e., “I see my role as really supporting what the 

other teachers in the pod do”; “My content is supporting the content that they are 

doing”). 

 

Teacher 14 was very positive about working within a team environment (i.e., “I 

like being able to rely on other people and know that you have got that support”). She 

reported benefits that resulted from working within a team (i.e., “It [my workload] 

definitely changes…because for a start you repeat lessons…[and] there is less 
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planning. [Also], “what is planned is stronger because of the bouncing off of ideas 

from other people”). Furthermore, she commented that it was the communication 

between team members that facilitated the team process (i.e., “I think it is the talking 

to each other that makes that work”).  

 

With several years’ experience working within the school and as a specialist 

who moved from pod to pod, Teacher 14 was able to comment on the how and why 

some teams experienced difficulties working together (i.e., “It can be extremely 

difficult if, for some reason, your team can't work [such as] where there's a conflict; 

where there are different work ethics; and where there's constant change. [If] the 

group isn't stable it doesn't work because everything has to be redone and renewed all 

the time”). However, Teacher 14 observed that she was able to work well with other 

people in the team (i.e., “People seem to click; they seem to be willing to compromise 

and to talk and be flexible”). She also felt that she was able to support the other 

teachers in the team when reporting on the unit (i.e., [In] “our curriculum area 

reporting…I keep all my documented results and anecdotals and checklists… to 

support their reporting process at the end of the term”). 

 

When talking about collaborative planning, Teacher 14 commented about the 

time challenges that teams faced when planning (i.e., “It was very difficult to learn to 

plan collaboratively within time constraints”). However, she felt that her current team 

were using their planning time more effectively (i.e., “This pod does it better. It gets a 

couple of people in charge of it and then presents it, and then bounces it off and then 

it goes forward…Other pods don't, they use everybody and …it is so much harder to 

get consensus or get an idea or one thought or one idea up and running that it 

becomes unwieldy”). Teacher 14 also felt that, as a team, they had sufficient time to 

plan (i.e., “We have got the time in here. The fact that the school gives us that two 

hour block of time…without interruption is just totally invaluable”).  
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Teacher 20 

Teacher 20 was a newly qualified teacher and had been trained in a (specialist middle 

school) program. She also had a degree in information technology. Initially, Teacher 

20 had been given a 12-month contract as the information technology specialist in the 

middle school. However, after the school’s census date (week 3), she had been 

reassigned to this team in week 5 as one of the core teachers on a 6-month contract. 

At the end of June, this contract was extended to the end of the year. Table 4.15 is the 

ranked concept list showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 

20’s interview data as determined by the software program Leximancer™. 

 

 
 
Figure 4.14: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 20. 
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Table 4.15. 
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 20 

Concept Absolute 
Count 

 teacher  15 
 teaching  13 
 planning  11 
 team  10 
 time  9 
 experience  9 
 working  9 
 rich-task  8 
 teachers 8 
 collaborative  7 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 20’s interview identified Planning as the largest 

and most central theme and teacher as the most frequently occurring concept within 

the text (see Figure 4.14 and Table 4.15). The concept teacher shows a high 

relatedness to the concepts experience, teaching, planning and collaborative. The 

smaller isolated theme Collaborative does not have any overlap with the main theme 

Planning. However, the concept collaborative does show a high relatedness to the 

concepts teacher and planning. Teacher 20’s talk revolved around her negative 

perceptions of her current level of experience and ability to contribute to the team.  

 

As Teacher 20 had not been in the pod from the beginning of the year, much of 

the planning for Term 1 had been completed prior to her joining the team (i.e., “The 

ball was rolling when I came in [and so] I didn't really get a chance to sit down and 

plan [because] the planning was done by the experienced teachers”). Not being 

involved in the initial planning process left Teacher 20 feeling isolated from the team 

(i.e., “I feel like that I am more flying solo, doing things a lot for myself, or just 

following what I have been handed”). These comments are supported by the lack of 

connectivity between the concepts team and teacher on the map (see Figure 4.14). 

However, Teacher 20 was looking forward to being involved in the planning next 

term (i.e., “Next term we have actually set planning time aside for collaborative 

planning [for the] rich-task”).  
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Teacher 20 felt confident that she would be able to plan and support others in 

the team. However, she felt that lack of prior experience in a middle school during 

her preservice training was a disadvantage (i.e., “I didn't get the opportunity to work 

in a middle school during my prac[ticum]s [and so] the only collaborative planning 

that I did was with my supervising teachers”). Furthermore, Teacher 20 saw that, as a 

newly qualified teacher, she did need support from the other more experienced 

teachers in the team (i.e., “I mean support is a big thing being a new teacher, I 

probably feel like I need more support [working in a middle school] than had I been 

an experienced teacher but...I am a professional [and] so I have to do my part”). 

However, despite her lack of experience, Teacher 20 did report feeling quite 

confident that she was able to contribute to the planning process and support the other 

teachers in the team (i.e., “I am quite capable to plan and support and work together 

in a team to make sure that the whole planning structure is done”).  

 

Teacher 20, a newly qualified teacher, sought advice and help from other 

teachers with more experience from within and outside the pod (i.e., “I am going 

outside the pod to get assistance with that because I believe that if you have got 

someone with the knowledge and the experience then draw from it rather than make 

the same mistakes”). Teacher 20 felt that it was her newness to the profession that 

created a sense of hierarchy within the pod and her need to ask for reassurance about 

what she was teaching (i.e., “That may be just because I am a new teacher. If I had 

experience then may be not [because] it's just a personal feeling that they have got the 

experience and so I...look to them for guidance”). Furthermore, Teacher 20 felt the 

need to report back to the other teachers (i.e., “I always report back to the other 

teachers in the pod [to]…make sure we are teaching the same content”) 

 

Teacher 20 noted that there were benefits in teaching with other teachers in a 

team (i.e., “Drawing on other people's experience, knowledge and expertise”; “Being 

able to ask for others' help”; “Having other people around and getting the support 

from others; “It can ease the workload a bit because we are not all planning the same 
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thing”). However, she also saw time as the major challenge to being able to capitalise 

on the advantages of working as a team (i.e., “Having the time to sit down and do it 

and plan it”). Teacher 20 also felt that not being with the team from the beginning of 

the year made it difficult for her to manage within the team (i.e., “Coming in after 

week 5 and having to help students with problems that I hadn't been familiarised with 

myself was a bit of an issue”). 

 

Time appeared to be a challenge in various areas for Teacher 20 (i.e., “Time is 

always an issue as far as the content you have to get through in specific amount of 

time”). Furthermore, as a newly qualified teacher, Teacher 20 was struggling with the 

day-to-day realities of teaching (i.e., “I am just sort of just trying to keep my head 

above water and that sort of thing”). Teacher 20 also saw the problems she was 

having with behaviour management also relating to time and gaining experience as a 

teacher (i.e., “The only issue that I have is behaviour management…but I think that 

that is just an experience thing and that that will come with time and as I learn new 

behaviour management strategies”). 

 

Teacher 7 

Teacher 7 was a newly qualified teacher and had been offered a 6-week contract to 

replace Teacher 21 at the beginning of Term 3. This was her first teaching 

assignment. As one of the core members of the team, Teacher 7 was keen to be 

involved in the study and was in Term 3, Week 4. The timing of this interview meant 

that Teacher 7 had the same amount of experience in the pod as other teachers at the 

time of their interviews. After the initial short contract, Teacher 21 was offered a 

further contract for the remainder of the year. Instead, she accepted a similar contract 

offered at a traditional high school. Teacher 7 had a Bachelor of Arts with honours 

and had then completed a PhD in English literature. She had done a postgraduate 

degree in education, specialising in English and history. Figure 4.15 is the 

Leximancer map of Teacher 7’s interview data. Table 4.16 is the ranked concept list 

showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 7’s interview data as 

determined by the software program Leximancer™. 
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Figure 4.15: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 7. 
 

Table 4.16. 
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 7 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 teacher  24 
 team  21 
 school  15 
 time  12 
 week  11 
 teaching  10 
 teachers  10 
 work  9 
 problem  9 
 literacy  9 
 term  7 
 students  6 
 lesson  6 
 contract  5 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 7’s interview identified Teacher as the largest and 

most central theme and teacher as the most frequently occurring concept within the 

text (see Figure 4.15 and Table 4.16). The concept teacher shows a high relatedness 

to the concepts week, lesson, time, school, and contract.  Within the smaller 

overlapping theme Team, the concept team shows a high relatedness to the concepts 



 137

teaching and problem. The high frequency of these concepts reflects Teacher 7’s 

attitude towards her position as a contact teacher within the team and the challenges 

she was dealing with.  

 

Teacher 7 was concerned about the number of changes to staff within the team. 

Particularly, she felt that some staffing decisions made by administration were 

exacerbating the problem (i.e., “There have been “some strange administrative 

decisions with the positions in the pod which don't help at all to get coherency in the 

pod”).  She also felt that these changes were negatively affecting students’ learning 

and, even when she was sick, was reluctant to take time off (i.e., “I really felt I could 

not come in but I'd did anyway because I know that that would be even more time 

wasted and the kids wouldn't get through what they would need to”). Teacher 7 

observed that the ability of the pod to function effectively was based on the 

organisational structures and support of the whole-school administration (i.e., “The 

team [is] not being able to function well because it's a subsystem of the larger school 

and it's dependent on the school functioning well. I can see external factors outside of 

the team influencing how the team is able to function… It really does impinge on the 

ability of the team to work well”). Furthermore, Teacher 7 felt that the teachers in the 

team were not being supported by the administration. She felt that this lack of support 

was, in part, due to the high number of teachers on contracts and the high turnover of 

staff in the pod (i.e., “I don't feel like I am a professional in this school at all. I am not 

convinced that…the other teachers feel like they are treated as professionals either. I 

feel that that is a lot to do with the contract positions and high turnover of staff”). She 

also saw the high turnover of staff affecting the functioning of the team (i.e., It 

“doesn't work if you've got a high turnover in staff and you have got different people 

coming in all the time…That is a huge problem in the pod. There's just not 

consistency amongst the staff”). 

 

Teacher 7 commented that there were not clear roles assigned to members in the 

team (i.e., “Another problem here with this is the delineation in roles. Even though 

it's meant to be a collaborative team environment there need to be people who are…in 
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charge of certain areas”). Furthermore, she expressed frustration at coming in as the 

literacy specialist at the beginning of Term 3 and not having any planning done in her 

area (i.e., “They are not planning collaborative units. I cannot understand how I can 

walk in at the beginning of third term at the end of week one and there is still no 

planning for the subjects that I am meant to be teaching. Not a thing apart from 

scribbles on a piece of paper”). Furthermore, she did feel that there was sufficient 

time for the team to plan (i.e., “There is ample time because we have three hours 

[each week]. You could certainly plan large chunks of your unit every week 

effectively if it [team planning time] was utilised correctly”). 

 

As a newly qualified teacher, Teacher 7 found the time challenges she was 

facing in the pod to have more to do with the lack of team planning rather than her 

lack of experience as a teacher (i.e., “It would be difficult in any school as a 

beginning teacher. You would always have that time pressure but here…with no 

planning having been done at all”). Teacher 7 found it difficult to understand how, 

when there were specific planning sessions, that all the term’s planning had not been 

done (i.e., “I don't understand if it's meant to be a collaborative environment and there 

was meant to be this timetabling of collaborative planning sessions…I think that this 

is an indication that these planning sessions are not working as they should be”). 

Furthermore, Teacher 7 felt that the whole-team planning meetings were “hijacked” 

by student behaviour issues (i.e., “It's not bitching ... just a collective moaning…but 

that is not productive”; and “I have noticed that some of the team members tend to 

take over those [meetings] and say I have had this problem with this student and then 

45 minutes later they are still discussing this teacher’s problems with that particular 

student”).  

 

Teacher 7 remarked that she was aware of the rules and procedures that had 

been put in place at the beginning of the year (i.e., “We have got the classroom rules 

which we are all aware of, the respect for learning”). However, she was concerned 

about the lack of consistency in implementing these rules across all classes (i.e., “I 

don't think there is consistency among the teachers and I think that that is a real 
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problem [and] there needs to be that consistency and things need to be reinforced by 

all teachers”).  

 

Teacher 7 also commented that she did not feel supported or part the team (i.e., 

“They know that I am not here for very long so the support structures aren't there and 

there is no real need to put them in place for me”). However, she did feel that this 

lack of support, in part, was due to the fact that she was a contract teacher and that 

the more permanent teachers perceived her as a “transient” rather than part of the 

team for the remainder of the year (i.e., “That could be another symptom of me being 

a contract teacher and the thought that I won't be here for long. However, they didn't 

realise that at the beginning. They thought I was going to be here till the end of the 

year”). This lack of support was further evidenced when Teacher 7 planned the 

literacy unit for the team. Another newly qualified teacher, without literacy 

experience, was seeking a lot more support than Teacher 7 was able to provide (i.e., 

“She actually feels that she needs lesson plans. I don't have time to be writing up 

explicit lesson plans”). Teacher 7 commented that teachers were having difficulty in 

teaching across the curriculum where they were not experienced or trained in other 

areas (i.e., “I feel like I'm trying to get resources ready for her and…tried to lay out 

this is what you have to do in this lesson explicitly whereas if she was actually a 

literacy teacher it would be easy”). 

 

With three newly qualified teachers in the team, all on contracts, Teacher 7 felt 

that it was difficult to get the support that she needed (i.e., “The situation is that so 

many people are so overwrought, so caught up in trying to get their own things done 

which they need to do, that there is not a lot left over to help other people”). 

However, she did comment that all teachers in the team appeared to be experiencing 

the same difficulties (i.e., “It's because of the situation that we are in this term, and 

everyone keeps saying that this term is the worst that they have encountered so 

far….It's just an unfortunate situation. We are surviving day to day. So, longer term 

goals like what can happen next week a kind of out of the question”). 
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Teacher 7 perceived a number of benefits that were derived from working in a 

team (i.e., “The students…don't have a harassed teacher in the room [because] there 

was somebody else there and you could defray that situation before it came to [a blow 

up]”; “The kids aren't able to identify which teacher they gave such a hard time to in 

that lesson and all they see is that there was control in the class”; “It should reduce 

your workloads”;  and “The emotional support in the classroom”).  

 

Teacher 7 had definite views of what team teaching should look like (i.e., “It is 

usually based on a pretty good personal relationship...they can actually go into the 

classroom and… they have a rough idea of what they are doing, but you would jump 

in and help where you can or, if the other person is particularly good in another area, 

then that's their bit…It's not too formally…you can play off each other”).  

 

Teacher 7 was not enjoying working within the team environment (i.e., “I can't 

say that I do enjoy it. I actually thought that coming into it, it would minimise the 

stress and reduce the work and if anything that has not been the case at all”). 

Furthermore, she felt that as a high school trained teacher, specialising in literacy, 

that she wanted to teach senior classes rather than middle school (i.e., “I am trained to 

teach senior classes and that's what I have a need to do”).  

 

Teacher 5 

Teacher 5 was a newly qualified teacher, had been trained in a traditional primary 

program and had majored in special education. She had been given a 12-month 

contract and was the learning support teacher for this pod. Although Teacher 5 also 

taught in one other pod, the majority of her work was supporting students and 

teachers within this pod. Furthermore, her workstation was in this pod’s staffroom. 

Figure 4.16 is the Leximancer map of Teacher 5’s interview data. Table 4.17 is the 

ranked concept list showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 5’s 

interview data as determined by the software program Leximancer™. 
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Figure 4.16: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 5. 
 

Table 4.17.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 5 

 
Concept  Absolute 

Count 
 team  25 
 students  16 
 support  10 
 environment  9 
  collaborative  9 
 working  8 
 work  7 
 school  7 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 5’s interview identified Team and Support as the 

pivotal themes within the text. “Team” is the largest and most centrally located theme 

and the most frequently occurring concept (see Figure 4.16 and Table 4.17). There is 

a slight overlap between the two main themes and the concept support is almost 

encapsulated within both themes. This overlap is reflective of Teacher 5’s position 

within the team as the special education teacher. She saw her role as giving support to 

the team, and the majority of her work involved establishing a collaborative working 

environment with all other members of the team. However, at this point in the year, 

Teacher 5 recognised that their team was still in the forming stage of its development 
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(i.e., “I don't feel like I have that relationship with the other teachers yet. I pulled a 

student up the other day with one of the beginning teachers and I said to her [the 

teacher] afterwards, that I hoped she didn't mind me doing that”). 

 

Teacher 5 saw her role in the team was “to support others within a collaborative 

environment.” She further stated that she enjoyed “working in a collaborative 

environment” and that the team “usually sort of sit down each afternoon and talk 

about the day and what tomorrow is going to bring, all the planning is done together, 

we all work together throwing in ideas.” Teacher 5 could also see advantages in 

working collaboratively (i.e., “You share the planning…you are sharing the students 

and so there is support there...we are all working to the same goals…[and] it is a great 

role model for [students] to see their teachers working as a team”). She also 

recognised the support that was gained from working closely together (i.e., “We tend 

to watch out for each other” and “I definitely feel supported by the other members of 

the team”). Teacher 5 commented that she felt the support that was demonstrated in 

the team was due to level of communication between members of the team (i.e., “The 

communication is what is great in the team, it makes the support happen”).  

 

Teacher 5 felt that, although she was aware of her objectives as a learning 

support teacher within the team (i.e., “I have a leadership role with the students that I 

look after in the pod and…where there are problems…the other teachers come to 

me”), as a whole, the team still lacked direction (i.e., “I think that the team will have 

clear goals [in time]”).  

 

Combined data for Team 1, School B  

In a subsidiary set of analyses, tags for each teacher were applied to the complete data 

set for Team 1. Given the complex circumstances in the pod, tagging the data set 

provided the means to extract more information on each teacher’s focus within their 

interviews. However, the large number of teachers within the data set (9) cluttered the 

map with tags, which became difficult to interpret. Therefore, it was decided to 

remove the tags. Figure 4.17 is the Leximancer map of all members of Team 1’s 
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interview data showing 100% of concepts and core thematic size at 68%. The theme 

size was manipulated (i.e., the number of themes represented on the map) until there 

were a minimum of four themed circles. This number of themes is consistent with the 

analysis of data for Team 1, School A. Many of the concepts deleted for individual 

teachers were also deleted for the whole-team data set. Also, many of the merged 

concepts for individual teachers were merged for the whole-team data set (see Table 

4.8). The high frequency use of inconsequential words such as “think,” “feel,” “sort,” 

and “lot” and the use of words such as “team” and “pod” interchangeably by most 

teachers made this editing necessary. Figure 4.17 is the Leximancer map of Team 1’s 

combined interview data. Table 4.18 is the ranked concept list showing the absolute 

count of concept occurrences of Team 1’s combined interview data as determined by 

the software program Leximancer™. 

 

 
 
Figure 4.17: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts and 
teacher tags as determined by the software program Leximancer™ for all of 
Team 1, School B.  
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Table 4.18.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Team 1, School B 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 teachers  239 
 team  205 
 middle-school  114 
 time  106 
 year  99 
 students  98 
 teaching  83 
 work  77 
 working  77 
 support  61 
 planning  61 
 environment  55 
 rich-task  42 
 problem  35 
 

The combined analysis of data reemphasised the main foci for the whole team 

(i.e., Teachers, Working, Team, and Rich tasks). Teachers was the largest and most 

central theme as well as being the most frequently occurring concept (see Figure 4.17 

and Table 4.18). The concept teacher shows a high relatedness to the concepts, team, 

work, middle school, and year. The concept working shows a high relatedness to the 

concepts teachers, team, environment, and work. The smaller, outlying concept of 

rich-task shows a high relatedness to the concepts teachers, year, and team.  

 

This cohort of teachers can be broken up into three groups: (a) experienced 

teachers who were permanent staff (i.e., Teacher 10, Teacher 11, and Teacher 18); (b) 

the specialist teachers attached to the pod (i.e., Teacher 5, and Teacher 14); and (c) 

the newly qualified teachers (i.e., Teacher 2, Teacher 7, teacher 20, and Teacher 21). 

All of the teachers in the newly qualified teachers’ group were on a contract except 

for Teacher 21. Teacher 5 was also a newly qualified teacher. Each group appeared to 

have particular foci that dominated their talk. 
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The common focus in the experienced teachers’ talk related to the need for 

stability of staff in a team and for newly qualified teachers, or teachers new to a 

middle school, to have some prior experience or training in teaming and an 

understanding of middle school philosophies. This was considered a critical element 

if a team was to function effectively. All of the experienced teachers had been at the 

school for at least one year and had all been in a dysfunctional team in the previous 

year. All of these teachers considered that it would be beneficial for newly qualified 

teachers to be trained in “how to team” effectively. They also considered that some 

preservice training within a middle school teaching team would better prepare newly 

qualified teachers to work within a middle school environment. All of the 

experienced teachers in this team also considered that some of the organisational 

structures of the school (i.e., doing rich-tasks) added to the pressures of teaching. 

 

Both of the specialist teachers’ talk focused positively on the collaborative 

nature of working in a team and the associated benefits. However, both teachers 

acknowledged the time challenges in planning collaboratively. As specialists that 

supported the work of the core teachers in the team, both of these teachers felt 

supported by other team members and felt that they were able to support others well 

within this environment. 

 

The newly qualified teachers’ talk focused on their lack of experience as 

teachers and how that affected their ability to plan and organise themselves 

effectively. Three of these teachers (Teacher 7, Teacher 20, and Teacher 21) 

complained that they did not have support structures in place and, for the most part, 

were on their own. Teacher 2, although still within her first year of teaching, had 

some prior experience at the school and appeared to be better able to cope within the 

existing team structure. Concerns about planning effectively as a team was a 

dominant thread through this data set. These teachers found their lack of experience, 

lack of training in how to plan collaboratively, and the team’s inability to use 

common planning time well all contributed to them not being able to plan effectively. 

Three of these four teachers (Teacher 2, Teacher 7, and Teacher 20) were on 
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contracts and had not been in the team either from the beginning of the year or for the 

whole year. At times, each of these three teachers felt that they were not “part of the 

team.”  

 

School C 
The timetable for this school was run like a more traditional high school (i.e., 8 

separate classes per day), and teams were not allocated any common planning time 

within their weekly schedule. Furthermore, the middle school (Years 7-9) had 

different starting and finishing times to the senior school (Years 10-12). This 

arrangement was problematic for teachers within teams as it effectively extended the 

contact hours of some teachers from 8.00 am to 3.40 pm making before or after 

school meetings difficult. It should also be noted that there was an expectation among 

staff that if they were based and predominantly taught middle school classes one year, 

the next year they would be based and predominantly teaching senior classes. 

 

Team 1, School C 
This team consisted of four core teachers as well as a special education teacher who 

worked predominantly with students in this pod. This pod consisted of approximately 

110 students divided into four Year 9 classes. The team could be described as the 

“stable” team as all of the four core teachers were permanent teachers and were in the 

pod for the whole year. Three of the four teachers were experienced teachers having 

between 4 and 11 years teaching experience. The other core teacher had graduated in 

July, 2004 and, as she was still in her first year of teaching, was considered to be a 

new graduate. Three of the four core teachers had been trained in traditional high 

school programs. One of the core teachers had been primary trained in New Zealand. 

Furthermore, the two science/maths teachers had obtained science degrees prior to 

their teaching qualification. The other two core teachers specialised in English and 

SOSE. The special education teacher had been trained in a traditional primary 

program and had 17 years teaching experience. She was on long service leave for 

Term 1, 2005 but was in the pod for the remainder of the year.  
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Each teacher’s interview responses contained elements of their differences in 

expectations for the coming year and experience in teaming. For ease of analysis and 

explanation, all teacher in this team are referred to as “she”, although two of the five 

teachers were male. Table 4.19 outlines the deleted and merged concepts, the degree 

of map rotation necessary for the concept team to lay on the left horizontal axis, and 

whether learned concepts and themes were stable on the maps created and used for 

analysis. 

 
Table 4.19.  
Table of deleted and merged concepts, map rotation, and map stability for Team 
1, School C 

Teacher Deleted concepts Merged concepts Rotation  
Stability of 

Concepts   Themes 

6 feel, pretty, stuff, sort, 
terms, give 

learning/support 198° Yes Yes 

12 feel, think Teachers/staff, pod/team, text/books 155° Yes Yes 

13 feel, guess, think  pod/team, middle/school 96° Yes Yes 

16 feel, sort, think, umm Teachers/staff, pod/team  140° Yes Yes 

17 feel, sort, think teacher/person, teachers/people 153° Yes Yes 

Whole 
Team 

feel, think, sort, lot, 
stuff, terms 

teacher/teachers/staff, pod/team, 
middle/school, kids/students 128° Yes Yes 

 

Teacher 13 

Teacher 13 was a permanent teacher and was one of the core teachers in the pod. She 

was a science/home economics specialist and also taught the “advanced” Year 9 

maths class within the pod. Teacher 13 was also the Head of Curriculum (HOC) for 

the whole of the middle school. This additional responsibility meant that she did not 

have as heavy a teaching load as the other three core teachers in the pod. Figure 4.18 

is the Leximancer map of Teacher 13’s interview data. Table 4.20 is the ranked 

concept list showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 13’s 

interview data as determined by the software program Leximancer™. 
 



 148 

 
Figure 4.18: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 13. 
 

Table 4.20.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher  

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 team  25 
 time  18 
 working  13 
 curriculum  11 
 work  10 
 middle-school  10 
 students  10 
 support  8 
 planning  8 
 teaching  7 
 science  7 
 teachers  6 
 maths  6 
 collaborative  5 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 13’s interview data identified Team and 

Curriculum as the pivotal themes within the text (see Figure 4.18). Team is the most 

centrally located theme and is also the most frequently occurring concept (see Table 

4.20). The concept team shows a high relatedness to the concepts time, students, 

teachers, and working. There is considerable overlap between the two main themes 

Team and Curriculum. The concept curriculum shows a high relatedness to the 
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concepts time, middle school, work, and planning.  As the HOD for the pod as well as 

the middle years’ coordinator for the school, Teacher 13’s talk was very focused 

around the curriculum goals that they were implementing as a school and how, as a 

team, they were attempting to meet these curriculum goals.  

 

The smaller, outlying theme of Support appears disconnected to the rest of 

Teacher 13’s talk. However, this lack of connectivity is because Teacher 13 talked 

about support in many different contexts (i.e., “I am in charge of learning support”; 

“the support that I offer is not cross curricular”; “I am after their support when it 

comes to preparing either activities or assessment”). Teacher 13 also stated that she 

would like “more support from the science/maths teachers outside the pod [because] 

I am teaching outside of my specialist area, I am teaching maths.” Teacher 13 was 

also able to report where she would go for support in particular areas (i.e., “If it was 

about the school or about the curriculum I would ask [T16]. If it was about certain 

groups of kids I would ask [T16]. If it was particular to English or SOSE I would ask 

[T6]”). It should be noted that Teacher 13 did not mention Teacher 12 as someone 

she would seek support from even though Teacher 12 taught the same curriculum 

areas. However, she did state she had a “responsibility to share everything” (i.e., 

resources relating to her teaching areas) and that Teacher 12 “does the same back.” It 

should also be noted that Teacher 12 was a newly qualified teacher and was new to 

the school. 

 

Within the theme Curriculum, much of Teacher 13’s talk reflected the 

challenges they faced as a team planning the work within the time frames required 

(i.e., “There is never enough time. I would much prefer to see in your timetable one 

of your spares is some core teacher planning time…there's not really been adequate 

time given for preparing in…curriculum groups”). Furthermore, Teacher 13 

commented on the difficulties of finding time to meet together as a team because of 

extracurricular commitments and because each teacher was working to a different 

timetable across both the middle school and senior school campuses (i.e., “Unless the 

time is allocated for planning together then it doesn’t happen….We may say that we 
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will all meet at lunchtime but it’s not really going to happen because T16 coaches 

football or you just need to help a student”). Furthermore, Teacher 13 could see the 

potential benefits in working much more collaboratively. However, at this point she 

felt that the team needed common planning time to do more than they were currently 

able (i.e., “But it would be nicer if you could do it [plan and work together] more and 

if you had the collaborative planning time you could”).  

 

When questioned about her role in the pod, Teacher 13 acknowledged that she 

had two roles. One in her position as the head of middle schooling and one as a core 

teacher and HOD within the pod (i.e., “For me that means I’m in charge of middle 

schooling programs [and I am] one of the core teachers in this team”). However, she 

did not see teaching particular curriculum areas within an interdisciplinary team as 

part of her “role” (i.e., “I don't even see the fact that I do maths/science as part of my 

role. I just see it as my job”). Furthermore, she did not see her position as HOD as 

placing her in a position of authority within the team (i.e., “We are all just teachers 

and we are all just doing it together”).  Teacher 13 also talked about her 

responsibilities as the head of middle schooling and the new curriculum the school 

was attempting to implement (i.e., “My goal for the whole middle school…. is that 

we need to align our assessment…[so] that the assessment sits well with the way that 

the curriculum has been designed”). 

 

Although the team did not appear to be working collaboratively in many areas 

(i.e., “I do feel that we work together with some things, cross curricular not a lot but 

we still have the conversations about what the unit is about”). Teacher 13 could see 

benefits for students where teachers work together in a team (i.e., “We do talk about 

students and student behaviour and concerns that we have…. because we have the 

same group of students that kind of thing is probably more what we do… You are all 

really like a little united team and so I think that the benefits for the students are 

definitely there”).  Furthermore, Teacher 13 commented on the improved curriculum 

that was developed for students when teachers worked together (i.e., “You get better 

ideas and you get the depth of ideas….You also get a check on the work that you are 
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preparing because sometimes you will think that students can handle this or they will 

cope with that and then somebody else looks at it” [and knows that it is too difficult]). 

Teacher 13 also commented on the positive role model that the team were giving 

students (i.e., “It is wonderful for the students because they get to see…adults 

working together well and if you're a kid from a dysfunctional family you don't see 

that”).  

 
Teacher 13 did not feel that they had specific goals as a team. However, she did 

report on curriculum goals that were in place for the whole school as well as for the 

team (i.e., “We have unit outlines that have been prepared which follow our 

curriculum strategy…so when we have our unit plans I guess they are a series of 

goalposts…that would constitute our goals”).  

 

Teacher 13 also found that working from the same staffroom meant that, as a 

team, they had the time to have quick conversations about students and resolve issues 

throughout the day (i.e., “That can be a reasonably quick conversation, you know, it’s 

not a big planning curriculum kind of thing. It can be a “hey, I have moved so and so 

do you think that is alright, she’s a bit chatty”).  

 
Teacher 13 commented on the challenges of the continuing growth of staff 

numbers in a new school without an established culture (i.e., There is “continuing 

growth in staff numbers and new people all the time. You have always got new ‘kids’ 

on the block so to speak and so you have not got an established culture here yet”).  

 

Teacher 6 

Teacher 6 was a permanent teacher and was one of the core teachers in the pod. 

Although she had 4 years previous teaching experience, this was her first year in the 

school. She was an English/SOSE specialist and was currently undertaking her 

masters in learning support. Figure 4.19 is the Leximancer map of Teacher 6’s 

interview data. Table 4.21 is the ranked concept list showing the absolute count of 

concept occurrences of Teacher 6’s interview data as determined by the software 

program Leximancer™. 
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Figure 4.19: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 6. 
 

Table 4.21.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 6 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 time  15 
 kids  13 
 team  12 
 school  11 
 support  10 
 teachers  9 
 working  9 
 teaching  8 
 classes  6 
 talk  5 
 common  5 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 6’s interview data identified Kids and Team as the 

pivotal themes within the text (see Figure 4.19). Although Kids is the largest and 

most centrally located theme, time is the most frequently occurring concept (see 

Table 4.21). The concept kids shows a high relatedness to the concepts teacher, 

school, and classes. Teacher 6 had just completed her “rural service” and compared 
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how she worked with kids and other teachers at her previous school to her work in 

her current team.   

 

Due to the size of the school, Teacher 6 was finding it difficult to get to know 

many of the other teachers outside her team (i.e., “It is hard enough remembering the 

kids’ names that you have got to teach let alone all the teachers themselves…it is so 

spread out and there is only 6 or 7 [teachers] in a pod at most, and there's 90 odd staff 

members”). Also, as a new staff member, Teacher 6 found having small pod staff 

rooms were isolating when it came to getting to know other staff (i.e., “We had a 

common staffroom for more of the teachers, [and] you wouldn't have so much 

trouble. You would be able to at least ‘face recognise’ them”). However, she did not 

find this isolation affecting her ability to communicate with other subject specialists 

in the school (i.e., “I am pretty confident in my knowledge base in terms of what I 

can deliver to the kids… and there is communication like once a week… in terms of 

where we find out what other teachers are up to and what we are expected to do”). 

She also attributed not getting to know the other teachers to School C being a “city” 

school and not living and socialising with the other teachers (i.e., It “is a city 

school…[and] you have your own lives as opposed to the country areas where you 

are a pretty much intertwined with everyone else”). Furthermore, Teacher 6 found 

that the potential for conflict was less in School C because of its size (i.e., “You 

might have issues with someone and because you’re pretty much in their face the 

whole time, it just gets very quickly on people's nerves. As opposed to here where 

you can just get out of here once school finishes….The chances of seeing them 

outside of school is Buckley's and none”). Furthermore, Teacher 6 stated that she 

hasn't “noticed any of that [tension amongst staff] going on here”).  

 

The concept time is talked about in a variety contexts (i.e., “Over the unit time”; 

“I've got plenty of time”; “planning time”; “special set aside time”; “we just make the 

time”; “all the time”; “I have given them time”) resulting in its high frequency. 

Furthermore, within Teacher 6’s talk, time is the most central topic. Talk surrounding 

the concepts kids and time referred to the challenges Teacher 6 was finding in the 
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program structure of the school and the difficulties that students were having in 

completing tasks on time (i.e., “I have given them time because of the different things 

that have come up in the school and because they have had problems with printing 

and so on”).  

 

Teacher 6 found that there was enough planning time throughout the day to 

communicate with the other teachers she was working with (i.e., “There is that 

freedom of being able to communicate quite readily anyway and there is enough 

planning time during lunchtime”). However, Teacher 6 commented on the challenges 

of teaching the diverse group of students at the school and teaching the content 

within the allotted time (i.e., “My teaching style is different in classes….[One] class 

prefers content-based, you know, just writing off the board…and then other classes 

might be more hands-on and so you have got to really shape what you do to suit 

those….I have been told that these are the common elements, this is what you've got 

to cover, and make sure you have covered these sort of ideas over the unit time”).   

 

With matching subjects and timetables, Teacher 6 had the opportunity to 

collaboratively teach with two of the other teachers in the pod. However, she saw the 

benefits for team teaching classes in middle school relating to support with behaviour 

management (i.e., “The lower grades... yes because with the younger kids the 

behaviour management leaves a lot to be desired at times, so it [team teaching] 

worked in terms of that”; and “The team teaching or things that we do collaboratively 

is in the behaviour management side of things”). Nevertheless, Teacher 6 saw team 

teaching as more sharing of resources with the other teachers in the team rather than 

joint curriculum delivery (i.e., When “team teaching we share ideas and stuff like 

that”).  

 

When questioned about her role within the team, Teacher 6 listed off the routine 

tasks that all teachers had to do for their individual home room classes. However, she 

was not able to identify a specific role that she had within the team that assisted the 

functioning of the team (i.e., “We have all been given separate sort of roles to do. In 
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the morning the routines that we have to go through …. the collection of rolls, [the] 

collection of notices, [the] printing out of notices for the kids, and stuff like that”). 

 

Within the theme Team, the concepts working and classes are highly related to 

the concept team. Teacher 6’s talk revolved around how, as a team, they were 

working towards common goals and outcomes for their various classes (i.e., “They 

[our classes] have some end of term culminating activities and things are that you are 

supposed to be working towards and the team's goals are working towards that”). 

Teacher 6 also saw that having this common goal created a consistency in the team 

(i.e., “There is a consistency there in a team approach. There are two people that are 

working roughly in the same direction… The students aren't all over the place and 

you're not all over the place”).  

 

Teacher 17 

Teacher 17 was an experienced teacher who had been trained in a traditional primary 

program as a special education teacher. She had been in School C for one year and 

did learning support with all of the teachers in the team in their middle and senior 

school classes. She also worked with other teachers throughout the school but worked 

primarily with Team 1 and was based in their staffroom (i.e., “I feel more attached to 

this pod because I work more with these students and my desk is within this 

staffroom”). Figure 4.20 is the Leximancer map of Teacher 17’s interview data. Table 

4.22 is the ranked concept list showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of 

Teacher 17’s interview data as determined by the software program Leximancer™. 
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Figure 4.20: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 17.  
 

Table 4.22.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 17 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 teachers  38 
 work  15 
 school  14 
 teaching  14 
 students  14 
 time  13 
 support  13 
 pod  13 
 team  10 
 year  10 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 17’s interview data identified Teachers, Students, 

and Time as the pivotal themes within the text (see Figure 4.20). Teachers is the 

largest and most centrally located theme as well as being the most frequently 

occurring concept (see Table 4.22). The concept teachers shows a high relatedness to 

the concepts teaching, support, work, school, and students. Teacher 17 examined all 

aspects of her work in relation to her work as a learning support teacher, teaching 
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students in the school (i.e., “I have collaboratively taught in a team teaching situation 

throughout my career…but even more so now do learning support”). 

 

With a positive attitude to team teaching and a lot of prior experience as a 

primary teacher working in a team teaching situation, Teacher 17 was able to identify 

many benefits in working collaboratively (i.e., “The ability for the teachers to share 

ideas”; “To see other people's behaviour management skills”; “Even things that they 

can see that are negative, then they learn from that also”; “It gives you a chance to 

watch the kids…the way that they react to other people, so you learn more about the 

children…when there is somebody else teaching”; “If you are not feeling up to par 

that day, or it is not clicking for you that day, the other teacher can take that main 

part of the lesson and vice versa”; and “You learn more about yourself. You learn 

more about your teaching partner”). Teacher 17 stated that she felt that team teaching 

was a “win-win situation.” Furthermore, she noted that there were benefits for 

students when teachers worked together (i.e., The students “will get different things 

from teacher A and different things from teacher B”; and “It's a win-win situation for 

students because if they don't get along with one teacher they may get along with the 

teaching partner”). Teacher 17 also observed that teachers working together were a 

good role model for students (i.e., “Students can see how you [the other teacher] can 

get along with this person. You know, the teacher that they don't get along with and 

so they can see it from another perspective”).  

 

Teacher 17 could also see the potential barriers to teachers successfully 

teaching together (i.e., “Differences in their teaching philosophies, behaviour 

management approaches, class organisation”; “If the group is too big, too unwieldy”; 

and “Where teachers have very different levels of expertise, if one person is very 

bombastic”). Furthermore, Teacher 17 observed that, if a team had a limited number 

of members, even if the team was not cohesive, it could still work (i.e., “It would be 

easier to work with a group that was not cohesive if it was a small group because you 

can get around to them all”). However, Teacher 17 noted that teachers were 

professionals and that, although there were potential barriers to successfully team 
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teaching, “teachers should sort those things out quickly. After all, they are 

professionals.”  

 

Within her own position as the learning support teacher in the pod, Teacher 17 

found that her approach to adapting to the way that each classroom teacher was 

teaching avoided any potential conflict (i.e., “I tend to be a bit of a chameleon, I tend 

to take on what other people are doing at the time and I think that is probably why I 

enjoy being a support teacher because I can go with the flow a bit”). Furthermore, 

she saw that her position as a support teacher meant that other teachers saw her as a 

support and help in the classroom rather than someone they had to negotiate or plan 

with (i.e., “As a learning support teacher, I am welcome in the classroom and not 

seen as intruding into classes. I am seen as a help”). She also felt that giving support 

to other teachers was a give-and-take situation (i.e., “You get what you give. If you 

are prepared to support people and you are prepared to work with them they will 

support you”). 

 

Teacher 17 reported that they did have goals as a team (i.e., “We do have goals 

but they are probably generic…in that you probably want the best for the kids [and] 

you actually want to get the work done”). Also, as the support teacher within the pod, 

Teacher 17 was required to report back to individual teachers and the HOD regarding 

the progress of various students (i.e., “I report to individual teachers all the time 

about what's happening with their kids because they actually own the children that 

particular period of time…[and] I report to [T13]”).  

 

The smaller theme Time shows an overlap with the main theme Teachers. The 

concept time shows a high relatedness to the concepts teachers, teaching, work, and 

team. Teacher 17 observed that it was difficult for the core teachers in the team to 

team-teach because of a lack of common planning time (i.e., “The teachers who are 

actually team teaching together never get a chance to actually sit down and plan 

together, except if they make that time during their own lunchtime or after school”). 

Furthermore, she felt that the school’s expectation for teachers to work together as a 
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team without timetabled common planning time was putting additional pressure on 

teachers ( i.e., “There are time pressures placed on us because we are expected to 

work together and are not given time to do that sort of stuff”).  

 

Teacher 17 had very strong views about teachers teaching and working together 

(i.e., “I love team teaching…you learn so much more from the other person and you 

kind of feel that your ideas are more valued because there is somebody that actually is 

there physically to see you to do things and they take on some of your ideas and you 

take on some of their ideas”). Teacher 17’s final comment was “what really annoys 

me is when people belittle our profession because you can stuff up a whole 

generation of kids and I really feel very strongly about the fact that you are very 

lucky to be a teacher.” 

 

Teacher 12 

Teacher 12 was a newly qualified teacher and had taught on contract in Term 4, 2004. 

She was offered a permanent position in the school this year. Her specialist areas 

were both in the science strand. However, she was required to teach maths in the 

middle school as well as science. She also had several senior science classes and was 

working a larger load (due to teaching both middle and senior classes) than some of 

the other teachers in the team. Figure 4.21 is the Leximancer map of Teacher 12’s 

interview data. Table 4.23 is the ranked concept list showing the absolute count of 

concept occurrences of Teacher 12’s interview data as determined by the software 

program Leximancer™. 
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Figure 4.21: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 12.  
 

Table 4.23.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher12 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 teachers  33 
 middle-school  23 
 science  16 
 team  16 
 year  14 
 time  10 
 support  10 
 resources  10 
 maths  9 
 English  8 
 working  6 
 text-books  5 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 12’s interview data identified Teachers as the main 

theme within the text (see Figure 4.21) as well as the most frequently occurring 

concept (see Table 4.23). A smaller outlying theme Working contains only the 

concept working. However, theme size has to be reduced to 72% to increase the 

concepts encircled within the theme Working or increased to 98% to absorb the 

concept working into the main theme Teachers. The most frequently occurring 
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concept teachers shows a high relatedness to the concepts middle school, science, 

team, and resources. That is, Teacher 12’s talk revolved around her newness to 

middle schooling, to teaching, and her position as a science teacher within the team.  

 

Teacher 12 found being required to teach outside of her specialist teaching areas 

in the middle school was challenging (i.e., “I like to teach within my specialty 

areas…just because it is your comfort zone and you have the skills….You have 

interesting ideas and…you have been revisiting the topics every year”; “I am not 

trained in maths but I am teaching maths because it is a middle schooling pod and we 

have to”). She also commented that teaching outside of her specialist area required a 

lot more time to gather the resources necessary (i.e., “It's takes a lot of extra time for 

me to get resources [for maths] from elsewhere”). Furthermore, Teacher 12 attributed 

many of the challenges that she was facing when working within the middle school 

teaching team to the fact that she was a newly qualified teacher (i.e., “As a first year 

teacher,…I'm here until 5.30 every night and…I get here before 8.00 am…because 

there is a lot to do and I often take stuff home”). However, Teacher 12 found that 

when she was teaching in a more traditional setting and situated within a specialist 

staffroom that it was easier (i.e., “It was really good in the previous school where I 

was…with all other science teachers…It was really easy to share resources and 

discuss where all the classes were up to”).  

 

Although Teacher 12 reported enjoying the team that she was in (i.e., “It's a 

lovely staffroom and the pods are a lovely idea, so it reflects the middle schooling 

sense of community”), she did find that not having regular contact with other 

teachers in her specialist area was frustrating and, again, contributed to her difficulty 

in obtaining resources (i.e., “The only problem I have with these pods is the fact that 

I am so isolated from the other science teachers and maths teachers and so getting 

resources from them requires taking ten times more effort”). However, Teacher 12 

felt that any frustrations and additional work that Teacher 12 was experiencing, were 

justified by the perceived benefits that middle schooling offered students (i.e., “The 

fact that we are operating in middle schooling like this, I think it's great that the kids 
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have this environment where they can come into...and they know we are always here 

and it's sort of like that transition between primary and high so I think that it might be 

worth it”).  

 

As a newly qualified teacher, Teacher 12 talked a lot about needing support 

from other teachers in various areas including her curriculum areas, behaviour 

management, and teaching. She commented that she felt supported being in a middle 

school team by the other teachers and by the administration (i.e., “I have been able to 

talk with [T17] and [T13] a lot…about what went wrong [with my lesson], why 

didn’t that work, why was that so good. I think having that pod has been really good 

for me because I feel comfortable enough to say that [something] didn’t work as 

opposed to being worried that people would think I am a bad teacher if I come and 

say I had a bad lesson”).  

 

Although the concept resources was not one of most frequently occurring 

concepts, it co-occurred with nine of the twelve concepts identified in Teacher 12’s 

data. This high frequency of co-occurrence reflects of Teacher 12’s concerns about 

the challenges she was experiencing in obtaining sufficient teaching resources. Her 

concerns included a sense of frustration in being in an interdisciplinary staffroom 

(i.e., “It is frustrating trying to get in contact with other science teachers…to see 

where everyone is up to and to exchange resources”); her limited experience as a 

teacher resulting in a limited number of previous resources (i.e., “It's been really hard 

for my planning without resources [and] I don't have a lot of resources up my 

sleeve”); and the limited resources available within the school (i.e., “The resources 

available to me in this school are very limited”). 

 

Teacher 12 reported different opinions on the amount of support that she was 

receiving depending on what context she was referring to. For example, as a newly 

qualified teacher, Teacher 12 felt that she was given support and could obtain more 

support if necessary (i.e., “I am always offered professional development and I have 

support as a new teacher”). However, she was critical of the professional support that 
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was offered when it came to getting resources (i.e., “Professional support is not so 

good in terms of getting resources for my areas”).  

 

As a new school, School C had a policy of limiting prescribed text books for 

students. As a newly qualified teacher, Teacher 12 found this difficult and attributed 

this decision as being particular to this “middle school” (i.e., “One issue I do have 

with our particular middle school in the pod situation is the lack of text books. I'm not 

a great lover of text books…but I like the students to have a text book each so that I 

can set homework easily rather than get in trouble for photocopying too much”). This 

issue also extended to insufficient copies of text books for teachers (i.e., “There's not 

even enough text books for teachers to have copies”). However, she could see this 

situation changing (i.e., “This year...they have allowed text books…into the middle 

school. So now we have class sets of certain text books that are used amongst all the 

pods”).  

 

“Collaboration” was not recognised as a significant concept by Leximancer, but 

does appear several times in the data set where Teacher 12 talked about working 

collaboratively with other teachers in different discipline areas. Teacher 12’s 

perception of working collaboratively was different from the experienced reality (i.e., 

“I don't feel the actual collaborative idea….I feel that I don't really know what they 

[the administration] are hoping that we will do collaboratively together. So, I mean it 

is collaborative in the sense that we have the same unit”). Furthermore, Teacher 12 

commented that she thought that they would be doing more cross curricular work 

(i.e., “I think I originally thought that the idea and concept of this collaboration 

between the different curriculum areas for middle schooling actually meant that we 

sort of really tried to make our lessons more connected”). Moreover, she stated that 

there was more scope for them to be working collaboratively than they were currently 

doing as a team and that the greatest barrier they faced as teachers was a lack of 

“know how” (i.e., “[T17] and I don't sit down and really collaborate in the sense that I 

imagine that it is supposed to be happening in say…five years. Maybe it will be 

happening or maybe even next year, who knows maybe if we get some good 
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guidance, but I don't understand quite what we are supposed to be doing”). However, 

she could also see the potential pitfalls in over collaborating (i.e., “There is a lot of 

wasted collaboration. You've got people who collaborate on [everything]….It really 

is the new buzz word in Australian education”). 

 

When questioned about the goals of the team, Teacher 12 reported that she felt 

that the goals they had as a team were more overarching goals for the whole of the 

middle school (i.e., “I feel that the goals [for me] as a teacher are there coming down 

from the top, like part of the whole school as opposed to just the pod”). Furthermore, 

when questioned about her role in the team, Teacher 12 saw her role as being a 

science and maths specialist and providing support to the other members of her team 

(i.e., “I see my role as providing maths and science to the two classes that I 

teach…and [giving] any support that I can offer”). She also saw any accountability 

that was placed upon her in terms of reporting to be “just part of her job as a teacher.”  

 

Teacher 12 could see the benefits of some of the philosophical underpinnings of 

middle schooling for students (i.e., “Building up really good relationships with them. 

They feel safe when they come into our pod and feel comfortable to come and ask us 

for anything….It's been great to been able to discuss problems we are having with 

other students with each other”). Teacher 12 also felt that teachers collaborating were 

a good role model for students (i.e., Students benefit from “the relationships with 

teachers they are seeing more regularly”). Furthermore, she could see benefits for 

teachers when working together (i.e., “They are able to support each other [with 

students]…and also being able to collaborate on other things like assessment”). 

 

Teacher 16 

Teacher 16 was a permanent teacher and was one of the core teachers in the pod. This 

was her fourth year in the school and she had been in a different pod each year. 

Teacher 16 had been trained in a primary program in New Zealand and had worked 

predominantly in New Zealand intermediate schools. Since moving to Australia, she 

has been a physical education specialist in a high school as well as teaching middle 



 165

school. Figure 4.22 is the Leximancer map of Teacher 16’s interview data. Table 4.24 

is the ranked concept list showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of 

Teacher 16’s interview data as determined by the software program Leximancer™. 

 

 
 
Figure 4.22: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 16.  
 
Table 4.24.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 16 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 team  17 
 teachers  11 
 working  10 
 time  9 
 teaching  8 
 school  7 
 year  7 
 teacher  7 
 students  6 
 English  4 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 16’s interview data identified Teachers as the main 

theme within the text (see Figure 4.22) but only the second most frequently occurring 

concept. The most frequently occurring concept was team (see Table 4.24). A smaller 

outlying theme School contains only the concept school. However, even when the 
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theme size was reduced to 0%, no other concepts were encircled within the theme 

School and when theme size was increased to 100% the concept school was not 

absorbed into the main theme Teachers. The most frequently occurring concept team 

shows a high relatedness to the concepts year, teachers, and teaching. That is, 

Teacher 16’s talk revolved around how she was negotiating the challenges of 

teaching this year with a new group of teachers.  

 

Teacher 16 felt that being placed in a different team each year was a strategy 

used by the administration to use her expertise as an experienced teacher in the 

school to help other teachers (i.e., “I have been in a different pod every year….It 

hasn't been my choice [but] I think they put me in certain places....[because] I knew 

what was happening in the school-wide programs…and because I am an experienced 

teacher...[to help] the other ones around who had just come in for the first year”). 

Furthermore, Teacher 16 felt that another reason that teachers were moved from team 

to team was to enable them to mix with a range of other teachers and teach in 

different areas of the school (i.e., “I think they do want to get the staff to be with 

different people so that you're not working with the same people all the time and not 

getting stuck in a certain place”). 

 

As a primary trained teacher, Teacher 16 commented that she had had 

considerable experience team teaching throughout her career. However, since being 

in this school she had done varying amounts of team teaching depending on her 

teaching partners (i.e., “Not this year, but last year we did a little bit of [team 

teaching]. The year before that I did a lot of…team teaching, where we had the two 

classes in the one working space and the two teachers were working together and 

teaching together”). However, team teaching in these situations was due to the high 

turnover in staff and helping new staff settle into the new program at the school rather 

than being a conscious choice (i.e., “The only reason I had a lot of combined teaching 

was because there was a lot of turnover of the other staff. I was doing all the English 

and SOSE, the other [teacher] was maths and science….[I] had about four or five 

teachers during that year teaching that subject….Some of them came in and didn't 
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know what to expect and didn't quite know the role and didn't quite fit in”). With a 

more stable staff this year, Teacher 16 did not feel the need to team teach to support 

her current teaching partner this year. She also found that when team teaching with 

teachers in the past, that many did not know what their responsibilities were when 

teaching with another teacher (i.e., “Both teachers had to be sort of engaged the 

whole time and sometimes there was just one teacher like taking the whole 50 of the 

students….and the other teacher, probably because of their subject, feeling that they 

didn't need to play too much of a part in it but…they did”). Teacher 16 was open to 

teaching collaboratively in the future, but, stipulated that her teaching partner would 

need to know what team teaching was about (i.e., “If I had a good or better 

colleague…if they were well versed with what team teaching was all about and 

were…engaged throughout the whole session”).  

 

Teacher 16 commented that one of the difficulties that she faced when 

attempting to work with other teachers was a lack of time to collaboratively plan (i.e., 

“If we had time to sit down and really work at doing that [planning to team teach] I 

think that we would…It just so hectic around here and the few minutes that we do 

have to [plan] with each other, it is a real rush”). Furthermore, she found that 

communications with other teachers in her team were rushed due to the hectic 

timetables in the school (i.e., “We have a meeting once a week and it's like you bolt 

in and have the meeting and bolt out. But that's the only time for communication in 

terms of everyone in the pod…together, [and that is only] 20 minutes”). 

 

Teacher 16 felt that she was able to get to know her students in wider range of 

contexts when working within an interdisciplinary team (i.e., “Getting to know the 

students better…in the different contexts that we work in and collaborating and 

discussing those sorts of things might give a greater understanding about them [the 

students]”). She also felt that this helped in behaviour management as students had 

“less room…to move and play one staff member against another.” Teacher 16 felt 

that the ability to share resources and ideas with her colleagues were the main 

advantages of working in a team environment (i.e., The “sharing of ideas and 
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resources…is important”) and that this sharing had the potential to reduce her 

workload (i.e., Working collaboratively “would cut a lot of your time in terms of 

what you have to go looking for…[and it] should cut down the planning as well, 

particularly if you are…delegating certain responsibilities”).  

 

Teacher 16 did find that working in an interdisciplinary team environment was 

isolating her from the other specialists in the school (i.e., “One of the disadvantages 

in working in this environment is that I don't get as much contact with the other P. E. 

people and also the other English people”). However, she did find that being able to 

collaborate with other “departments” was an advantage in strengthening the 

curriculum that was delivered as well as being able to help students across subjects 

(i.e., “[T13] and I have the same students and the same classes and she does the 

maths/science with them and I do the SOSE and English with them. So, we talk and 

discuss the students in depth”).  

 

Combined data for Team 1, School C 

In a subsidiary set of analyses, tags for each teacher were applied to the complete data 

set for Team 1. It was hoped that the tagged data set would provide more information 

on each teacher’s focus within their interviews. Figure 4.23 is the Leximancer map of 

all members of Team 1’s interview data showing 100% of concepts and core thematic 

size at 72%. The theme size was manipulated (i.e., the number of theme represented 

on the map) until there were a minimum of four themed circles and until each 

teacher’s tag was assigned to a major theme. Not all of the amendments made when 

examining individual data sets (i.e., merging and deletion of concepts) were 

considered necessary in the whole data set (see Table 4.19). Table 4.25 is the ranked 

concept list showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of Team 1, School 

C’s combined interview data as determined by the software program Leximancer™. 
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Figure 4.23: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Team 1, School C.  
 
Table 4.25.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
combined data for Team 1, School C  

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 teachers  127 
 team  95 
 students  69 
 TG_T12_TG  66 
 time  66 
 middle  60 
 TG_T17_TG  50 
 TG_T13_TG  47 
 support  44 
 working  44 
 teaching  43 
 TG_T6_TG  42 
 work  40 
 TG_T16_TG  37 
 year  36 
 science  29 
 English  25 
 

The analysis reveals a separation of the main foci for each teacher in Team 1. 

The combined analysis of data reemphasised the main foci for Teacher 17, who was 

the learning support teacher attached to the pod, as being the support that she offered 

when teaching with the other teachers in the team (see Figure 4.23).  
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As the HOD and one of the core teachers, Teacher 13’s “tag” (i.e., 

TG_T13_TG) has become a theme. This is due, in part, to the number of times that 

other teachers in the team referred to her in their dialogue. However, within this 

theme are the concepts working and time. As experienced teachers who both had prior 

experience in the school, Teacher 13’s and Teacher 16’s talk focused on working 

within a middle school environment and the challenges that they faced. Time factors 

were significant for both teachers in being able to collaborate. Teacher 13’s talk 

focused on having time to plan together as a team and completing work within the 

allocated time frames. With regards to time, Teacher 16’s talk was focused around 

having the time to plan to work collaboratively.  

 

Teacher 6’s tag is situated on the outer perimeter of main theme Teachers and 

shows a high relatedness to the concepts teachers, students, time, and middle 

[school]. This reflects Teacher 6’s talk which was more broadly spread across a range 

of concerns that, as an experienced teacher, she was facing as a teacher new to the 

school. Teacher 6’s talk compared her experiences in more traditional settings to this 

new middle [school] environment.  

 

As a newly qualified teacher, the focus of Teacher 12’s talk was based around 

the challenges she was facing in delivering the necessary curriculum to students with 

the limited resources that were available. Teacher 12’s tag has also been established 

as a theme and the curriculum topic concepts of science and English have polarised 

within this theme. Furthermore, Teacher 12’s tag shows a high relatedness to the 

concepts teachers and middle [school]. This reflects Teacher 12’s concerns about 

working as a teacher within middle [school].  
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Team 2, School C 
This team consisted of four core teachers and approximately 110 students divided 

into four classes. Two classes were Year 7/8 multiage classes, and two classes were 

straight Year 8 classes. All four core teachers were permanent teachers. Three of 

the core teachers were experienced teachers, with a range of teaching experience 

between 7 and 22 years. Two of the core teachers had been at the school for at least 

2 years, and two were new to the school this year. One of the core teachers had 

commenced at the school after graduating in July, 2004 and, as she was still in her 

first year of teaching, was considered a newly qualified teacher. All had been 

trained in traditional high school programs, but, one teacher also had considerable 

experience teaching in primary schools. Although all of the original core teachers 

stayed within the pod for the whole year, one of the core teachers took on a learning 

support role and her core teaching position was filled by a contract teacher (see 

Appendix H).  

 

This pod also had a HOD situated in the same staffroom; however, this 

teacher was not one of the core teachers and did not teach any of the classes within 

the pod. Also, this position changed twice throughout the year as teachers took 

leave or were transferred to work in other areas of the school. Teacher 8 was 

assigned to this pod as a non-teaching HOD from the beginning of Term 3, 2005 

and agreed to be part of the study. However, throughout her interview, Teacher 8 

only talked about her responsibilities within the school. She was the English and 

LOTE co-ordinator for the school and, at the time of the interview, was organising 

the school’s inaugural trip to Japan. She recognised that her position in the pod was 

in “name only” and that the core teachers were autonomous. As her only 

responsibility in the pod was to deliver weekly administrative notices, it was 

decided that her interview data did not add to the study surrounding the team. As 

such, her interview data has not been included in this study.  

 

Each teacher’s interview responses contained elements of their differences in 

expectations for the coming year and experience in teaming. For ease of analysis 
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and explanation, all teachers in this team are referred to as “she”, although two of 

the five teachers were male. Table 4.26 outlines the deleted and merged concepts, 

the degree of map rotation necessary for the concept team to lay on the left 

horizontal axis, and whether learned concepts and themes were stable on the maps 

created and used for analysis of data for teachers in Team2, School C. 

 
Table 4.26.  
Table of deleted and merged concepts, map rotation, and map stability for 
Team 2, School C  

Teacher Deleted concepts Merged concepts Rotation 
Stability of 

Concepts   Themes 

3 areas, think, stuff, sort, 
terms 

teachers/people, 
middle/school 284° Yes Yes 

8 interview data not 
included in the study 

    

22 feel, lot, think 
teacher/teachers, kids, 
students 346° Yes Yes 

23 feel, guess, find, sit, 
think 

kids/students 293° Yes Yes 

24 bit, feel, kind, stuff, 
think, yeah 

No concepts were merged 2° Yes Yes 

Whole 
Team 

bit, feel, kind, lot, sort, 
stuff, talk, think, yeah 

class/classes, 
kids/students, 
teachers/people 

134° Yes Yes 

 

Teacher 24  

Teacher 24 was a permanent teacher who had been at the school for the last 3 years. 

Although she had been trained in a traditional high school program, she had 

considerable experience teaching in primary schools. She was hired to develop the 

transitional program in the middle school. She mainly taught the small Year 7 

cohort (approximately 40 students) who were divided between two Year 7/8 

multiage classes in the pod. Teacher 24’s interview was notably longer (i.e., 76 

minutes and 40 seconds) than the average length of interview in the study (i.e., 

average 41 minutes, 35 seconds). However, Teacher 24 spent a considerable 

amount of time during the interview explaining how the school had developed its 

Year 7 programs and admission criteria over the previous 4 years. Although this 

explanation added to the researcher’s understanding of the dynamics of the pod and 
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school, much of this interview data was not relevant and was excluded from this 

part of the analysis.  

 

Teacher 24 was a strong advocate of team teaching and team taught with past 

and present teachers in her team. At the commencement of Term 3, 2004, Teacher 

24 began a literacy support role within the school. Although still based in the pod 

staffroom, she was no longer a core teacher and, as such, did not teach any classes. 

Figure 4.24 is the Leximancer map of Teacher 24’s interview data. Table 4.27 is the 

ranked concept list showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 

24’s interview data as determined by the software program Leximancer™. 

 

Figure 4.24: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 24. 
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Table 4.27. 
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 24 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 year  40 
 kids  34 
 school  34 
 time  30 
 team  25 
 grade  22 
 sevens  21 
 working  18 
 teaching  17 
 curriculum  15 
 problems  12 
 eights  11 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 24’s interview data identified Year as the largest 

theme in the text (see Figure 4.24) as well as the most frequently occurring concept 

(see Table 4.27). When talking about different age groups, Teacher 24 used the 

term “grade” for traditionally primary aged students (i.e., Grade 7s). However, she 

used the term “year” when referring to older age groups (i.e., Year 8s, Year 11s). 

The frequency of use of these terms allowed Leximancer to build a thesaurus 

around them and create the concepts year, grade, seven, and eights. Teacher 24’s 

talk around the concepts grade, seven, and eights was centred on her explanation of 

the history of the school with the Grade 7s and the Year 8s, the challenges in 

incorporating a Grade 7 cohort into a middle school, and her role in developing the 

transitional program for these students. Teacher 24 used the word “year” in many 

different contexts, thus creating the high frequency of the concept year. (i.e., “Year 

8s”, “Year  9s”, “this is my fourth year here”, “last year”, “this year”, “every year”, 

“first year out teacher”, and “at the end of the each year”).  

 

The concept school showed a high relatedness to the concepts primary and 

high. Much of Teacher 24’s talk about primary school and high school centred on 

the differences between the two more traditional levels of education. She 
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particularly focused on the differences in the timetabling of subjects between the 

two (i.e., “I’m constantly frustrated…that we don’t do the amount of literacy and 

numeracy time here that they would do in a Grade 7 in a primary school”).  

 

The concept curriculum was situated on the outer perimeter of the theme 

Year, close to the concept year. Teacher 24 commented on the increased workload 

that resulted from School C being a new school without an established curriculum 

(i.e., “In a new school…things are being established all the time...because there's 

always curriculum that's being written. Like this is the first year we've had Year 

12s, so…teachers involved with that process…are still writing new curriculum”). 

This added workload was not limited to curriculum demands. Teacher 24 explained 

that teachers were also required to contribute to the writing of new policies (i.e., 

“Because everything in this school is new…people will be talking and [say], ‘We 

need to have a policy about that’, so then people have to go off and write [one]”).  

 

A small outlying theme Team contained the concepts team and working. The 

concepts team and working also show a high connectivity to the concept teaching. 

This theme highlighted Teacher 24’s attitudes about how team teaching was 

working in the team. Teacher 24 was able to successfully team teach with Teachers 

22 and 23 (i.e., “T23 was really interested in team teaching and …has fitted in 

really, really well…so we are teaching together” and T22 “feels she can do a little 

bit of that collaborative team teaching stuff with me”). However, the other core 

teacher in the team, Teacher 3, was seen as not being willing to teach the Grade 7 

students or to team teach (i.e., “She wasn't interested in putting up with the Grade 

7s. She really didn't like the whole Grade 7/8 multiaging” and “T22 is a little bit 

disappointed that T3 doesn't want to open the doors”).  

 

Teacher 24 spoke very positively about team teaching (i.e., “Two people are 

better than one…and it is the only way to get the best….Working as a team is better 

for you socially.…It gives you more confidence…, it keeps you on the ball, it keeps 
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you kind of interested and enthused”). However, she noted that establishing a 

successful teaching partnership required good communication and trialling 

different arrangements (i.e., “You work out what to do by kind of talking about it 

and trialling it”).  

 

Further talk around the concepts team, working, and teaching related to the 

mechanics of “how” Teacher 24 saw successful team teaching working (i.e., 

“You're still doing your job….It's not like I'm just standing back just watching her 

teach….That's a problem with a lot of team teaching…one teacher takes control 

and the other just stands back and watches….There's no point team teaching 

if…one person is doing all the teaching while the other person is just sitting back 

marking some papers or something…I need to have that other person not standing 

dreaming. I need to have them working with me and that's why we've got to plan 

the lessons”). Moreover, Teacher 24 commented that, if both teachers were not 

engaged when team teaching, it defeated the purpose of working together (i.e., 

“The union has fought so hard to reduce class sizes and then we're introducing team 

teaching and [if both teachers are not engaged] all we are doing is just doubling the 

numbers. What’s the point?”). However, Teacher 24 felt that team teaching did not 

reduce her workload but did improve her working conditions (i.e., “So, it [team 

teaching] doesn't lessen your load, but it makes your load lighter in a social and 

emotional kind of way”).  

 

Teacher 24 commented that, when teachers worked together, they were a 

positive role model for students (i.e., “The kids kind of relate to the fact that T22 

and T24 have a little joke together and get on and do the work together”). Teacher 

24 also noted that, working together as a team and having common rules and 

expectations for students, established consistency across the pod for students. 

However, she also noted that these rules and expectations took time to develop (i.e., 

We have formalised “how the kids come in and out…which classes use each doors 

and things….[But] those things kind of happen slowly….You don't necessarily kind 
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of put everything in concrete at the start of the year, but as things come up we talk 

about them and decide what's best”). 

 

Teacher 24 also commented on the support network that was created by 

working in a team (i.e., “Even the little day to day things, because T24 and both T3 

are new teachers to the school and like if they have questions, they’ve got 

experienced staff that have done it before that they can ask for help and they do 

that. Even T3 does that” and “I like have things working smoothly as possible and 

the best way to do that is to work collaboratively as a team”).  

 

As a final comment, Teacher 24 observed that the middle years were a 

difficult time for students (i.e., “Middle schooling years can be a little bit hairy. It’s 

a very intense time for kids”). She further remarked that student teachers who 

intended to teach in the middle years needed to have an understanding of middle 

years students and good behaviour management skills to be able to help students 

stay on task and motivate them (i.e., “I have had a couple of middle schooling 

[preservice] students and I have been…concerned about…the lack of knowledge of 

discipline and how to…consistently get on top of the kids and keep them going”).  

 

Teacher 3  

Teacher 3 was an experienced teacher and had been transferred to School C this 

year as one of the core teachers in the pod. She was a science and maths specialist 

within the pod and also taught a number of biology classes in the senior school. 

Figure 4.25 is the Leximancer map of Teacher 13’s interview data. Within this data 

set, the concepts pod and team were not merged as Teacher 3 referred to (a) the 

team as the other 3 core people that she was working with and (b) the pod when she 

referred to other middle school teams (i.e., “I don’t know how they do things in 

other pods” and “Each pod is different”). Table 4.28 is the ranked concept list 

showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 3’s interview data as 

determined by the software program Leximancer™. 
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Figure 4.25: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 3. 
 
Table 4.28.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 3 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 school  32 
 time  19 
 Pod  19 
 teachers  19 
 teaching  18 
 students  12 
 classes  11 
 science  11 
 maths  8 
 SOSE  7 
 team  6 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 3’s interview data identified School and Teachers 

as the pivotal themes within the text (see Figure 4.25). These two main themes are 

both similar in size and showed considerable overlap. Within this overlap were the 

concepts classes and students. The main focus of Teacher 3’s talk was around the 

challenges she was facing being new to the school and how she was coping with the 

students in various classes she was teaching. Teacher 3’s interview data also 

revealed a considerable focus on how she was interacting and working with the 

other teachers in her team. 
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The concept team was the least frequently occurring concept and is the only 

concept contained within the small isolated theme Team (see Figure 4.25 and Table 

4.28). The isolation of this theme and concept reflects Teacher 3’s feelings of 

uncertainty of her role within the team (i.e., “When I got placed into [School C], I 

knew that there was a pod system but I wasn't fully aware of the way that [sic] in 

which it worked…. It's just that I haven't really got into it yet. It has been a slower 

start than I thought it would be [and has been] quite a culture shock”). However, 

Teacher 3 was able to recognise a number of potential benefits of being in a pod 

and working together in a team (i.e., the ability to “bounce ideas off different 

people from different disciplines”; “discuss behaviour management issues”; [align] 

students’ work”; “spend [more time] with individual students and know their 

weaknesses and the strengths”; and “sharing of resources [and] shared 

assessment”). However, Teacher 3 was not working “with” other members of her 

team at this point as she was still “settling in.” Teacher 3 did feel she was able to 

get along with the other teachers in her pod (i.e., “It's a very congenial group of 

people in here”), and recognised that there was the potential to work more closely 

with the other teachers in the pod (i.e., “I could do a little bit more in terms of 

collaborative planning with [T22 and T23]….than we have done”).  

 

The most frequently occurring concept school shows a high relatedness to the 

concepts teaching, teachers, and time. Teacher 3 explained how the demands of 

working within this new school environment were affecting her in terms of the 

classes she was teaching, the relationship she had with other teachers, and the 

resulting time pressures. In particular, Teacher 3 found issues surrounding time 

were very challenging. The requirement of teachers to teach across the middle and 

senior campuses where each campus had different start and finish times created 

time pressures in being able to meet with other teachers (i.e., Where “you are 

teaching across both these campuses then there are obviously time pressures for 

meeting times [because] the staggered times…[creates] a pressure of that half an 

hour earlier start for some people”). Teacher 3 also commented on how teaching 
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across the two campuses lengthened her teaching day and made planning with other 

team members difficult (i.e., “I have to start at 8:30 and then I have a fullish day 

and it goes all the way to 3:40…. there is obviously scope to do planning but the 

people who I should be collaborating with are actually teaching at the same time”). 

She felt that the lack of opportunities to meet with other members of her team was 

detrimental to the running of the pod (i.e., “If something occurs in the POD there is 

less time to try and find a solution before the start of the actual school day”).  

 

Teacher 3 also felt that working in this new environment had increased her 

workload compared to what it had been in a more traditional setting (i.e., “The 

workload in terms of meeting and discussing with people has increased a lot. There 

are more people teaching the same thing…and you have to meet with all of them 

which obviously puts more pressure on you [and free time] does not match up [and 

so you] have to devote time after school or before school…which is something that 

I haven't had to do the last 12 or 14 years at the last school that I was at”). 

However, Teacher 3 felt that some of the time pressures were the result of School 3 

still being a new school rather than because she was now teaching in a middle 

school (i.e., “In 4 or 5 years, once the units are established and the resources and 

staff are all put together, then you'll be able to pick up the file [and] it will have all 

the stuff in there that you need and it will be a lot more efficient”). 

 

As a high school trained specialist, Teacher 3 felt that she needed to teach 

some senior classes (i.e., “I don't think any senior teacher would really enjoy not 

teaching their specialist area at all…You could do it for probably a year or two in 

the middle school without any senior science but…[any longer and] you would 

become stagnant and it would be harder”). Teacher 3 also felt that her expertise was 

not yet being utilised to the extent that she would like (i.e., “I think it [my 

expertise] is being used but I don't think it is being used as much as it should have 

been up until this point because of the settling in issues”). Furthermore, Teacher 3 

did not see that she had a specific role in the team, but felt that over time this role 

would become more apparent (i.e., “Into second term perhaps we’ll have a more 
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clear idea of what our role should be. Not particularly assigned roles, but you know, 

taking on particular roles within the pod”).  

 

Teacher 3 commented that she found the physical organisations of the pods 

very isolating (i.e., “There is a lot of scope in the pod staffroom to discuss things 

that aren't working or are working but between pods and other staffrooms I don't 

think it is as easy at this point. The pods become like a little island. The way in 

which it is designed at the moment, it is sort of like little islands and everybody on 

their island works together but if you want to communicate with the other islands 

you have to hop in a boat and row”). Furthermore, she commented that the 

separation of the pods created difficulties in getting subject support from other 

teachers and meeting other teachers within the school “i.e., “pod staffrooms work 

really well but it takes away from the opportunity to interact with other people in 

other pods”).  

 
Teacher 22  

Teacher 22 had a Bachelor of Science and had done a postgraduate degree in 

teaching. She had done her final preservice practicum at School C and was offered 

a position at the school after she graduated in July, 2004. She was given a 6-month 

contract and then was offered a permanent position at the beginning of 2005. As 

she was still within her first 12 months of teaching, she was regarded as a newly 

qualified teacher. During Terms 1 and 2 of 2005, Teacher 22 was absent for several 

weeks due to illness (see Appendix H). Figure 4.26 is the Leximancer map of 

Teacher 22’s interview data. Table 4.29 is the ranked concept list showing the 

absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 22’s interview data as determined 

by the software program Leximancer™. 
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Figure 4.26: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 22. 
 

Table 4.29.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 22 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 teacher  31 
 work  19 
 kids  18 
 maths  15 
 school  11 
 science  11 
 time  10 
 year  9 
 team  7 
 week  7 
 experience  6 
 information  6 
 

Content analysis of Teacher 22’s interview data identified Teacher as the 

pivotal theme within the text. The concept teacher is the most frequently occurring 

concept (see Table 4.29) and shows a high relatedness to the concepts maths, kids, 

work, school, and science (see Figure 4.26). As a newly qualified teacher, Teacher 
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22’s talk centred on her experience as a teacher and on the way that she was 

managing to plan and teach her subjects (maths and science) to the students (kids).  

 

The close proximity of the concepts teacher, maths, science, and experience 

highlighted Teacher 22’s attitudes towards being in an interdisciplinary team as a 

newly qualified teacher. Teacher 22 found that being in an interdisciplinary staff 

room was beneficial when teaching core subjects (i.e., “In maths and science it is 

nice to be mixed with your SOSE and English teachers”). However, she also felt 

that there were advantages to being in specialist departments as well (i.e., “If you 

are in a HPE department you get to talk about and focus on your curriculum area a 

little bit better”). Teacher 22 commented that, although she did not have a lot of 

experience as a maths teacher, having longer periods of time to spend with 

students, she was able to give more structure to students in the middle years (i.e., “I 

haven't had a lot of experience [but] I can see the difference in being here and being 

a maths and science teacher all year”; “I like the longer lessons and I think that it is 

more effective if you have the students continually throughout the week so they 

have a little more structure in Years 7 to 9”).  

 

The smaller outlying theme Time shows a strong relationship to the concept 

teacher and a lesser relationship to the concepts kids and school. This theme 

highlighted Teacher 22’s position as a newly qualified teacher and the challenges 

she was facing trying to have the time to complete all the necessary preparation and 

planning for her classes (i.e., “I do plan a lot at home and so I don’t do a lot of 

actual classroom planning here” and “During the week you don't really have time. I 

don't find that I have time to do it”). Teacher 22 also found that there were more 

demands placed on her as a newly qualified teacher than she anticipated (i.e., “I 

didn't think that I would be doing as much as I did for in my first year”). However, 

felt that this increased workload was given to her because the other team members 

felt confident in her abilities (i.e., “I didn't think that they would respect me enough 

to do that but they did, which I really appreciated”). 
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Teacher 22 commented that it would be beneficial for the team to be given a 

block of common planning time (i.e., “It would be good if we could have a single 

block once a week to work with the other teachers in the pod…even half an hour 

that we have off at the same time”). However, she felt that the school would not 

make this time available (i.e., “The school wouldn’t do that because they would say 

that you have 3 blocks off a week now”). Furthermore, Teacher 22 commented that 

the responsibility to make the time to work together as a team was left up to the 

teachers (i.e., “It is up to the teachers…[to] organise themselves to [plan 

together]”). Teacher 22 also felt that the school did not take into consideration the 

amount of time some teachers committed to extracurricular activities such as 

coaching sporting teams and that this commitment impacted her ability to meet and 

plan with other members of her team (i.e., “A lot of the time that I should be sitting 

here at lunch I am coaching somewhere and so I could be planning during that time 

or doing something else. That is something that they could appreciate more, that 

role of teachers in school taking sport and giving them more time off to do 

planning”).  

 

The smaller outlying theme Team contained only the concept team and related 

to Teacher 22’s talk about working with other members of the team within the 

subject areas she was teaching. The concept team shows an equal relatedness to the 

concepts science, maths, and kids. Teacher 22 explained how she organised the 

students and the classroom for a maths lesson when team teaching with Teacher 24 

(i.e., “The kids would split into high and low level [groups] where we had kids that 

understood and kids that didn't. The maths teacher would go and do the work on the 

board… [with] the kids that don't understand… and they could go through it slowly. 

The other teacher can do work at the other end that has been set and it's ready to 

go”). Teacher 22 also commented on how she was learning as a professional when 

observing her teaching partner (i.e., “I was watching her team teach and I thought, 

‘That is really a good way to actually teach the kids a topic’ and so I did that in a 

maths class and it worked well”). 
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When working with a teaching partner, Teacher 22 also explained how they 

organised their roles within the class (i.e., “We will have about a 5-minute chat 

about what my focus is for my lesson and what I want to come out of it....[and] I 

will say I would like you to take those students away and just go through these 

questions with them and we will answer them at the end”). Moreover, she explained 

how team teaching worked when the roles were reversed and Teacher 24 took the 

lead role in the combined lesson (i.e., “She will lead the way in English and I will 

take a reduced role and I will sit back and mark the work or I will talk kids through 

things or just do the behaviour management while she leads the lesson”). 

 

Teacher 22 expressed a positive attitude to working collaboratively with a 

teaching partner (i.e., “When you're able to teach collaboratively it is really good 

having two teachers in a room and I think that even though you've got 60 kids 

instead of 30 still it is still better to have the two teachers and doors open”). 

Teacher 22 also commented that successful team teaching did not just “happen” 

(i.e., “You've got be prepared, but noise wise if you're doing it well, it's no different 

to have the doors open and to be working together and sometimes they can work a 

lot better and a lot more quietly as long as [you are prepared]”). However, she did 

note that it was not effective to team teach in all situations (i.e., “It only suits 

certain activities. You can't do it all the time. Some activities, like teacher-directed 

focused lessons, you need a small group and you can't do like notes and knowledge 

sort of lessons like that”). 

 

Teacher 22 noted that there were advantages in working collaboratively with 

another teacher (i.e., “You've got somebody backing you up on your points. So, if 

you are saying and the other teacher is saying the exact same thing, the kids sort of 

respect you a lot more”). Furthermore, she noted that, as a team, they were better 

able to deal with students’ behaviour (i.e., [I will say that] “‘This kid is mucking up 

for me,’ and she will say, ‘Oh, he is mucking up for me as well’ and then we decide 

that we need to do about it”; and “[T24] might find a way to deal with a kid that I 
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don't or I might have a way to deal with a kid that she doesn't and we can share that 

really easily”). 

 

The concept information relates to how Teacher 22 perceived the role of 

Teacher 8 as the HOD (i.e., “I don't go to her a lot unless…I need a ‘down the line 

straight answer’ because it's legally binding or I really need to know exactly….The 

HOD brings back the information to our meetings”). 

 
Teacher 23  

Teacher 23 was an experienced teacher and had been transferred to School C at the 

beginning of the year. She was an English and SOSE specialist and was partnered 

with Teacher 3 (science and maths). Teacher 23 was keen to do team teaching. 

However, she found that Teacher 3 was not willing to team teach with her at this 

point. As they had similar timetables and subjects, Teacher 23 was able to do a 

considerable amount of team teaching with Teacher 24. Figure 4.27 is the 

Leximancer map of Teacher 23’s interview data. Table 4.30 is the ranked concept 

list showing the absolute count of concept occurrences of Teacher 23’s interview 

data as determined by the software program Leximancer™. 

 

 
Figure 4.27: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Teacher 23. 
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Table 4.30.  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Teacher 23 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 students  25 
 team  18 
 class  17 
 T24  16 
 teaching  15 
 work  14 
 year  14 
 time  11 
 working  11 
 support  7 
 school  6 
 staff  5 
 lesson  5 
 

Content of Teacher 23’s interview data identified Students as the largest and 

most central theme in the text (see Figure 4.27) and the most frequently occurring 

concept (see Table 4.30). The concept students showed a high relatedness to the 

concepts class, T24, work, and teaching. Teacher 23 was the only participant who 

had another teacher (i.e., T24) as a concept. The inclusion of T24 as a concept 

suggests the closeness of the relationship between Teacher 23 and Teacher 24. 

Teacher 23 referred to Teacher 24 in many different contexts (i.e., how they team 

taught together, as a support in the team, and as the experienced teacher in the 

team). Furthermore, Teacher 23 did not have a lot of experience team teaching but 

spoke positively about working and teaching as part of a team.  

 

The minor theme Support showed a slight overlap with the main theme 

Students. Within the theme Support are the concepts support, staff, and school. The 

concept school is located within the overlap of these two themes. This theme 

highlighted Teacher 23’s attitudes surrounding the support that she was receiving 

from other staff in the school, and more particularly, from Teacher 24. Although an 

experienced teacher (8 years), Teacher 23 recognised that, because Teacher 24 had 
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been at the school longer, she was seen as having more authority by the students 

(i.e., “She [T24] has more authority and the kids know that because she has been 

here longer”). However, Teacher 23 did not feel that Teacher 24 misused that 

assumed authority (i.e., “She has more authority but you never actually really feel 

it. [She could]…make me feel inadequate…because she has been here longer, but 

she never does”). Furthermore, Teacher 23 also commented that Teacher 24 was 

able to provide support to the other members of the team because she had more 

experience in the school (i.e., “I just might not always know what to do if the 

students are misbehaving in terms of what are the procedures…and so that is where 

it comes in handy for T24 to work with me because then she can [tell me what the 

procedures are]”).  

 

Teacher 23’s talk surrounding the concepts support, staff, school, and team 

also related to the other teachers in her team (i.e., “T22 is good with the boys [and] 

will be the one who will deal with them outside of class. But, Teacher 3, she doesn't 

ask for support and doesn't show support”).  

 

Teacher 23 noted that there were advantages to working as a team (i.e., “You 

gain…professional tips from each other”; “The students, they get see two different 

teaching styles”; “[You] share a lot more resources”; “You learn how to give 

instructions in different ways”; and “You learn how to get along”). Teacher 23 

observed that when working on your own, you become quite selfish as a teacher in 

terms of sharing resources. However, when working collaboratively with other 

teachers you are more inclined to share (i.e., “When you are in your own element 

you become quite selfish with your own resources and…you only get along with 

those who you know are teaching the same areas as you. But when you're working 

in this kind of environment you definitely learn how to get along with [everyone]”). 

Teacher 23 also commented on her ability to back up other teachers in the team 

when necessary (i.e., “T24 needed to deal with two students who were having a 

fight and I had a spare and so I said that I would take a class so she could go and 
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deal with. I lost a spare, but on the other hand, it was something that I know that 

T24 would do to me”).  

 

The relatedness of the concepts students and class in Teacher 23’s talk 

centred on how, as teachers, they planned for the students in their class (i.e., “We 

talk about it beforehand… we'll do 15 minutes together and then the kids do their 

own thing” or “we might do 30 minutes where we each focus on our own class and 

then the last couple [of minutes] we might bring them back together again” and 

“The other teacher's role is being there for reinforcement; giving a fresh approach 

for students”).  

 

Teacher 23 had a positive attitude towards team teaching. She commented on 

how she felt effective team teaching would look like in a classroom (i.e., “Team 

teaching would look ‘productive.’ The class would be working, at times quietly by 

themselves, at times there would be work-talk, not social chatter. The kids would 

enjoy it”). Teacher 23 felt that the students responded positively to being in a team 

teaching situation and that it created a friendly rivalry between the classes (i.e., 

“When they’re working together like that, they put in more of an effort because 

they want to out-do the other class”). Nevertheless, she also noted that it was not 

necessary to team teach every lesson (i.e., “When I don't want to I just say, T24, I 

don't want to team teach today, I want time with my own students to do these things 

and she's like, ‘Sure, no problem” and then you say, ‘How about next week we'll 

team teach” and she's like, ‘OK, cool’”).  

 

Teacher 23 also stated that they felt that they “do function as a team” as she 

was able to successfully team teach with Teacher 22 and Teacher 24. However, 

Teacher 23 believed that it was not always possible to team teach with every 

teacher. She commented that the inability to team teach was due to (a) differences 

in attitudes (i.e., “I was talking of actually team teaching with T3, but …she pretty 

much told me she didn't want to teach with me”) and (b) personal philosophies (i.e., 

“If we [T23 and T3] were to team teach you would see a clash there because she 
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would want quiet and [students to be] sit[ting] down and writing, whereas with me, 

I'd want them to talk to me about their work”). Furthermore, she explained how the 

team “got around” a team member that was unwilling to work collaboratively (i.e., 

“That is how T3 is. So, although we say to her that this is the unit that we will be 

covering…we don't expect her or ask her to team teach because we know how she 

feels about it….We work around her and she works around us so there are no 

clashes”). 

 

The small outlying theme of Time contained the concept time. However, the 

concept lesson was situated where the themes Time and Students overlap. Talk 

surrounding these concepts related to the time pressures under which Teacher 23 

felt that she was working (i.e., “There is always that pressure…you feel like you are 

always trying to rush through things”). She also noted that she had insufficient 

common planning time to work with the other teachers in her team (“We don't have 

any common planning time specifically allocated. I see T24 at lunchtime…[and I] 

say, ‘Let's look at this lesson. What to think we should do?’”). However, she felt 

that it would be advantageous for the school to schedule that time for them (i.e., 

“But if you're talking about the school saying in this lesson time, you and T24 have 

got time to plan together. It would be very advantageous for us if the 

school…[timetabled] lesson three on Wednesdays for planning time [but at the 

moment] it's just what time I can grab hold of T24”).  

 

Combined data for Team 2, School C 
Content analysis of Team 2’s interview data identified Kids at the largest and most 

central theme within the text (see Figure 4.28). This analysis revealed a separation 

of the main foci for each teacher in Team 2 in four smaller themes that contained 

each teacher’s individual tags. These smaller themes are evenly positioned around 

the common focus of all teachers’ data (i.e., being the kids in the classes that they 

were teaching this year). Table 4.31 is the ranked concept list showing the absolute 

count of concept occurrences of team 2, School C’s combined interview data as 

determined by the software program Leximancer™. 
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Figure 4.28: Schematic representation of relationships between concepts as 
determined by the software program Leximancer™ for Team 2, School C. 
 
Table 4.31  
Ranked Concept List showing Absolute Word Count of Main Concepts for 
Team 2, School C 

Concept  Absolute 
Count 

 kids  100 
 TG_T24_TG  98 
 school  80 
 time  69 
 teachers  67 
 year  66 
 class  60 
 TG_T23_TG  57 
 team  56 
 work  52 
 teaching  50 
 TG_T22_TG  44 
 TG_T3_TG  44 
 working  39 
 T24  34 
 teacher  32 
 Pod  26 
 

Teacher 24’s main focus was on team teaching and working with the other 

teachers in the pod. Teacher 22 and Teacher 23 both team taught and planned with 

Teacher 24 and sought her advice on teaching techniques and on behaviour 
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management issues. Although Teacher 24 was not the HOD, she was seen by the 

other core teachers as the leader in the pod. This view is evidenced by the 

frequency with which her name is used in the other teachers’ interview data 

resulting in her name being identified as a separate concept (see Table 4.31). She 

was the most experienced teacher both in terms of her years of teaching experience 

and her years at the school.  

 
The theme identified by Teacher 23’s tag showed a high relatedness to the 

concept T24 (Teacher 24). Teacher 23 and Teacher 24 did a lot of team teaching 

together in a double classroom space with two classes. However, throughout her 

interview data, Teacher 23 detailed “how” she and Teacher 24 [T24] successfully 

negotiated the mechanics of team teaching.  

 

The concept pod was the only concept contained within the theme identified 

by Teacher 3’s tag. Teacher 3’s main focus was on the challenges she was facing in 

this new school environment. In particular, she was finding the physical 

organisation of the pod system isolating. She spoke at length about the differences 

between the pod system in this school and the more traditional staffrooms of her 

previous school. 

 

Teacher 22’s tag has created an isolated theme next to the largest and most 

centrally located theme Kids. As a newly qualified teacher, Teacher 22’s talk 

focused on a broader range of concerns including her work (i.e., the amount of 

work, the type of work, and the work involved in each subject); the students (classes 

she taught, teams she coached, and behaviour management issues); aspects of the 

school (facilitators and barriers that influenced her effectiveness as a teacher), and 

teachers she worked with (team teaching partners, other team members, and the 

wider school community).  

Summary of the chapter 
This chapter described the data analysis process undertaken for the analyses of all 

qualitative data gathered throughout the study. The chapter then gave an 
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explanation of the automatic conceptual and relational analyses performed by 

Leximancer (Smith, 2005). Results of the analyses were presented school by 

school, team by team, teacher by teacher with an overall summary at the end of 

each team’s results. Table 4.32 presents a summary of the facilitators and barriers 

to teaming as well as issues related to time and a school’s culture drawn from all 

participants’ interview data. Chapter 5 presents the results of the qualitative 

analysis of observation data collected throughout the study.  

Table 4.32 
Summary of Results 

Facilitators Barriers Culture and time issues 

Willingness to team Reluctance to team Time as a team improves team’s 
performance 

Understanding the benefits of 
teaming 

Inexperience in teaming practices 
(i.e., not knowing  how team 
teaching should work) 

Need common planning time 

Positive attitude towards teaming Negative attitude towards teaming Established culture in school. New 
school issues affected teams 
through increased work loads and 
time pressures. 

Teacher choice (i.e., who they will 
work with in teams) 

Mismatched personalities or 
pedagogical philosophies 

School’s administration’s 
commitment to teaming 

Good communication skills Poor conflict management skills Physical structures (open doors – 
double classrooms) to facilitate 
teaming 

Experience in teaming Lack of knowledge of team 
processes such as goal setting 

Physical structures (Pod set-up) 
was perceived by some as a 
facilitator and others as a barrier to 
teaming practices 

Knowledge of team processes 
(e.g., planning, team teaching, 
meetings) 

Lack of continuity of core team 
members 

 

Flexibility Groupthink  

Administrative support Balkanization  

Backing up behaviours Social loafing  

Training (preservice and inservice) Lack of training  

Self/team evaluation skills Poor communication skills  
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CHAPTER 5 - PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION 

Overview of the chapter 
This chapter represents the results from the qualitative analysis of observation data 

together with a summary of responses from principals and administrative staff at 

the end of Term 4, 2005. The results of the analyses have been arranged in two 

sections.  

 

The first section contains the analysis of the observation data collected by the 

researcher as participant observer during Terms 1 and 3, 2005. This data is 

presented under the headings used for the targeted behaviours for focused analysis. 

The second section is a summary of comments and responses by principals and 

administrative staff to the preliminary report of findings delivered to each school at 

the conclusion of all data collection phases of the study.  

 

Introduction 
Observations are fundamental to qualitative research (Silverman, 2001). In this 

study, observation has been used as a supplementary tool to obtain descriptive 

qualitative data on the incidence of particular sorts of behaviour as well as the 

observable cultures of each school. Foster (2006) argued that observation is a 

process of description, analysis, and interpretation in order to understand an 

everyday activity more fully. Furthermore, he noted that it is “important to record 

as much as possible about the physical, social, and temporal context in which the 

behaviour occurred…[as] details of such contexts may be essential for later 

analysis” (Foster, 2006, p. 83). Fife (2005) suggested that general unfocused 

observations can be combined with more focused observations targeting specific 

variables to form a more comprehensive analysis across contexts. During the first 

week of participant observations at each school, general unfocused observations 

were undertaken to gain a better understanding of the middle school context, and 

more particularly, the teams as a whole. Data concerning the size and makeup of 

classes, timetables, and the schools’ programs and organisation were collected.  
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Subsequent visits to schools involved more focused observations where the 

researcher documented classroom organisation and collaborative skills and 

practices of participants. A list of 8 targeted behaviour categories addressing 

teachers’ skills and potential collaborative practices was drawn from the current 

literature on teaming in middle schools, collaborative teaching, and cooperative 

teaching (see Table 5.1). This list of targeted behaviours was identical to the list 

given to participants to use to code their own behaviours on their weekly 

timetables.  

 

Foster (2006) observed that preconceived categories of an observation 

schedule may be either unsuitable or inadequate to describe the actual nature of the 

events that occur. After several interviews and observations of participants over 

several weeks, it was recognised that the 8 targeted categories of observable 

behaviours were all positively framed. However, the impact of negative aspects of 

implementing collaborative practices such as conflict, problems related to team 

stability and resulting group dynamics, lack of training and support for team 

operations, and apathy have been identified and documented in the literature (see 

Dickenson & Erb, 1998; Erb & Doda, 1989; Pounder, 1998). Many of these 

negative aspects were particularly salient in some, if not all, teams. Therefore, an 

additional four categories of targeted observable behaviour were included to 

document the occurrence of negative aspects of collaborative practices (i.e., 

conflict, employment stability, lack of training, and lack of support). It was also 

noted that, although no direct confrontations were observed by the researcher, the 

resulting tensions and frustrations were palpable. Some understanding of the 

underlying causes of different conflicts and frustrations was gained through casual 

conversations with participants and, in some cases, through interview data.  
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Table 5.1  
Targeted Behaviours for Focused Analysis during Participant Observation 
Days 

Category Code Description 

Administrative 
collaboration  

ADC 
Time for specific administrative activities (i.e., distribution of 
administrative information, discussion of researching new 
practice, and professional development). 

Social 
collaboration 

SC 
Team values members as individuals and meets their gregarious 
needs, share breaks, achievements, social activities, and support 
each other in times of need (e.g., sickness, group building time). 

Planning 
collaboratively 

PC 
Team plans for units, lessons, behaviour management, 
classroom organisation, reflection and evaluation of teaching, 
etc. 

Practical 
collaboration 

PRC 

Teams provide members with practical advice and support; 
share materials, worksheets, lesson plans, programs, etc; and 
share tricks of the trade, practical advice, and professional 
advice on bureaucratic regulations. 

Teaching 
collaboratively 

TC 
Team members work together during instruction and act as a 
source of peer critique, mentoring, and modelling of teaching 
principles and practices. 

Industrial 
collaboration 

IC 
Team provides moral support and a power base for members:  It 
includes sharing information on conflicts and issues, close ranks 
and take action, discuss teachers’ industrial work conditions. 

Extracurricular 
collaboration 

EC 
Team members participate in extracurricular activities as a unit 
(e.g., special projects such as sporting events, drama 
performances, etc.) 

Academic 
collaboration 

AC Teams share educational ideas and philosophies; discuss 
journals, and engage in dialogue re professional development. 

Conflict** C Team members are obstructed or irritated by another individual 
or by a group and react to it in a beneficial or costly way. 

Team 
stability** 

TS 
Team membership changes throughout the year, altering the 
stability of the team and the progression of the team’s 
development. 

Lack of 
training** 

LT 
Team members fail to demonstrate adequate teaming skills or 
knowledge of teaming skills to negotiate the variety of tasks 
required within a team. 

Lack of 
support** 

LS Team members are obstructed in their ability to function 
effectively as a team due to a lack of administrative support. 

** Note. Dotted lines demonstrate additional 4 targeted categories of behaviours.  
  

The role of the researcher 
It took time to move from the role of nonparticipant observer to that of participant 

as observer. Becoming “part” of each team and building a relationship with each 

member of each team was a slow process. Over time, however, the researcher was 

asked to help in classes, cover for a sick teacher, collect resources, and even given 
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assignments for the following week’s visit. In a number of instances, the researcher 

was seen as an impartial “sounding board” to either explain issues or vent 

frustrations about events or fellow team members. Conversations of this kind were 

more common with newly qualified teachers, particularly at Schools A and B.  

 

Woods (1986) suggested that data analysis of fieldnotes commences from the 

first visit to schools. That is, deciding what to record and what not to record forms 

part of the analysis. A lot of mental and physical notes were made at each school 

visit. However, during research observation days, it was found that participant 

teachers became self-conscious and guarded in their speech and interactions when 

they felt they were being observed. This stance was particularly evident in team 

meetings. For example, a teacher was very concerned on one occasion about the 

notes that were being taken and commented that she felt that she was being 

“evaluated.” Indeed, in some settings, note-taking goes against social norms (i.e., 

during lunch times, informal social settings, and casual conversations). In these 

instances, it was necessary for the researcher to avoid disturbing the natural 

situation as much as possible (i.e., put away the notebook and pen) and participate 

in the activities of the day as a member of the team. Foster (2006) noted that, 

during these times either mental notes or, where appropriate, single word reminders 

should be taken, with more detailed notes recorded as soon as practicable after the 

event. This method proved to be very effective in enabling the researcher to be 

more inconspicuous as a researcher while observing interactions between 

participants. 

 

Fieldnotes and observations were written as soon as possible after the 

observations took place and stored in files according to the school and date. 

Concept tables were drawn up using (a) headings developed from the literature and 

(b) field-based research questions to categorise notes into broad categories about 

collaborative practices, interpersonal communication, team practices, and time 

issues. Systematic analysis of these concept tables involved a manual line-by-line 

open coding of the data (Berg, 1998). Notes were regularly compared across teams 
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to highlight consistencies and patterns within and across teams, to pinpoint any 

issues that were particular to any team, and to identify absences of practices that 

would be expected in a collaborative team. It should be noted that staff meetings, 

including team meetings, were coded as administrative collaboration (AC). When 

the researcher attended any of these scheduled team meetings, specific tasks were 

coded separately (i.e., collaborative planning “CP”, or academic collaboration 

“AC”, etc.).  

Content analysis 
Each school was running a very different daily program and timetable (see Table 

4.2). The physical layout and makeup of classes has been described under “site 

selection” in Chapter 3. A description of the training and experience of each teacher 

has been included before each teacher’s individual interview data analysis. When 

specific field note entries have been reported, they were recorded as field note and 

date (i.e., FN 15/03/05).  

Table 5.2  

Timetables for School A, School B, and School C 
School A School B School C 

Time Time Time 

  8.50 - 11.20 Session 1   8.30 -   9.00 Form meeting    8.30 -  9.40 Session 1 

11.20 - 12.00 First lunch   9.00 -   9.45 Lesson 1    9.40 -  9.50 Form 
meeting 

12.00 -   1.30 Session 2   9.45 - 10.30 Lesson 2    9.50 - 11.00 Session 2 

  1.30 -   2.00 Second 
lunch  10.30 –11.00 First lunch  11.00 – 11.25 First lunch 

  2.00 -   2.50 Session 3  11.00 - 11.40 Lesson 3  11.25 – 12.35 Session 3 

   11.40 - 12.15 Lesson 4  12.35 -   1.20 Second 
lunch 

   12.15 -   1.00 Second lunch    1.20 -   2.30 Session 4 

     1.00 -   1.45 Lesson 5    

     1.45 -   2.30 Lesson 6    

Across the four teams, different combinations of targeted categories of 

observable behaviour were identified. That is, not all categories of behaviour were 

observed in every team, and different combinations of behaviours were observed 
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for each team. Also, in some instances, an observable behaviour could have been 

categorised under several headings. For example, when Team 1, School A attended 

a middle years conference together, it could have been categorised as either 

administrative collaboration or extracurricular collaboration. Furthermore, as the 

team stayed on at the Gold Coast for the weekend, this trip, in part, could also have 

been categorised as social collaboration. In these instances, a decision has been 

made by the researcher to categorise the occurrence of the behaviour according to 

the main aim of the participants (i.e., to attend a professional development 

conference resulting in administrative collaboration). For ease of analysis and 

reporting, all teachers in this chapter are referred to as “she.” 

 

Team 1, School A 
School A had a purpose-built middle school, and the physical organisation of 

classrooms supported the establishment of small communities within the middle 

school. There was an expectation that teachers would collaboratively plan, teach, 

and assess students, creating interdependency among team members. Core teachers 

were also responsible for teaching across all KLAs (except for specialist KLAs) in 

their own classes (i.e., maths, English, science, SOSE, art, and ICTs). 
 
School A worked a program that was very similar to that in a traditional 

primary school setting where each core teacher had the same class of students all 

day. Students only left their home room to attend specialist lessons that required 

equipment and facilities that were not available in the classroom (i.e., physical 

education, library, technology, music, and drama). However, theory lessons for all 

subjects were held in the students’ home classroom. That is, specialist teachers 

came to the students, rather than the students going to a specialist teacher’s 

classroom. The day consisted of three long lessons that were separated by two 

lunch breaks (see Table 5.2).  

 

Team 1 had a small enclosed staffroom in the pod as well as a large common 

area used for art and small group activities. This area had a fridge, sink, stove, 
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several large tables, and chairs. At one end were rows of student lockers. There was 

also a “whole-school” staffroom available for staff. However, due to the physical 

distance of the staffroom from the pod, pod staff generally stayed within their own 

staffroom or “visited” other pod staffrooms. It was common for staff from other 

pods to visit during lunchtimes. Students were not allowed access to the small 

enclosed staffroom, but were able to access lockers in the large common area.  

 

Administrative collaboration 

Administrative collaboration occurred both in a casual and structured manner. 

Team members used time before and after school, as well as lunchtimes to pass on 

daily information. This communication usually occurred in an informal manner. 

However, a formal team meeting was held every Tuesday morning before school. 

This meeting was conducted by Teacher 20, and its purpose was to present any 

school notices and report developments within the team (FN 08/03/05; 26/03/05; 

30/08/05). During the meeting on 8 March, 2006, team members agreed that, as a 

team, they would attend the International Middle Years Conference at the Gold 

Coast in May, 2005 (FN 8/03/05). On a subsequent visit, team members reported 

that they booked accommodation together, attended the conference together, and 

“made a long week-end out of it” (FN 07/07/05).  

 

Social collaboration 

Within the middle school, teachers established a weekly morning tea (during first 

lunch break) that was hosted by pods on a rotational basis. The host pod would 

supply cakes, biscuits, tea, coffee, etc. for all teachers in the middle school. 

Disruptions of other school activities such as sports days, excursions, and public 

holidays over the year made this practice of morning teas spasmodic. However, 

special occasions such as recognition awards for service, retirement, and personal 

milestones such as weddings or birthdays, were an impetus to renew the “tradition.”  

As well as being a social event, teachers from other pods were invited to “take a 

look” at the classrooms in the host pod to see what students were doing. Thus, these 
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social meetings incorporated some practical collaboration between pods (FN 

08/03/05; FN 26/07/05; FN 30/08/05). 

 

During Term 1, 2005, teachers within this pod appeared to be developing a 

good social relationship. They organised a monthly barbeque or outing together 

with their families and regularly spent morning tea and lunch time socialising. They 

appeared to enjoy having fun together and, on one participant observation day, 

stayed in the multipurpose building after parade to toss a ball around and chat after 

school (FN 28/03/05). However, this socialising had changed dramatically by the 

beginning of Term 3, 2005 with a change in the core teaching staff. The teacher 

who had replaced Teacher 1 was an experienced teacher with a number of years 

experience at School A. She had been on secondment to another school in an 

acting-administrative position for 6 months. Team dynamics changed as team 

members again began to establish relationships and roles within the team. 

Personality differences between the new teacher and some of the existing core 

teachers resulted in a change in social collaboration. That is, all team members no 

longer socialised outside of school hours or as regularly at lunch times. There was a 

noticeable difference in who stayed in the pod and who visited at lunchtimes (FN 

19/08/05; FN 30/08/06).   

 

Planning collaboratively 

This team was given two blocks of common planning time a week. One block 

of time was a whole-team planning session. The whole-team planning time was 

chaired by the mentor teacher attached to the pod (i.e., Teacher 20). Four of the 

participant observation days for School A fell on the scheduled days for the team’s 

whole-team common planning time (FN 09/02/05; FN 16/03/05; FN 03/08/05; FN 

07/09/05). A second block of time was given to each teaching partnership (at 

different times) to work together on planning, collecting resources, or other joint 

activities. 
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It was observed during meetings attended by the researcher, that Teacher 20 

(i.e., the mentor teacher attached to the pod) chaired these meetings and organised 

the agenda. Some of this common planning time was used for administrative 

purposes as well as training. A number of pod rules and protocols were discussed 

during these meetings. Teachers also reflected on completed work. It was 

interesting to note that, during this session, Teachers 9 and 15 asked lot of 

questions to clarify issues about their work. However, Teacher 1, who had an 

experienced teacher as a teaching partner, sat quietly (FN 16/03/06). In a later 

discussion with Teacher 20, she expressed concern about the ability of Teacher 1 to 

manage on her own if Teacher 4 was absent. She further commented that Teacher 4 

had definite ideas and was organising and running “that end of the pod” (FN 

16/03/06). This concern was manifested at the beginning of Term 3, 2005 when 

Teacher 1 left the school to take up a permanent position in another school. Teacher 

1 had been responsible for doing a section of the reporting for students and for 

planning the English component for the next term for the whole pod. Neither of 

these tasks were completed nor, as was later discovered, even started. Teacher 1’s 

failure to complete these tasks in a timely manner created a huge increase in the 

workload for the rest of the team and also resulted in the team being unprepared at 

the beginning of the new term (FN 07/07/05). Teacher 20 further commented that, 

in future, she “needed to watch the new teachers more closely.”  

 

The agenda prepared for these meetings included a list of general topics such 

as housekeeping items, reflections on past work, marking criteria for an assessment 

piece, and planning for next term (FN 09/02/05; FN 16/03/05; FN 03/08/05; FN 

07/09/05). At meetings attended by the researcher, the agenda was not circulated 

prior to or during the meeting to the team members. Although planning was on the 

agenda, no specific curriculum planning was observed to be undertaken or 

presented during any of the meetings attended by the researcher. Rather, a list of 

assignments was distributed to each teacher. On one occasion, Teacher 20 

described what planning needed to be done, how it needed to be done, and asked 

teachers if they needed any support to complete the task (FN 16/03/06). Student 
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issues, particularly behaviour management, took a large portion of this planning 

time during Term 1, 2005. Difficulties with student behaviour, particularly by the 

three newly qualified teachers in the pod, also involved the RTC (behaviour 

management specialist) teacher being invited to the meeting on two occasions to 

help develop behaviour management plans for individual students (FN 09/02/05; 

FN 16/03/05).  

 

Collaborative planning includes the establishment team rules and routines. At 

the beginning of Term 1, 2005, the team set up common protocols and expectations 

for dealing with the day-to-day running of the team (i.e., routines) as well as 

common expectations of student behaviour. These agreed upon routines and rules 

created a sense of consistency across the team that was observable (FN 17/02/05).  

 

At the beginning of Term 3, 2005, there was a considerable amount of theft 

from students’ bags. As the thefts were occurring during class time, the most likely 

suspects were students within the block who were leaving the classroom during 

class time. The issue was discussed as a team during one lunchtime, and strategies 

were agreed upon to minimise the opportunities for students to leave the classroom. 

That is, students were to bring water bottles into class, no student to leave the 

classroom to get a drink, and students needing to go to the toilet would have to go 

with a teacher-nominated buddy. After lunch, the teachers held a whole-pod parade 

and explained the issue to the students. The new rules and routines were explained 

to students. This meeting gave the message of a very united front from all teachers 

in the pod. However, by the end of Term 3, 2005 there was a marked difference in 

the consistency and enforcement of rules within the pod (FN 19/08/05). Teachers 

were observed letting students “get away” with behaviour because another teacher 

wasn’t in the pod at the time. Alternatively, some teachers only reminded students 

about the “rules” when all teachers were in the pod because they didn’t want to be 

“seen” by other teachers not enforcing the rules with students (FN 19/08/05). 
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Teaching collaboratively 

This team of four teachers was divided into two teaching partnerships. There was a 

definite division and sense of competition between these partnerships (interview 

data and FN 16/03/05; FN 24/03/05). The two teaching partnerships organised and 

ran their classes very differently. During Term 1, 2005, Partnership A, which 

consisted of Teachers 9 and 15, worked as a double class with two teachers. These 

classes only worked in isolation when specialist lessons for both classes were not 

synchronised (FN 16/03/05). This double teaching space had desks for all students 

(i.e., approximately 55 students) crammed into one classroom (see Appendix J). 

This arrangement facilitated both teachers teaching the “class” within a manageable 

area. However, during focused lessons, noise levels were high, and it was difficult 

for either teacher to roam the room as the desks were so closely situated (FN 

28/02/06).  Teacher 9 commented that she felt that the other classes were able to get 

through 3 times more work than they did (FN 17/02/05).  This teaching partnership 

received a lot of support from Teacher 20 during first term, but both teachers 

commented that they felt that it would have been easier if they had not both been 

newly qualified teachers (FN 17/02/05; FN 25/02/05).  

 

Teachers 9 and 15 appeared to be unaware of “what” to do during team 

teaching if they were not the teacher taking the lesson. During most classes where 

teachers team taught, one teacher would lead the lesson and the other would be 

primarily responsible for behaviour management. At times, it was observed, that 

only one teacher was “engaged” with the double class while the second teacher 

would attend to other things (i.e., working with a small group of students outside 

FN 28/2/05; talking to a student about behaviour FN 08/3/05; preparing resources 

FN 08/03/05; marking FN 16/03/05; and photocopying FN 16/03/05). 

 

Partnership B, which consisted of Teachers 1 and 4, used a variety of student 

and classroom configurations. Students from both classes were brought together for 

whole class activities such as roll marking, announcements, and activities that did 

not require focused teaching (i.e., art activities and small group work). However, at 
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other times each teacher would teach a focused lesson to one class (FN 16/03/05). 

During joint teaching sessions noise levels were higher than when students were in 

single classes (FN 28/02/05). However, Teachers 1 and 4 were both always 

observed engaged with the students when team teaching (FN 25/02/05; FN 

08/03/05). Teacher 20 commented that Teacher 1 and Teacher 4 had very different 

behaviour management strategies (i.e., different expectations of student behaviour, 

different consequences for the same unacceptable behaviour). This absence of 

consistency was creating an issue as students were seen to be playing these two 

teachers off against each other (FN 24/03/05).  

 

At the beginning of third term there were notable changes within the pod. 

Teacher 1 had left the school, and Teacher 15 had been off sick for a considerable 

amount of second term. Partnership A had implemented a number of classroom 

rules and routines that had positive effects on students’ behaviour, noise levels, and 

the smooth running of the classes (FN 07/07/05). Also, partnership A was now 

running independent classrooms. In the first instance, “closing the doors” had been 

done while Teacher 15 was on sick leave. On her return from almost 8 weeks of 

sick leave, Teacher 15 was given a position in another area of the school, and a 

contract teacher continued in her contract position as a core teacher for the 

remainder of the year to provide greater stability for students (FN 15/07/05). 

Teacher 9 commented that it was “so much easier to manage one class” and that 

they had decided to continue working as separate classes for the rest of the year 

(FN 26/07/05). The teachers in partnership B were no longer doing any 

collaborative teaching.  Teacher 4 reported that she and the replacement teacher for 

Teacher 1 had such different pedagogical styles they had decided to work as 

independent classes. She further reported that they would plan the unit overview 

together but would “tease out” individual lesson plans separately and that this 

change had resulted in an increased workload in third term compared to when she 

was working collaboratively with Teacher 1 in first and second terms (FN 

26/07/05).  
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Conflict in collaboration 

In this team, there were indications of conflict in collaboration throughout the year. 

These conflicts were not directly observed, but teachers reported several issues. 

Conflict occurred between several teachers for a variety of reasons involving 

different personalities FN 19/08/05;  teaching philosophies (Teacher 1 interview 

data); expectations (Teacher 15 interview data; FN 19/08/05); behaviour 

management strategies FN 24/03/05); and a perceived inequity in the distribution of 

tasks (FN 28/02/05); 

 

A variety of methods to deal with team conflict were employed by each 

teacher. However, what was most salient within this team was that the most 

common conflict management strategy used by most teachers was avoidance. 

Teachers either completely ignored the issue or neglected to respond to it (FN 

07/09/05). For example, one teacher, who was very particular about the other 

teachers respecting her property, insisted that no student nor any of the teachers in 

the team either touch her desk or sit on her chair. However, the pod phone was 

situated on this teacher’s desk. On one occasion, one of the other teachers in the 

pod answered the phone and, in order to write a message, put the folder in her hand 

on this teacher’s desk. The teacher walked into the staffroom and, upon seeing the 

folder on her desk, picked it up and dropped it onto the floor. Without comment, 

the teacher who had taken the phone message picked up her folder and went to her 

own desk (FN 19/08/05). Throughout the year, one teacher in the team was 

particularly tidy and found the haphazard approach of the other teachers in the team 

frustrating. This issue was raised in a team meeting, and a sharing-and-compromise 

result was implemented (i.e., common areas such as the storeroom and wet area 

were to be kept to an agreed standard, and the state of personal desk space in the 

staffroom was left up to the individual). However, tensions continued as the “tidy” 

teacher enforced the decision with an iron fist and, on occasion, would yell loudly 

as she threw items on the floor that were the slightest bit out of place. Although the 

initial approach was not confronting, the continuing use of a competition-and-

domination conflict style resulted in a lot of tension within the team. Yet, despite 
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their frustrations and resentment of this teacher’s actions, other members of the 

team felt obliged to comply with her demands and did so without comment (FN 

18/07/05; FN 26/07/05; FN 19/08/05).  

 

Stability of teams 

This team went through several staff changes throughout the year (see Appendix 

H). Every time a member of the team changed it affected the team. The arrival of 

Teacher 1’s replacement put considerable strain on existing social collaboration 

within the team. Relationships within the team changed and included a perceived 

position of power held by the new teacher that resulted from her pre-existing 

relationships with members of the administrative staff (FN 19/08/05). Differences 

in personalities, expectations, and teaching philosophies resulted in the team 

regressing to the forming and storming stages of their development (FN 19/08/05).  

 

Another factor that appeared to be causing tension and destabilisation of team 

work among staff were the high percentage of teachers on contracts. Within the 

first 4 weeks of Term 1, 2005, 7 teachers out of the 23 in the middle school had left 

the school. Four teachers from the middle school had accepted permanent positions 

in other South East Queensland state schools, one teacher had accepted a permanent 

position in a private school, one teacher had chosen to leave the profession, and one 

teacher had accepted a permanent position in a regional Queensland school (FN 

25/02/05). Three of the four teachers in the study team were on 12-month contracts, 

which appeared to affect the team in two ways. First, teachers were constantly 

seeking permanency either by applying for other permanent teaching positions or 

by applying for positions outside of the profession. Teacher 1 was successful in 

securing a permanent position at the beginning of Term 3, 2005. Second, teachers 

who were on contracts felt unable to voice concerns or disagree with other staff for 

fear of having their contract “terminated.” This fear, explained Teacher 15, was 

why she did not react to her folder being dropped on the floor. “I didn’t want them 

to see me as being confrontational” (FN 22/08/05).  
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Lack of training in collaborative practices 

On several participant observation days, the researcher had opportunity to speak 

with other members of staff outside of the team. A number of teachers working 

within the school expressed negative attitudes toward middle schooling (FN 

25/02/05; FN 28/02/05; FN 1/03/05). A subsequent conversation with the middle 

school principal revealed that one of the largest barriers the school faced in running 

a middle school program was the lack of training of teachers (FN 07/09/06).  

 

Summary 
At the beginning of the year, all teachers entered the team situation with 

enthusiasm. At the beginning of first term teachers were attempting to work 

collaboratively to plan, teach, and assess students. Both teaching partnerships had 

an open-door policy and worked in a double teaching space for the majority of the 

time. There was interdependence among the members of the team in which each 

teacher had a designated area of the curriculum to plan for the whole pod.   

 

However, by the beginning of third term, there had been several staff changes 

within the pod. These changes resulted in differences in attitudes about “how” the 

team should function. Teachers were still planning collaboratively with each 

teacher responsible for planning certain areas of the curriculum. However, each of 

the four classes was now operating as an independent class, and teachers were no 

longer team teaching. Students in each class were doing the same work, and 

teachers had to juggle resources between the four classrooms. Noise levels in each 

class appeared to be reduced, and the number of behaviour management issues 

were reported to be less. It should be noted, however, that the reduction in 

behaviour management issues was not necessarily due to the changes in the 

classroom arrangements as there was a whole-school push to improve student 

behaviour (FN 07/09/05).  
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Team 1, School B 
School B had a purpose-built middle school, and the physical organisation of 

classrooms supported the establishment of small communities within the middle 

school. Teachers were organised into interdisciplinary teams (i.e., a combination of 

specialists in science, maths, English, and SOSE). Each teacher taught either one or 

two subjects (depending on their specialisations) for at least two of the classes 

within the pod (i.e., Teacher 4 taught all of the English and SOSE for two classes).  

 

Each teacher had a “home” class that consisted of approximately 28 students 

in a 7/8/9 multiage class. Teachers had a half hour form meeting with their home 

class each day. This time was for administrative purposes and teachers were 

expected to also teach a social skills training program to students. However, some 

bus times did not coordinate with the staggered starts of the junior, middle, and 

senior campuses of this school and many students arrived during the form meeting. 

Consequently, this time was typically used to mark the roll, deliver notices, and 

check student’s homework diaries. Students were often given some free time during 

form meetings (FN 11/02/06; FN 15/02/06). On participant observations days, no 

social skills training was observed. 

 

After form meetings, the four home classes were divided into five smaller 

classes (i.e., five classes of approximately 22 students). At least one of the five 

classes had a specialist teacher every lesson. However, students did not stay with 

the same group of students for every lesson. The pod was able to have five smaller 

classes as there was a specialist teacher attached to each pod. However, the increase 

of staff to student ratios meant that, when a teacher was away, one of the five 

classes was collapsed and those students were divided classes among the other four 

classes to match teacher numbers. 

 

Students were “streamed” (i.e., put into ability levelled classes) for English 

and maths. Students moved from class to class according to the lesson. Specialist 

lessons (i.e., physical education, drama, music, technology, home economics, as 
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well as some science practical lessons) were done in specialist classrooms in other 

areas of the school (FN 11/02/05; FN 15/02/05). There was an expectation that 

teachers would collaboratively plan, teach, and assess students, creating 

interdependency among team members (FN 11/02/05; FN 15/02/05).  

 

School B worked a program in which the timetable was broken into six 

lessons per day (see Table 5.2) and in which students moved from class to class 

within the pod. Integrated studies classes were done according to the “phase” that 

students were in (i.e., Year 7-Phase 1; Year 8-Phase 2; Year 9-Phase 3). Dividing 

students according to phase for integrated studies classes enabled the school to keep 

track of which rich tasks had been completed by students from year to year.  

 

Team 1 had a very small staffroom in the centre of the four surrounding 

classrooms with windows that enabled classrooms to be viewed from this central 

point. The HOD had a separate office attached to the outside of the pod. There was 

also a “whole-school” staffroom that was used regularly by all staff in the pod (FN 

11/02/05; FN 15/02/05).   

 

Administrative collaboration 

As the HOD, Teacher 19 had overarching responsibility for the distribution of 

administrative information. This task was done formally through the use of 

electronic school-wide notices and during the weekly whole-team common 

planning session and informally through verbal reminders and reminder noted 

posted on the staffroom bulletin board (FN 23/02/05; FN 06/07/05; FN 10/08/05). 

Some professional development was observed during a whole-team planning 

meeting (FN 23/02/05). Other professional development opportunities were 

reported to be available on noncontact days at the beginning of the year, as well as 

at some whole-school staff meetings (FN 06/07/05). 
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Social collaboration 

In the cramped space in the pod staffroom, not all teachers could comfortably fit 

within the space at one time. Furthermore, during lunchtimes, if teachers stayed 

within the pod, students were constantly knocking on doors, and the noise level 

around the pod was very high. Unless they were on duty or had specific work to do 

within the pod, all teachers went to the whole-school staffroom during lunch 

breaks. It was observed that the teachers from this team sat and mixed with teachers 

from other areas of the school as well as with administrative staff. That is, pod staff 

generally did not sit together (FN 15/02/05; FN03/03/05; FN 07/03/05; FN 

22/03/05).  

 

Teacher 11 reported that the teachers in her team were not people with whom 

she would generally choose to spend time (FN 22/03/05). She further reported that 

none of the members of this team spent time together outside of school hours and 

that there were no “celebrations” observed. However, on days when the team had 

their whole-team common planning meeting, they all brought cakes and savouries 

to share to make this event more social (FN 23/02/05; FN 06/03/05; FN 10/08/05). 

 

Planning collaboratively  

The team had a whole-team planning meeting for an hour and a half one day a 

week. Three of the participant observation days for School B fell on the scheduled 

days for the team’s whole-team common planning time (FN 23/02/05; FN 

06/03/05; FN 10/08/05). Team members were also allocated other noncontact time. 

However, this time was on an individual basis. One teacher reported that, in 

previous years, all their noncontact time (240 minutes) took place on one day, 

resulting in having almost the whole day dedicated to planning. However, most 

teachers further reported that spreading their planning time across the week was 

proving more effective as when the team were “off together, you felt like to had to 

work together. There is a lot of stuff you need to do alone” (FN 10/08/05).  
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It was observed during the meetings attended by the researcher that these 

planning meetings, although not compulsory, were attended by all four core 

teachers, two specialist teachers attached to the pod for the semester, the learning 

support teacher attached to the pod, and the HOD. Meetings were conducted by the 

HOD (i.e., Teacher 19). No agenda was used or precirculated. Instead, the HOD 

had a list of things to be covered.  

 

It was observed that the roles of the learning support teacher and specialist 

teachers attached to the pod were very clearly defined. These teachers came to the 

planning meeting prepared to report on their areas of teaching and on particular 

students. For example, the learning support teacher handed out a list of students 

with whom she was currently working, detailed their specific needs, and gave 

teachers tips and feedback on the best way teachers could motivate these students 

and meet their individual needs. Also, the specialist teachers were prepared with a 

list of suggestions for assessment and integration of their particular discipline areas 

(FN 23/02/05; FN 06/03/05; FN 10/08/05). However, it was observed that the core 

teachers were unprepared and less aware of the significance and scope of their roles 

as part of the team. For example, when one area of the literacy unit plan had still 

not been completed by Week 5, Term 1, 2005, teachers were unsure who had been 

responsible to complete this task. Finally, one teacher volunteered to complete this 

area of the literacy planning for the rest of the term (FN 23/02/05).  

 

During one team meeting the HOD led the team in a reflective discussion 

about the team’s positive points and challenges to date. Positive points that were 

discussed included good relationships among team members and the positive 

attitude by all staff towards teaching in a middle school. However, this comment 

did not match the researcher’s observations. Challenges were, on the most part, 

related to the lack of protocols and processes in the pod (i.e., lack of planning, poor 

communication, consistency dealing with student behaviour, and agendas for 

meetings), which did align with the researcher’s observations (FN 06/07/05). 
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It was observed that, during whole-team planning meetings, behaviour 

management took up a large portion of the time. The HOD reported the results of 

phone calls and subsequent meetings with parents of several students with whom 

she was dealing. Concern was expressed at each meeting about the lack of follow-

up on the current behaviour management policy in the pod (FN 23/02/05; FN 

06/03/05; FN 10/08/05).  

 

Although teachers in this team had common planning time, this time was used 

to discuss the general overview and direction of the current unit. Teachers would 

individually plan for the classes that they taught, even if they were teaching the 

same subject as another teacher in the pod (i.e., both teaching maths). For example, 

Teacher 2 complained that an exam set by Teacher 10 was not going to be fair for 

her classes because she hadn’t taught her students all of the content on the exam 

(FN 29/08/05). 

  

Teaching collaboratively 

Teachers within this team did not teach collaboratively. However, during integrated 

studies lessons, the doors would often be open between two classes to enable 

students from both classes free access to all available resources (i.e., text books, 

computers, and information posters). Teachers did report attempting to team teach. 

However, teachers reported that these attempts had been unsuccessful because they 

had “not been organised enough” (FN 18/03/05).   

 

Teacher 5 did work and teach collaboratively with all members of the team. 

However, Teacher 5 did not share the responsibility for the whole class. Her 

position as the special education teacher meant that she worked with specific 

students within each class throughout the day (FN 06/09/05).  

 

The HOD did spend several lessons observing and giving feedback to the two 

newly qualified teachers in the pod. Her attendance in classes was almost always in 
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response to a request for help with a particular student and behaviour problems (FN 

22/07/05). 

 

Only one of the two newly qualified teachers had been assigned a mentor. 

However, Teacher 22 commented that she had a mentor in “name only” and that 

she was not receiving the support that she felt she needed. However, from the 

central staffroom, teachers were able to observe teaching by other team members, 

classroom management techniques, and classroom organisation to assist with the 

management and organisation of their own classes. During participant observation 

days, the researcher noted that teachers in the staffroom did, on occasion, watch 

and comment on other teachers’ teaching (FN 14/07/05; FN 02/08/05).  

 

Extracurricular collaboration  

During second semester, the HOD was heavily involved in the school’s inaugural 

musical production. However, not all of the staff in the team participated in this 

production. 

 

Conflict in collaboration 

In this team, there were indications of conflict in collaboration during the year (FN 

07/03/05; FN 22/03/05; FN 14/07/05). These conflicts were not directly observed, 

but teachers reported several issues. A variety of conflict management strategies 

were employed by teachers. The most common cause of reported conflict resulted 

from differences in expectations of others (i.e., differing expectations about how 

the team should plan and assess). However, when team members did not complete 

work, other teachers used an accommodation-and-appeasement style of conflict 

management (i.e., if the work wasn’t done, one does it oneself). This approach 

resulted in increased tensions and work pressures for teachers (i.e., an inequitable 

distribution of work). One teacher commented that she would “just simmer for a 

while and then explode.” She further commented that this tension often resulted in 

her taking sick leave (Teacher 10 interview data; FN 14/07/05). Another teacher 

commented that she felt like sticking a notice to her forehead stating “beginning 
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teacher, leave me alone” (FN 14/07/05). Differences in personalities (i.e., tidy 

versus untidy) also caused tension among team members.  

 

Other conflict management techniques used were competition-and-

domination and collaboration-and-integration. One teacher used a domination style 

of conflict management. If she had an issue with any of the teachers in the pod, she 

would confront the teacher and “have it out” (FN 23/02/05). However, this 

approach did not resolve the conflict. Rather, it built resentment and fear in the 

other teachers (FN 03/03/05). For example, when one of the specialist teachers 

taught in her classroom, the room was left with papers on the floor and the chairs 

not stacked at the end of the day. The core teacher confronted the specialist teacher 

and told her that, if she was to use her room, then it was to be left tidy (FN 

03/03/05). The special education teacher used a collaboration-and-integration style 

of conflict management. When she perceived that there was a problem with one or 

more teachers, then she would call a meeting and talk through the issue until all 

parties were satisfied. This teacher displayed very good communication and 

interpersonal skills (FN 29/08/05).   

 

Team stability 

This team had a high staff turnover throughout the year. One class had five 

different teachers throughout the year (see Appendix H). Only two of the six 

original team members were in their positions for the whole year. One teacher was 

reassigned to the team in Week 5, Term 1, 2005. Two teachers took long service 

leave at different times during the year, and contract teachers filled their positions 

for that period of time. One teacher, who had a permanent position at the school, 

took extended leave without pay from the beginning of Term 3, 2005. This 

extended leave created a “contract only” vacancy in the team for a core teacher.  

 

Changes in staff were very unsettling for team members and for students. 

Furthermore, changes in staff caused confusion regarding the assignment of 

curriculum responsibilities, added pressure to existing members of the team as they 
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helped the new team member “settle in,” and increased the workload for individual 

teachers as they no longer worked collaboratively. Individual teachers felt the need 

to “get on with the job,” however, the instability of the core team members 

minimised the team’s ability to plan or assess collaboratively.  

 

Three of the six teachers in the team were on contracts. One was on a 12-

month contract, one was on a 6-month contract that was extended to the end of the 

year, and one was a short-term contract. The uncertainty of future work at the 

school meant that teachers on contacts were constantly looking and applying for 

permanent work.  

 

Lack of training in collaboration 

Two of the core teaching staff in Semester 1, 2005 had been trained in a middle 

years’ specialist program and had received some training in collaborative practices. 

However, practicum experiences for both of these teachers were in schools running 

more traditional, single teacher classroom programs (FN 23/02/05).  

 

The school provided professional development opportunities in collaborative 

practices during student free days and, on occasion, during whole-school staff 

meetings. However, these professional development sessions were run on a whole-

school basis and not within teams.  Teacher 19 also reported that teams had 

received some professional training on teaming during the team’s common 

planning time. However, teachers had reported responding negatively to this 

training as it was perceived as an attempt to “fix” their team (FN 15/02/05).  

 

Lack of support for collaborative practices 

The school offered support for collaborative practices for teams in a variety of 

ways. The physical structure of the school facilitated small learning communities, 

teams had common planning time timetabled into their weekly schedule, and 

professional development sessions on various teaming activities were offered. For 

example, team building games and defining personality types to help team 
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members understand each other better. However, training was usually done at the 

beginning of the year on a “whole-school” basis and was very general in nature. 

Teachers reported not being taught the “nuts and bolts” of teaming (FN 03/03/05). 

 

Summary 
There was an expectation in the school that teams would collaboratively plan, 

teach, and assess students. The school’s physical organisation (i.e., small 

communities in pods), program structure (i.e., larger blocks of time, timetabled 

common planning time), and interdisciplinary teams were all established to 

facilitate collaborative practices. In Term 1, 2005, teachers were attempting to plan 

and assess collaboratively. Although teachers were encouraged to do so, very little 

collaborative teaching was observed. When teachers did work together, it was for 

convenient access to resources rather than for the combined the strengths of two 

teachers. By the end of first term, the team appeared to be more settled (i.e., 

confident in their teaching and dealing with students). Teachers were observed 

giving and receiving support in planning across discipline areas. 

 

At the beginning of third term, major staffing changes occurred. One teacher 

resigned unexpectedly, one teacher was on long service leave, and two new 

specialist teachers were attached to the pod for Semester 2, 2005. These changes 

resulted in a 50% turnover of staff in the team at the beginning of the third term. 

The high turnover of staff, particularly the replacement of two core teachers, 

affected the team members’ progress as a team quite negatively. The contract 

teacher who took over for the teacher on long service leave had worked at the 

school before and was familiar with some of the students in the pod. However, she 

was not trained in the same specialist areas of the teacher she was replacing (i.e., 

English). The teacher who had resigned was also an English specialist leaving a 

void in the team’s curriculum competence. Furthermore, forward planning for Term 

3 had not been completed, leaving teachers unorganised and “working frantically” 

(FN 14/07/05). Teachers within the team, by necessity, began to work more 

independently.  
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By the end of Term 4, 2005, the core teaching position left vacant by the 

teacher who resigned had been filled by 4 short-term contract teachers (FN 

05/12/05). Staff stability appeared to be the major barrier to this team effectively 

“gelling” as a team. The team were not able to work beyond the forming and 

storming stages of their progression.  

 

School C 
School C had a purpose-built middle school, and the physical organisation of 

classrooms supported the establishment of small communities within the middle 

school. Teachers were organised into interdisciplinary teams (i.e., a combination of 

specialists in science, maths, English, and SOSE). Each teacher taught either one or 

two subjects (depending on their specialisations) for two of the four classes within 

the pod as well as teaching within their specialisations in the senior school. All 

teachers had senior classes as well as middle years classes (FN 21/02/05; FN 

01/03/05).  

 

School C worked a program that was very similar to that in a traditional high 

school setting where students were taught within discrete subject areas. However, 

teachers in each teaching team were responsible for teaching two subjects to the 

same class within the pod (i.e., either maths and science or English and SOSE). 

With this teaching arrangement, students had fewer teachers (i.e., two teachers 

taught students’ four core subjects). Furthermore, students remained in the pod for 

all lessons other than specialist lessons (i.e., physical education, library, 

technology, music, and drama). The day was broken into 4 sessions separated by a 

form class meeting and lunch times (see Table 5.2). Core teachers were each 

responsible for a “home” class as well as the planning, teaching, and assessing of 

the content of their specialist areas (FN 21/02/05; FN 01/03/05).  

 

Each team had a staffroom within the pod that housed all core teachers for the 

pod, the HOD, and several specialist staff (i.e., physical education, art, and LOTE). 
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Each teacher had an allocated workstation with shelving on the perimeter of the 

room. There was a small table for teachers to gather around during lunchtimes or 

for other meetings. Attached to each staffroom was a small kitchen containing a 

sink, fridge, microwave, lockers, and storage areas. All of these areas were out-of-

bounds for students. There was no whole-school staffroom available for teachers 

(FN 21/02/05; FN 01/03/05).   

 

Team 1, School C: Term 1, 2005 
Despite the researcher’s numerous offers of help with classes, resources, and 

administrative work, it was difficult to feel part of, or involved with any members 

of Team 1. Most observation time with this team was spent doing administrative 

tasks for the HOD including preparing folders for senior students, organising 

materials, and transcribing results. The researcher was only invited to observe joint 

teaching on one occasion and asked twice to supervise students in the common 

computer area. Observations of staff interactions were made in the staffroom either 

before school or during lunch breaks. Opportunities for casual conversations with 

staff were limited due to the number of other school-related responsibilities 

teachers were required to perform during breaks.  

 

At the beginning of Term 3, 2005, teachers in Team 1 reported not doing any 

collaborative teaching this term. Teachers in Team 1 were working in isolation 

within their separate subject areas and were even less receptive to help from the 

researcher either within their classrooms or in other areas such as gathering 

resources or administrative tasks. In contrast, Team 2 were keen to involve the 

researcher as part of the team and it was therefore decided to dedicate the whole 

day of the remaining participant observation days to Team 2. 

 

Administrative collaboration 

The distribution of notices was done by the HOD at team meetings held on a 

“needs” basis. Most information was passed on via e-mail and whole-school 
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notices. Professional development occurred periodically as part of the whole school 

weekly staff meetings (FN 23/03/05).  

 

Social collaboration 

During lunchtimes, there were generally only 2 or 3 teachers in the staffroom. 

Many teachers were involved in coaching, extracurricular activities with students 

(i.e., tournament of minds, debating, and the school musical), or lunch-time 

supervision (FN 09/03/05; FN 17/03/05; FN 23/03/05). Teachers within this team 

reported that they did not socialise together at other times. However, Teacher 24’s 

son was good friends with Teacher 22 and they had regular contact outside of 

school hours.  

 

Planning collaboratively 

Teachers in this team reported that they did some collaborative planning, although 

no collaborative planning was observed by the researcher. Teacher 23 also reported 

team teaching with Teacher 24. Again, this team teaching was not observed. 

 

Teaching collaboratively 

At the beginning of Term 1, 2005, teachers within this team were attempting to 

teach collaboratively when timetables and subjects matched. That is, if two teachers 

were teaching an English class at the same time, then they would consider team 

teaching. However, each discipline was taught as a discrete subject (i.e., no subject 

integration), which limited potential opportunities for teaming. Although teachers 

did not plan specific lessons together, they did ensure that all classes were receiving 

the same content.  

 

The researcher was invited to observe one team teaching lesson, in which 

Teachers 23 and 24 were teaching poetry. Although the teachers had the “doors 

open,” there was little interaction between the two classes and other than initial 

instructions. Both teachers took turns giving instructions and stood together on the 

side of the room in the centre between the classes. All students were seated in 
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groups within their own class. Each class was monitored by their individual 

teachers. Classes stayed facing opposite ends of the double classroom (i.e., students 

in each class had their backs to the other class) throughout the entire lesson. During 

this lesson, two learning support teachers were present. One roamed the two rooms 

and helped all students while the other sat beside a physically disabled student for 

the entire lesson. One teacher attempted to use the other class to motivate their own 

students by stating, “Come on kids, you are letting me down today.” The noise 

level of the combined classes was considerably higher than that observed at other 

times during the day.  

 

Conflict in collaboration 

There was an obvious division within this team. One teacher, an experienced 

science and maths teacher who was new to the school, was not perceived by the 

other three core teachers as a team player. She had indicated from the outset that, at 

this point in time, she did not want to team teach. The other members of this team 

managed this conflict by combining the conflict management styles of avoiding-

neglecting and accommodating-appeasing. That is, they decided to “work around” 

this teacher and thus exclude her from any future discussion on team-teaching. 

Negative comments were often made to the researcher by two of the other core 

teachers that Teacher 3 was someone they had to “work around” (FN 09/03/05; FN 

17/03/05; FN 23/03/05).  

 

However, when interviewed, this science-maths teacher reported that she was 

struggling with the new practices in place at the school and would like to “find her 

feet” within her subject area and within the school before she attempted a new 

practice such as team teaching. This teacher reported that she did not know how to 

work collaboratively (interview data) as she had always worked independently (FN 

17/03/05; FN 23/03/05).  
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Team stability 

During individual interviews in Term 1, 2005, three of the four core teachers 

reported enthusiasm for working collaboratively with other team members. 

Throughout first term, team members reported, and were observed, teaching 

collaboratively. However, at the commencement of third term, Teacher 24’s role in 

the pod changed. None of the teachers in the pod continued to team teach 

(Interview Teacher 8).  

  

At the commencement of participant observation days in Term 3, 2005, it was 

noted that there had been staff changes in this team (see Appendix H). Teacher 24, 

who had been the “organiser” for many of the collaborative practices undertaken by 

the team (i.e., team teaching, collaborative planning, and practical collaboration) 

had taken on a new role in the school. 

 

Lack of support for collaborative practices 

Teachers within this team were not allocated any common planning time. All 

teachers reported difficulty in finding the time to meet together to plan. Scheduled 

planning time was particularly difficult because of the staggered starting and 

finishing times of the middle and senior schools and the requirement of staff to 

work across both campuses (FN 21/02/05). During Term 3, 2005, timetables were 

organised so that teaching “partners” had one session (70 minutes) per week off at 

the same time (FN 05/07/05).  

 

Summary 
Although some of the members of this team attempted to work collaboratively 

during Term 1, 2005, a change in teaching staff at the beginning of Term 3, 2005 

resulted in all teachers reverting to more traditional practice (i.e., planning, 

teaching, and assessing independently). The team’s reluctance to include the 

researcher as part of the “team” was consistent with the team’s lack of skills in 

“how” to work collaboratively. Differences in personalities and attitudes towards 

collaborative practices created tension in this team.  



 223

 

Team 2, School C 
Teachers in this team were very welcoming and forthcoming with any information 

that they thought could be useful to the study (FN 21/03/05). However, it took a 

considerable amount of time for Team 2 to work out how to “use” the researcher 

effectively during participant observation days. For the most part, the time spent 

with Team 2 during Term 1, 2005 was as an observer rather than as a participant-

as-observer. However, during Term 3, 2005, as the majority of participant 

observation days were spent with Team 2, the HOD began to plan to “use” the 

researcher and would e-mail ahead what she wanted the researcher to do.  

Subsequently, the researcher was included in teaching, supervising students, 

developing resources, updating records, and general day-to-day duties (FN 

13/07/05; FN 21/07/05; FN 29/07/05; FN 01/08/05; FN 09/08/05; FN 17/08/05; FN 

25/08/05; FN 02/09/05; FN 05/09/05).  

 

Administrative collaboration 

The HOD distributed notices formally at weekly team meetings and informally 

each morning in the staffroom. Professional development occurred periodically as 

part of the whole school weekly staff meetings (FN 23/03/05).  

 

Social collaboration 

There appeared to be a good camaraderie among the members of this team. There 

was a free-flowing friendly banter among team members. Teachers would tease 

each other, have coffee after school together, and celebrate each other’s 

achievements (FN 13/07/05; FN 29/07/05; FN 09/08/05). One teacher within the 

team also taught home economics and often brought in “samples” from her cooking 

class to share at morning tea. Morning teas and lunches were a social meeting time 

for any teachers not on duty or involved in other extracurricular activities. As 

teachers taught separate subject areas, conversations were generally about specific 

students and their behaviour (FN 23/03/05; FN 21/07/05; FN 17/08/05).  
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Planning collaboratively 

At the beginning of Term 1, 2005 teachers within this team were working 

collaboratively in the planning of the different areas of the unit. However, planning 

was done to align subjects to a theme (i.e., parallel planning) rather than to integrate 

subjects. When teachers were teaching the same subject areas, they aligned content 

and worked collaboratively to plan and deliver assessment (FN 05/07/05). Teachers 

attempted to simplify the curriculum into “skill” areas and then assigned specific 

skills (i.e., writing a procedural report) to one subject area so as to avoid the 

duplication of teaching and assessing skills (FN 23/03/05).  

 

Practical collaboration 

There were two maths and science teachers in this team. One was a newly qualified 

teacher who regularly sought help in obtaining resources and answers to questions 

about lesson formats from the more senior teacher (FN 21/07/05; FN 08/08/05). A 

lack of physical resources in the school (i.e., textbooks and resource books) made it 

particularly difficult for newly qualified staff without an accumulation of materials 

from past years.  

 

Teaching collaboratively 

Teachers within this team did not teach collaboratively. Unlike teachers in Team 1, 

teachers in Team 2 who were teaching the same subject areas were unable to 

combine classes. This inability was due to two reasons. First, most timetables did 

not match and second, where subject areas and class timetables matched, the 

classes were unsuitable to combine. That is, some classes within the pod were 

extension classes consisting of selected gifted and talented students who were doing 

different content to other classes. However, teachers were observed combining 

classes to administer a joint exam (FN 21/07/05).  
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Conflict in collaboration 

This team was the only team within the study in which there were no observable 

tensions (FN 05/09/05). However, this team was also the team where teachers 

worked most independently. 

 

Team stability 

This team had a stable core teaching staff throughout the whole of 2005. At the 

beginning of Term 2, 2005, however, the learning support teacher came back from 

long service leave (FN 05/09/05). The return of the learning support teacher did not 

affect the functioning of the core teaching staff for several reasons. First, she had a 

support role within the pod and was welcomed and worked in all classrooms in the 

pod. Second, she had a very friendly and adaptive personality, and finally, she had 

a history in the school and did not need support and guidance from others.  

 

Lack of support for collaborative practices 

Teachers within this team were not allocated any common planning time. All 

teachers reported difficulty in finding the time to meet together to plan. The 

staggered starting and finishing times of the middle and senior schools and the 

requirement of staff to work across both campuses made it even more challenging 

for all team members to find a common time to meet (FN 21/02/05).During Term 3, 

2005, timetables were organised so that teaching “partners” both had one scheduled 

session (70 minutes) off at the same time during the school week (FN 05/07/05).  

 

Summary 
This team could be described as the stable team. Team members worked together to 

plan for the teaching of skills across the unit and also attempted to keep subjects 

aligned to a theme (e.g., literacy based around medieval studies in SOSE). 

However, there was no interdependence among team members. Teachers planned, 

taught, and assessed within their discrete subject areas with limited collaboration 

between teachers teaching the same subjects. Throughout the year all team 

members became more familiar with the school routines, and with the middle 
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school program (i.e., one teacher was a newly qualified teacher and one was new to 

the school this year).  

 

The most salient barrier to collaborative practices within this team was a lack 

of collaborative knowledge and skills. Teachers reported that they knew that there 

was an expectation that they should work together but were unsure about “how” 

(FN 21/07/05; FN 17/08/05). All teachers in this team chose to continue working as 

a “team” within the middle school in 2006 (FN 01/12/05). 

 

Summary of the section 
In some instances, there appears to be a conflict between teachers’ reported 

experiences in teaming and those that were observed. Several negative factors in 

the teaming process became apparent during the recording of participant 

observations including the negative affect of staff turnover on the developmental 

trajectory of teaching teams. 
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School reports 
A preliminary report of findings was delivered during meetings with principals 

from each school at the end of Term 4, 2005 (see Table 5.3). A single report was 

compiled from an initial analysis of all data from interviews and all participant 

observation. Main themes were reported to inform participant schools about 

preliminary findings on all middle school teaching teams involved in the study. 

Issues raised included (a) benefits of teaming, (b) team development, (c) 

balkanisation of teams, (d) team leadership, (e) mentors, (f) team roles, (g) support 

when teaming, (h) accountability of team members, (i) team goals, (j) time issues, 

(k) time for teaming (i.e., common planning time), and (l) communication. 

Conversations during the delivery of reports improved the researcher’s 

understanding of issues from an administrative point of view. Principals’ and 

administrative staffs’ responses to issues were documented and were considered to 

add another dimension to the data analysis process (i.e., from another perspective).  

 
Table 5.3  
List of Participants Involved in Preliminary School Report Meeting 

School A School B School C 

Middle school principal 

Middle school deputy principal 

Mentor attached to team in 
study 

Whole school associate 
principal  

Middle school principal 

 

Head of department for middle 
school 

 

Throughout the reporting process, principals commented on various aspects of 

the reported team issues and noted areas to which they considered attention needed 

to be given. Although the same report was given to each school, each principal 

made comments to varying degrees on each issue raised. That is, one principal gave 

a lengthy response to one area that was of concern, where another principal made 

no comment. It should be noted that principals gave more general comments on all 

middle years teams within their schools, rather than limiting their comments to the 

one or two teams studied in their schools. Field notes were written as soon as 
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possible after the conversations took place and stored in files according to the 

school and date. Concept tables were drawn up using the headings in the 

preliminary reports. Again, as per observation data, analysis of these concept tables 

was undertaken in a systematic fashion involving a manual line by line open coding 

of the data (Berg, 1998). Notes from each school were compared to highlight 

consistencies and patterns within and across teams, to pinpoint any issues that were 

particular to any team, and to identify absences of practices that would be expected 

in a collaborative team.  

 

Benefits of teaming 

Principals and administrators in all schools were aware of the benefits of teaming. 

In Schools A and B there was an expectation that teachers would work together. 

Both schools had a strong commitment to teaming. It was noted that teachers in 

School C could work either independently or collaboratively and that, if teachers 

were to be encouraged to work collaboratively, the administration needed to “sell” 

the benefits of teaming to teachers. 

 

Team development 

Many issues arose in discussions concerning team development, particularly around 

the formation of teams. Team stability was a major issue in all schools, but, for 

different reasons. All schools experienced a high turnover in staff in their middle 

years teams for a variety of reasons. This turnover of staff was more problematic in 

teams in Schools A and B. School C was not committed to maintaining “in-tact” 

teams as teachers were rotated between the middle and senior schools on a yearly 

basis.  

 

A lack of group cohesion had been identified in all schools. Principals and 

administrators at Schools A and B noted that greater care needed to be taken when 

allocating teachers into teams (i.e., considering both personalities and areas of 

expertise). Giving teachers a choice in teaching partners needed to be more of a 

priority as well as encouraging and providing opportunities for teams to socialise to 
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“get to know each other.” However, administrators and principals also noted that a 

greater stability of staff within schools was necessary to enable a choiceg to be 

given to teachers about who they could work with.  

 

All principals and administrators acknowledged that teachers needed training 

in the processes and protocols of team development (i.e., team organisation skills, 

communication skills, conflict management skills, and team teaching skills). 

Conflict management in teams was an issue for all schools. Conflict was perceived 

as being a negative feature of teaming rather than a stage in the teaming process. In 

many instances, where conflict had arisen, teams became dysfunctional. The 

principal of School A noted that many of the “storming” issues experienced in 

teams could be circumvented if more emphasis was placed on establishing team 

roles, expectations, protocols, and processes.  

 

School A allocated mentors in 2006, who were all experienced middle years’ 

practitioners, to each team to facilitate the teaming process. The placement of 

mentors within teams had also been implemented to improve communication 

between the administration and teaching staff. Furthermore, principals and 

administrators at Schools A and B noted that, although the skilling of teachers in 

teaming was a priority, they had only been able to provide limited professional 

development in this area. 

 

Team roles 

All principals and administrators recognised the need for teams to have more 

structure. Specific roles and responsibilities were thought to come under the 

training in team processes. 

 

Team goals 

All principals and administrators recognised the need for teams to have curriculum 

goals but were unaware of any other types of team goals that should be considered. 
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The principal of School B considered it necessary to establish “norms” across the 

whole school rather than just within individual teams.  

 

Accountability of team members 

Teams in all schools were considered to be autonomous, and ensuring team 

members were held accountable for assigned tasks was left up to each individual 

team. Training in methods of recording and establishing accountability was 

considered important by all schools. However, principals in Schools A and B 

considered that, in future, a member of the administrative team attending whole-

team planning meetings was necessary to demonstrate that “teams” were a priority.  

 

Team leadership 

In all schools, HODs and HOCs attached to pods had a curriculum focus. However, 

it was considered necessary by all schools to place a greater emphasis on the 

functioning of the team and to give more direction and support to individual 

teachers and teams as a whole.  

 

Mentors 

In Schools A and B, mentors were assigned to newly qualified teachers or to 

teachers who were new to the school. However, principals in both schools 

acknowledged that mentors had not been given adequate training in mentoring. 

Their roles had, in some instances, failed to achieve desired results (i.e., provide 

support for teachers).  

 

Balkanisation of teams 

The isolation of teams within the schools and the isolation of specialists was of 

concern for all these schools. Professional development across departments (i.e., 

maths, science, and English) was considered to be important in Schools A and C. 

School B already had this process in place. Creating a forum (i.e., morning teas or 

other social functions) were considered necessary by all schools to connect pods to 

the wider school community. 
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Support when teaming 

Teams across all schools were able to identify and report on several different types 

of support that they either received when working within a team environment or 

considered necessary. All schools’ principals noted that the main type of support 

offered by the administrative staff was behaviour management support. Other types 

of support were considered to be more effectively gained within the team. 

 

Time  

None of the principals and administrators in participating schools felt that time 

pressures reported by teams were restricted to middle schools teams. 

 

Time for teaming 

Schools A and B had established timetables that included weekly common planning 

time for all teams. However, both school principals questioned the most effective 

use of this time. To date, teams were allocated time to work collaboratively. 

However, no guidelines had been established as to “how” this time was to be used.  

 

School C did not allocate any common planning time for its middle years’ teams. 

However, the HOD for middle schooling did comment that timetabling for 2006 

was attempting to include some common planning time for teaching teams. 

 

Communication 

Communication within the teams in each school was thought to be at a high level. 

However, communication across and between teams and with the administration 

was considered by Schools A and B to need improvement. Furthermore, training in 

effective interpersonal communication skills was considered necessary by the 

principals and administrators these three schools. 
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Summary of the section 
Many issues were of concern across all schools (i.e., training in team protocols and 

process skills, communication skills, and conflict management skills). Each school 

was approaching the training and implementation of their middle years’ teams 

differently. However, all schools acknowledge that working to improve their 

middle school teaching teams was a priority. 

 

It was also observed that the principals and administrative staff in each of the 

schools were aware of gaps in their own knowledge of teaming processes. All 

schools were attempting to address some of the issues in the report and, in many 

instances, had begun to implement changes in areas they recognised as needing 

improvement prior to the report being delivered.  

 

Summary of the chapter 
This chapter explained the systematic manual and automatic data analysis process 

used to analyse qualitative data from observation data. Results from the data 

analysis were then presented in two sections (i.e., participant observation data and 

summary results from preliminary report of findings). A summary of each section is 

provided. 
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CHAPTER 6 - RESULTS 

Introduction 
This chapter discusses the findings from the analysis of qualitative data collected 

from individual interviews, participant observation, school report meetings, and final 

reflections. The chapter gives an overview of the proposed questions for the study 

and then a presentation of results. The results are presented in three sections and 

represent a cross-team analysis of the collective findings from Chapter 4 and Chapter 

5. The first section relates to results from individual interviews and is presented under 

the subheadings from the semi-structured interviews. The second section reports on 

the results from participant observation data and is presented under headings taken 

from observable targeted behaviours that were the focus of the study. The final 

section presents the tabled results of the individual final reflections.  

 

Key research questions 
This study set out to answers the following two related questions  

1. What are the facilitators and barriers to the formation and development of 

middle years’ teaching teams?  

2. Does organisational culture or climate determine the level or type of 

teamwork that exists in middle year’s teaching teams? 

 

The dynamics of team formation and establishment are critical to the implementation 

of middle school reform but, to date, have received little research attention. Listing of 

effective team attributes and identifying examples of “good” established teams have 

not actively focused on how an operational team develops into a successful learning 

community. The purpose of this study was to examine middle years’ teaching teams 

during their formation and development over the course of one year to determine the 

facilitators and barriers to this area of the middle years’ reform effort. Data was 

gathered through individual teacher interviews during the first term of the team’s 
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formation and through participant observation data collected during Terms 1 and 3, 

2005.  

 

The data gained following individual teacher’s semi-structured interviews has 

been subjected to an automatic content analysis of word frequencies and co-

occurrences using Leximancer (Smith, 2005) as well as a comprehensive manual line 

by line coding. Preliminary findings from the study were presented to administrative 

staff and principals at the end of Term 4, 2005. Comments made by those in 

attendance were recorded and reported as part of participant observation notes. 

Participant observation data collected during Terms 1 and 3, 2005 was placed into 

concept tables and also subjected to a systematic line by line coding. Final analysis 

sought confirmation that all interview and observation data shared the same 

“patterns.” Results were validated by cross-referencing interview data analyses with 

observation data analyses. Results from all these analyses have been collated to 

identify major themes and trends in the data set within and across teams to answer the 

major questions of this study surrounding the two key elements of teaming (i.e., 

teachers and the organisation). These two key elements include (a) the acceptance of 

teachers to teaming, the effectiveness of the teaming process, and the sustainability of 

middle years’ teaching teams; and (b) the acceptance of school leaders of the 

necessity of teaching teams, effectiveness of the organisation in providing for and 

supporting teams, and the sustainability of the teams within schools  

 

Results  
Raw data collected throughout the five phases of the study resulted in a large amount 

of information to be analysed. To be able to effectively answer the focus questions of 

the study, it was necessary to organise analysed data under sub-headings. Results 

from individual teachers’ interviews have been collated, examined, and summarised 

under the subheadings used in semi-structured interviews. Results from observation 

data have been collated, examined, and summarised under a list subheadings derived 

from observable targeted categories of behaviour. The elements covered within each 
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of the subheadings have been shown to be indicators of the facilitators and barriers 

for effective teaming during the formation and development of a middle years’ 

teaching team. Furthermore, several elements are also indicators of the level and type 

of effect (i.e., positive or negative) the school environment is perceived to have on the 

teaming process. 

 

These results report on teachers’ perceptions of their experiences during the 

formation of middle years’ teaching teams and observation data of the development 

of those teams within a middle schooling environment over the course of their first 

year. Results from individual semi-structured interviews and participant observation 

data are presented as a summary description under each subheading Results from 

final individual reflections have been tabled and presented in Table 6.1. 

 

Results from interviews 
Results from all individual teachers’ interview data (N = 22) have been collated 

and examined under the sub-headings used in semi-structured interviews (Appendix 

F). It should be noted that results from the analysis of participant observation data 

have been used to support and clarify interview data. 

 

Attitude and experience 

All teachers interviewed (N = 22) had a positive attitude towards working in a 

collaborative environment. The majority of teachers interviewed (n = 21, 95%) 

reported enjoying working in their current team. Teacher 3, who reported not 

enjoying working in her current team, was struggling to settle into a new 

environment, a new program, and new teaching practices. However, this teacher did 

report an expectation that, over time, she would enjoy working collaboratively when 

she knew “how” to work effectively with the other teachers in her team.  

 

There was a significant number of teachers (n = 13, 59%) within the study that 

were either newly qualified (i.e., within their first year of teaching, n = 10, 45%) or 

new to teaming (n = 3, 14%). Although all these teachers had a positive attitude to 
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working in a team, all teachers reported a lack of knowledge as to “how” to work in a 

team. Limited experience or training in teamwork skills resulted in the majority of 

these teachers feeling unable to adequately support other members of the team (n = 

10). It should be noted that not all the teachers who felt unable to adequately support 

others members of their team were newly qualified teachers.   

 

Prior experience in teaming tended to negatively affect teachers’ attitudes 

towards teaming. Although teachers with prior teaming experience (n = 9, 41%) were 

optimistic about working within their new team this year, the majority of teachers 

who had prior teaming experience (n = 4, 45%) in Schools A and B, were outspoken 

about changes that needed to be made or had been made this year to improve the 

functioning of their teams.  

 

Experienced teachers who were new to teaming (n = 3, 14%) reported mixed 

attitudes to teaming. Two of these teachers were enthusiastic about working in a team 

and found the supportive nature of teaming enabled them to settle more quickly into a 

new environment. However, as previously reported, one teacher struggled with all 

aspects of her new teaching placement. All experienced teachers (n = 12, 54%) 

reported being able to support other teachers well within a team environment.  

 
Goals and roles 

All teachers (n = 22) recognised that common team goals were important for the team 

to give the team direction. However, other than curriculum goals, teachers were 

unable to articulate specific goals for their team. Curriculum goals were seen as an 

essential part of school life and enabled teachers to have structure and direction 

throughout the year. However, teachers appeared unaware of any other types of goals 

that their team should be setting. Teachers in Team 1, School A reported having a 

common set of rules and expectations for their students and also being in the process 

of writing a team “mission” statement. Teachers in Team 1, School B did not report 

any common goals, however, did report having some common rules and expectations 
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for students. Teachers in Teams 1 and 2, School C did not report any common goals. 

However, routines and rules for students within these teams were observable.  

 

Teachers, who had more obvious roles, such as learning support or head of 

curriculum, identified their “title” as their role in the team. Core teachers reported that 

they did have a specific role within the team (i.e., English specialist, maths specialist, 

etc.) but were unsure as to how their role affected the team functioning other than in 

the planning of curriculum. Indeed, there were many and varied definitions of what 

teaming meant and what it should look like in the classroom. However, it was noted 

that at least one teacher in each team made the comment that, as teachers working 

together, they had a responsibility to be good role models for students (i.e., 

demonstrate how to work together and get along).  

 

All teams had an assigned HOD, HOC, or mentor. Teachers with these assigned 

roles readily acknowledged their position as “leader” within the team. Furthermore, in 

three of the four teams, the main focus of the assigned leader was on curriculum. In 

three teams the “assigned” leader of the team was not one of the core teaching staff 

(i.e., a HOD or HOC). However, the interview process, in all cases, pointed to 

another clear leader within each group (i.e., one of the core teachers). Furthermore, in 

two of the three cases, the recognised “leader” did not perceive that they held this 

leadership position within the team.  

 

No teams were observed keeping detailed minutes of whole team planning 

meetings. Where whole team planning meetings were used for curriculum planning, 

team members would be assigned specific planning responsibilities. All teachers 

reported that they would feel comfortable taking the lead in the team when a unit of 

work was centred on their area of expertise. During Term 3 it was noted in Team 1, 

School B, that where a teacher had a particular area of expertise that they took on 

more of a “lead” role in the unit that was being taught.  
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Although all teachers maintained that they should report back to the rest of the 

team on their specific areas of responsibility, no formal reporting processes were in 

place. During whole team planning meetings attended, talk was quite general about 

responsibilities that different teachers had been assigned. When tasks had not been 

completed the next agenda item was addressed. Several instances of conflict in Team 

1, School A and Team 1, School B were a direct result of a lack of accountability. 

Teachers did note that much of their reporting back to other members of their team 

was done informally through conversations and at times other than during whole team 

planning meetings.  

 

Benefits from teaming 

The expectation of most teachers (n = 20, 91%) was that they would receive a high 

level of professional support from all members within their team and from the 

administrative staff in the school. Teachers reported different expectations in terms of 

“what” professional support meant. For some teachers it meant common courtesy 

(i.e., not interrupting classes and general good manners), for other teachers it was 

more specific and practical (i.e., support with resources and behaviour management). 

The two teachers who stated that they did not need a high level of professional 

support were both mature-aged males who felt that, as trained professionals, they 

were able to cope without relying on others.  

 

Teachers reported mixed results when asked about changes to their workload 

when working in a team environment. Where teachers were teaching an integrated 

curriculum and had specific areas of a unit to prepare and teach, they generally 

reported a lessened workload in terms of the physical amount of work to be done. 

However, teachers reported that in terms of time, their workload was not reduced as 

time “saved” in planning and preparing was “spent” in collaborating with other team 

members. In School C teachers did not report a change in workload. However, 

Teachers 23, 24, and 25 did report a lessened workload during Term 1 when they 
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were team teaching. In some instances, where core team members changed, the 

workload for the remaining original members of the team was greatly increased. This 

was due to two main reasons. First, team members experienced the added pressure of 

supporting a new team member as they learnt their responsibilities and “settled” in to 

a new school and new class; and second, in two instances, remaining team members 

had to complete work that should have been done by the teacher leaving the school 

prior to them leaving. 

 

Teachers were able to articulate many benefits they felt they derived from 

working collaboratively when planning and teaching. Five major benefits were 

identified. 

1. The sharing of ideas and resources was seen to make units more interesting 

for students, increase the depth of content, and reduce the planning workload 

for teachers (i.e., easier access to resources). 

2. Giving and receiving feedback was also seen as a benefit of working 

collaboratively. Where teachers were able to either give or receive feedback 

from their peers during the planning stages of lessons and units or after 

observing teaching practice was said to be helpful.  

3. Gaining different perspectives from the combination of teaching expertise 

enhanced teaching and learning in a team situation. Teaching units of work 

from different perspectives (e.g., teaching maths coordinate work through a 

series of orienteering lessons) was seen to be a creative and innovative way of 

approaching what had been a “boring” concept to teach.  

4. Reducing behaviour management issues was said to occur when teachers 

worked collaboratively. Where teachers set “pod” rules and expectations that 

were supported and enforced by all teachers consistently, behaviour 

management improved. Teachers also felt that being able to discuss individual 

students and plan a collective strategy was important to enable teachers to 
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circumvent behaviour problems and to deal with difficult students in a 

consistent and fair manner. 

5.  Receiving personal and professional support was felt to be a benefit in 

working closely with other teachers. Being able to discuss student behaviour 

(i.e., where a student was particularly difficult in class and finding out that 

that student had been difficult in all classes was said to be reassuring), 

exchanging teaching tips and techniques, and receiving moral support with 

personal issues were reported as beneficial by most teachers.  

 

Teachers recognised that there were facilitators to being able to give or receive 

support. First, previous teaching experience and experience within the school placed 

teachers in the best position to give support to others. Knowledge of the processes 

and protocols as well as the culture of a school is “experiential.” Being able to tap 

into this experience early in a school year via a mentor was seen to shorten the 

“settling” time for teachers new to teaching and new to the school. Second, good 

relationships within the team as well as open and regular communication with 

administration staff enabled teachers to know where to access different types of 

support and to feel comfortable asking for support. Finally, newly qualified teachers 

felt they needed the most support and yet felt inadequate in the amount of support 

they were able to give others. In Team 1, School A where an “external” mentor was 

in place, newly qualified teachers appeared to cope better than newly qualified 

teachers in Team 1, School B where assigned mentors were teaching partners. The 

first few weeks of Term 1 were the most critical for mentors to be in place, as these 

teachers found they needed practical support in organising their classrooms and 

programs, and behaviour management, as well as emotional support, and induction 

into the school’s culture. Newly qualified teachers in School C were not formally 

assigned specific mentors but were “taken under the wing” of more experienced 

teachers in the team as well as the HOC.  
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In contrast, teachers identified several barriers to either the giving or receiving 

of support. A teacher’s inexperience in both teaching and being new to the school was 

seen as limiting their ability to offer support. All newly qualified teachers felt 

particularly limited in the support they were able to offer as they were still attempting 

to establish their own identity as “bona fide” teachers. An individual’s willingness to 

give or receive support was also seen as a barrier. That is, where a teacher gave the 

perception of being unwilling to give support, support was not sought nor offered. 

Many teachers felt “distanced” from administration staff and did not feel that they 

received adequate support or were able to ask for support from them. Moreover, 

communication channels appeared limited between core teachers and the 

administration in all schools. Furthermore, the uncertainties of each individual’s role 

and team expectations were also perceived to interfere with the giving or receiving of 

support.  

 

Individual communication skills 

All teachers reported that they were able to communicate ideas and concerns freely 

and openly with all other members of their team. However, most teachers reported 

that they did not feel confident communicating concerns freely and openly with all 

staff in the wider school community. The inability to communicate concerns freely 

and openly with other members of the school community was due to several factors. 

First, all newly qualified teachers considered that they needed to learn the culture of 

the school as well as gain experience in teaching before they felt they were able to 

make comment on issues concerning the wider school community. Second, several 

newly qualified teachers (n = 4) noted that they did not want to be seen as a 

troublemaker as they were only on “contract” and did not want to jeopardise their 

current position or potential to gain permanent work at the school. Third, one 

experienced teacher reported a reluctance to communicate openly with other 

members of staff as doing so in past had resulted in her being either “labelled” or 

“judged” negatively by other members of staff. Fourth, most teachers reported that 

there was not always an appropriate forum to express concerns about issues in the 

wider school community. That is, whole school staff meetings were not the time or 
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the place to express concerns. Finally, all teachers agreed that if an issue did not 

directly affect their students or their ability to teach effectively, then it was not worth 

pursuing.  

 

When asked if they ever agreed with others “just to keep the peace” most 

teachers agreed that, at times, this was a more prudent course of action than taking on 

every fight, particularly if the issue was nonconsequential (i.e., trivial). Only one 

teacher in School B felt that she would never keep quiet just to keep the peace as this 

would leave her “open” to be walked over.  

 

All teachers reported that they engaged in self-evaluation to identify ways to 

plan for improvement in their teaching. A significant number of the newly qualified 

teachers (n = 6, 67% of newly qualified teachers) reported that they kept a formal 

journal to document their experiences throughout their first year. All other teachers 

reported reflecting mentally on their classes and adjusting their practices or seeking 

help when necessary. 

 

Physical Set Up  

The physical set up of all schools in the study supported the establishment of small 

learning communities within the middle school. All schools had a distinct middle 

school campus with its own middle school management. All schools had several 

middle school pods in which small staffrooms were attached to four classrooms. All 

classrooms had dividing partitions to enable two adjoining classrooms to be opened 

into a double teaching space, facilitating team teaching. In the case of School B, 

classrooms were in a large square with the staffroom in the centre. This arrangement 

enabled individual classrooms to be opened up in a variety of combinations where 

teachers could team teach with classes on either side of their classroom. Within each 

pod, interdisciplinary teams were formed with a combination of different teaching 

specialists who were responsible for the same cohort of students. In all schools the 

program provided larger blocks of time for lessons, and opportunities to integrate 



 243

subjects. However, both teams in School C continued to teach all subjects as discrete 

entities. 

 

Leadership 

In all schools participating in the study, schools had administrative leaders that were 

committed to the philosophy of middle schooling and the implementation of teaching 

teams. However, several factors influenced the effectiveness of each school’s 

leadership to provide the support and guidance necessary for the success of individual 

teams. School A experienced several changes in leadership in the middle school in 

the short time (i.e., 6 years) since its inception. In fact, at the end of the study year 

(i.e., 2005), the middle school principal took up a position at another school and an 

acting middle school principal was appointed for 2006 until the position could be 

formally filled. Changes in leadership created instability in programming as each new 

principal had definite ideas on the direction of the middle school and how the 

program should be run. The negative affects of these changes had a flow-on affect 

within teams as teachers struggled to negotiate a new program almost on a yearly 

basis. Changes in leadership and the resulting program changes also had a negative 

influence on the development of the school’s culture.  

 

Another factor affecting the ability of a school’s leadership to provide support 

and guidance to teams was the individual leaders’ attitudes towards, and 

understanding of, teaming. For example, in Schools A and B, teams had timetabled 

common planning time with the expectation that teachers would work collaboratively 

on a range of tasks. In School C, however, teams had not been given timetabled 

common planning time and, although as a team they taught the same group of 

students, there was not the same level of expectation that teachers would work 

collaboratively in School C as was present in Schools A and B.  

 

Culture 

All schools were attempting to create a middle school “culture” that included the 

philosophical and organisational aspects of middle schooling. That is, all schools 
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were attempting to establish a student centred curriculum, collaborative teams, 

improved teacher-student relationships facilitated though programming, a program 

responsive to local needs, and community-based partnerships. However, the HODs 

from Schools B and C commented that their schools were still quite new and had not 

yet had the time to develop or establish a middle school culture. These comments 

reflected the fact that these schools were still growing (Schools B and C having their 

first Year 12 cohorts in 2006 and 2005 respectively). The changing dynamics of the 

school (i.e., additional year levels and resulting increased staff numbers) meant that 

these schools were in a constant state of flux. In addition, a number of teachers who 

were either newly qualified (n = 5) or new to a school (n = 2) noted that learning the 

culture of any school took time and where the culture was not yet established it made 

it more difficult.  

 

Time 

Time was reported by all teachers as being a significant factor in their functioning as 

a team. Teachers’ talked about time in terms of individual planning time, common 

planning time, having sufficient time to work together, the time cycle pressures of 

covering the curriculum, taking the time to get to know other members of the team, 

using time before and after school and at lunchtime to plan and prepare lessons, and 

having to juggle time to complete a variety of other school related tasks (i.e., parent 

meetings, extra-curricular activities, duties etc). All teachers all reported spending 

time before school, during lunchtimes, and after school planning with other members 

of their team. It was observed that teachers were constantly pressed for time which 

also was reflected in the majority of teachers not having the time to complete weekly 

coding sheets or final individual reflections.  

 

The program structures of each school also added to the time constraints and 

pressures experienced and reported by teachers. Where schools were still developing 

programs or implementing new programs (i.e., New Basics) teachers were on a 

constant individual learning curve and under increased pressure to develop and 

establish new programs. Teachers reported that constantly having to develop 
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curriculum and assessment was time consuming. However, during the school 

reporting process, school administrative staff reported that all teaching staff in all 

schools experienced time pressures, not just those working in a middle school. 

 

Stability of staff 

Throughout the year, changes to “core” team members occurred in three of the four 

teams observed (see Appendix H). These changes occurred for a variety of reasons 

including long service leave, gaining permanent employment, leaving the profession, 

extended sick leave, and changing positions (promotion) within the school. In 

Schools A and B, the high turnover of core teaching staff caused these teams to 

continually “cycle” back to the forming stage of their teams’ development. In School 

C, Team 1, the change in one of the core teachers at the beginning of third term also 

sent this team’s development back to the forming stage. In all instances, the 

instability of core teaching staff was observed to result in a regressive step in the 

team’s development.  

  

Training 

Teachers within the study reported limited training in teaming practices. Teachers 

with prior experience in teaming (n = 9, 41%) had all received some type of 

professional development aimed at improving teaming (e.g., personality type 

identification). However, these teachers reported that this training had a limited effect 

on improving the functioning of their teams. Moreover, a difference in each school’s 

physical structure, curriculum structure, and grade configuration means that a team’s 

purpose would be different from site to site. Even when teachers had previous 

experience in teaming, differences between schools made the links between a 

previous team’s purpose and expectations to the current team’s purpose and 

expectations unclear. A number (n = 8, 36%) of teachers interviewed were critical of 

the lack of training that teachers had received in teaming and, where they were newly 

qualified teachers, noted that their university experiences in group work or 

practicums did not adequately prepare them for teaming.  
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Stages of team development 
Forming 

All teams were “new” teams for the 2005 school year. However, Team 1, School B 

included two teachers who had previously worked together. All participants were 

“assigned” to their current teams by each schools’ administration according to the 

program that the school was running. In all schools interdisciplinary teams (including 

a maths, science, English, and SOSE specialist) were formed. However, in Schools A 

and B a subject specialist for each area was not always available in the team. The 

participating schools ran a variety of programs including an integrated program in 

which teachers taught across all disciplines; an integrated program in which teachers 

planned and taught within their own specialist areas, but were also required to teach 

in other disciplines; or a more traditional high school, subject-oriented program 

where teachers planned and taught only within their discrete subject areas. In all 

cases, teachers had very limited or no input into their choice of teaching partners or 

the members of their teaching teams. Furthermore, only one of the four teams had 

taken time during the initial weeks of Term 1, 2005 to “get to know” the other 

members of the team through social activities outside of school hours.  

 

Storming 

Conflict was evident in three of the four teams in the study. It appeared that the more 

interdependent team members were, the more likely the team was to experience 

conflict. That is, teams in which team members were reliant on other teachers for 

planning or teaching part of the curriculum, the greater the potential for conflict. In 

the one team where no conflict was reported or observed, team members taught the 

same group of students but planned, taught, and assessed their subjects 

independently. That is, science, maths, English, and SOSE were taught and assessed 

separately, although when planning, there was some alignment of generic skills 

taught across subjects.  
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Where conflict was reported and observed, it was generally the result of one or 

more members of the team not completing tasks that they were assigned or had 

committed to undertake and other members of the team feeling both let down and 

under increased pressure to complete the task themselves. Differences in individual 

organisational styles also appeared to be a major source of conflict. Where one 

teacher’s expectations was to have all of her planning completed and documented 

prior to the commencement of the term, another teacher’s expectation was more to 

have a “skeleton” plan and “go with the flow.”  

 

Personality differences also arose in two teams. However, each team dealt with 

this issue in a different way. In one team where one teacher did not want to be part of 

the team, the remaining team members “worked around her.” They acknowledged her 

expertise, included her in the planning process, but then worked independently. The 

professional relationship within the team was workable, and observations in Term 3, 

2005 revealed that all team members were comfortable with the arrangements in the 

team. In the other team, however, professional and personal relationships were 

strained. Team members did not know how to deal with conflicts that occurred, and 

there were no processes in place within the school to assist. There were several 

instances across all teams in which conflict was “ignored” and team members 

internalised their frustrations. Ignoring conflict was observed to build resentment 

among teachers, and, by the end of Term 3, the resulting tension was quite obvious in 

two of the four teams.  

 

Members from all teams reported that they relied on the HOD or HOC to “pull 

the team together.” However, one HOD reported, “I feel like I am the trouble 

shooter…[but] in terms of what is actually happening, there is an awful lot from 

which I am excluded because I am on the management team.” In Team 1, School A, 

however, the HOD was seen as a mentor and mediator for the team. Her position was 

utilised by members of the team, particularly during Term 1 in the early stages of the 

team’s development.  
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Norming 

Two of the four teams were observed to be moving towards the norming stage of the 

team process at the end of Term 2, 2005. That is, they had established their individual 

roles in the team and were working together to “get on with the job.” However, in 

Team 1, School A, when there was a change to one of the core teachers, the new 

teacher did not easily “fit” into the team and team roles and dynamics were altered. 

This team was observed to regress to the forming stage of their development. 

However, considerable conflict was reported and observed and this team stagnated in 

the forming/storming stage for Terms 3 and 4, 2005.  

 

The other team observed to be in the norming stage of its development was 

Team 2, School C. This team was running a parallel curriculum. That is, English, 

maths, science, and SOSE were taught separately but topics were aligned. This team 

also appeared to “bypass” the storming stage of its development. It had a clear leader, 

who was both the HOC and a core teacher, and team members appeared to have 

friendly professional and social relationships. 

 

Performing 

No teams were observed to be in the performing stage of their teams’ development.  

 

Summary of results from interview data 
All teachers were able to identify a number of facilitators to teaming including a 

positive attitude towards teaming and willingness to be part of a team. Having prior 

experience in teaming was considered a facilitator despite some teachers having past 

negative teaming experiences. In these situations, teachers were cautiously optimistic 

about future teaming and recognised the benefits of teaming and their ability to 

overcome barriers to effective teaming identified from past teaming experiences. 

However, one such barrier was the matching of personalities and the pedagogical 

philosophies of teachers within a team. Yet, in most cases, teachers had limited or no 

choice in teaching partners.  
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Many of the concerns raised by teachers about how effective they were when working 

within teams were due to a lack of training or experience in teamwork skills. This 

lack of training or experience was evident when teachers discussed team goals and 

roles, communication skills, and conflict management skills. Teachers also saw time 

as a barrier to effective teaming when common planning time was not used 

effectively or, as a team, regular meetings were difficult to schedule. Stability in core 

teaching staff within teams was perceived as a major barrier to team effectiveness. 

The life cycle of teams, as reported and observed, stagnated in the forming stage or 

storming stage of its development due, in part, to changes in team membership. 

 

Results from observation notes 
Results in this section have been collated under the headings used for focused 

analysis (see Table 5.1) during participant observation. It should be noted that the 

results of the analysis of some interview data were used to support and clarify 

observation data. 

 

Administrative collaboration 

Administrative collaboration occurred both in a casual and a structured manner in all 

schools. All schools had a whole team meeting at least on a weekly basis where 

administrative notices were distributed. All schools utilised an intranet bulletin board 

that was updated daily. Staffroom notice boards were also used for posting reminders 

of upcoming events or deadlines. More casual administrative collaboration occurred 

through casual conversations between teachers on a daily basis before and after 

school and during lunch breaks and non-contact time.  

 

Some professional development was observed during the structured weekly 

meetings. However, this professional development was delivered more as a 

“spotlight” on an area that needed attention rather than specific training. For example, 

on one occasion the spotlight was on the need for improved team communication. A 
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decision was made to use the bulletin board in the staff room more frequently but this 

did not address the many other areas of team communication that were lacking.  

 

Social Collaboration 

Teachers in 2 of the 4 teams in the study organised some type of activity outside of 

school hours. However, only Team 1, School A organised activities that involved all 

members of the team. These activities included barbeques and family get-togethers. 

This team also took advantage of attending a middle years’ conference on the Gold 

Coast to get together as a team. In Team 2, School C, impromptu morning teas were 

held as the result of cooking classes taken by one of the teachers. Also, on occasion, 

the female members of the team met for coffee after school at a local café.  

 

It was observed that in teams where teachers socialised together there was a 

friendlier banter and camaraderie in the staffroom. This was particularly salient in 

Team 1, School A at the beginning of Term 3, 2005 when there was a change to one 

of the team’s core teachers and the team no longer socialised. There was a marked 

change in the atmosphere in the staffroom for the remainder of the year. Teachers in 

this team rarely all sat together in the staffroom at lunch and topics of conversation 

were focused around professional issues and talk was very “polite.” 

 

The physical organisation of schools appeared to be able to facilitate or hinder 

social collaboration within teaching teams. In School A, the size and layout of the 

staffroom and space in the pod allowed teachers to have their own “space” as well as 

a common area to socialise. Although there was also a large staffroom for middle 

school and senior school staff, teachers at School A tended to stay in their own 

staffroom, particularly in Terms 1 and 2. However, this pattern did change in Terms 3 

and 4. In School B, the physical layout of the staffroom was cramped and noisy and 

did not encourage team members to spend lunch time or other free time together in 

the pod. All teachers in this team went to the middle school staffroom on most 

occasions. In School C, the physical layout of the staffroom did allow teachers to 

have their own space as well as a common meeting area to socialise. There was no 
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whole middle school staff room in School C. However, timetables and program 

cycles of the school negatively affected on how frequently members of these two 

teams were able to meet together.  

 

Planning collaboratively 

Only 2 of the 4 teams in the study (Team 1, School A and Team 1, School B) had 

whole-team common planning time timetabled within their weekly schedule. All 

teachers within these teams (n = 13) reported that the team had sufficient time to plan 

together if the team used their planning time effectively. However, it should be noted 

that teachers in Team 1, School A frequently met informally as a whole team before 

school, during lunch breaks, and after school. During this time, teachers discussed 

students, planning, assessment, as well as social topics. This ability to meet 

informally was facilitated by the physical space available in the pod. In contrast, 

teachers in Team 1, School B seldom met together as a whole team outside of the 

timetabled common planning time. When specific issues needed attention an “extra” 

whole team meeting was scheduled either before or after school, or during a lunch 

break where all core teachers were able to attend.  

 

Teachers in Teams 1 and 2 at School C (n = 9) reported a lack of general 

agreement on the necessity of common planning time. However, it should be noted 

that teachers within these two teams were teaching discrete subjects and were 

primarily responsible for their own planning, teaching, and assessment. Furthermore, 

where teachers were keen to teach collaboratively, they saw the need for common 

planning time. 

 

Practical collaboration 

Practical collaboration was observed in all teams between all teachers. The high 

number of newly qualified teachers in each team meant that these teachers were often 

asking and receiving advice and support from more experienced teachers. Lunchtime 

talk was noted to be often focused around lesson preparation and the availability of 

resources, behaviour management issues, and school culture.   
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Teaching collaboratively 

Many teachers perceived that, if they weren’t “team teaching” (i.e., two teachers 

working with two classes in one space), they were not collaborating effectively. In 

Team 1, School A and Team 1 School B, team teaching was an expectation of the 

school and yet teachers seemed unsure of how it should work in practice. 

Observations of teachers who were team teaching revealed very different approaches 

to this practice. Teachers trialled a variety of approaches to both classroom setup and 

to content delivery throughout the year. Teachers appeared to “tag” teach rather than 

team-teach. That is, one teacher would teach the lesson to all of the students in the 

double class with limited or no support from the other teacher. At times, the second 

teacher was not even present in the room. By the end of Term 3, 2005, none of the 

teams were using a double teaching space consistently. Occasionally, double teaching 

spaces were observed being used for exams or for small group work where both 

classes were working on the same unit of work. The opening of dividing doors 

between classes was done mainly for the additional space afforded when the doors 

were opened and students were able to spread out.  

 
Industrial collaboration 

No industrial collaboration was reported or observed in any of the participating 

teams.  

 
Extracurricular collaboration 

Only Team 1, School A reported or were observed participating in extracurricular 

collaboration. This extracurricular collaboration was reported when, as a team, they 

attended the annual middle years’ conference on the Gold Coast. Although members 

of Team 1, School B participated in the school’s inaugural musical, only a few of the 

members of the team were involved (i.e., 3 out of 7).  

 

Academic collaboration 

No teams reported or were observed participating in academic collaboration. 

However, individual teachers were observed researching areas of interest and 
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reported attending professional development sessions within their subject areas (e.g., 

science expos).  

 

Balkanization 

Eight teachers (36%) reported either currently feeling isolated within their team or 

having felt isolated in the past. This sense of isolation was caused by a variety of 

factors. In most instances, however, it was where teachers were teaching in specialist 

areas and did not have regular access to, or support from, other specialists in their 

area of expertise. This lack of contact with other specialists was seen as hindering a 

teacher’s potential to discuss and learn aspects of their specialisation. Furthermore, 

not aligning the curriculum across pods within the middle school and between the 

middle school and the senior school was reported as creating a sense of being “on 

your own.” 

 

Another factor reported to result in a teacher feeling isolated was a feeling of 

not belonging in the team. Where teachers were placed in teams and did not “click” 

with the other members of the team, there was a sense of isolation and helplessness. 

This was expressed by two teachers in School B where, although there was a large 

middle school staffroom, getting to know other staff outside of the team was reported 

as being difficult. This feeling of isolation was more common in teams at Schools B 

and C where teachers taught mainly in their specialist areas. In School A, where 

teachers taught across all KLAs none of the teachers interviewed reported feeling 

isolated. However, this sense of belonging may also have been due to the improved 

social relationships that were present at the time of individual interviews. 

 

Training  

Teachers across all teams generally reported that individuals needed to be 

accountable for the tasks they were undertaking that affected the whole team. 

However, none of the teams had any processes in place to allow for a reporting or 

documenting of each individual’s accountability. All teams appeared to accept the 

“informal” accountability process: If the job didn’t get done, people would scream 
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loudly. In some instances the frenzied day-to-day work of middle years teachers 

meant that some tasks were “left” to be completed “later.” The lack of any formal 

accountability created huge issues for two teams later in the year. In one team, one 

teacher had the assignment to document and prepare the unit outline for the term’s 

work and prepare assessment reports for her class. However, these tasks were “left” 

for “later.” When this teacher left the school midway through the year, the remaining 

teachers had a gap in their reporting procedures that was very difficult to fill. 

Uncompleted tasks created a lot of tension and “blaming” within the team. In yet 

another team, a subject specific unit of work that was to be prepared and shared 

amongst the four core teachers for the following term. The preparation of this unit 

was again was “left” for “later.” The teacher responsible for this task left the school, 

and the other teachers found themselves in a day-to-day planning crisis until time 

could be made to plan the unit for the term. Teachers in this team felt “let down” and 

commented that the disorganisation has contributed to student behaviour management 

issues within the Pod (Field Notes, 14/7/05). 

 

Team stability 

Only one team maintained their core teaching staff throughout the year 9see 

Appendix H). All teachers in this team were permanent staff and had chosen to work 

in a team in the middle school.  

 

Conflict 

Conflict was observed in three of the four teams and was a significant barrier to the 

teams’ progress in two of the teams (see section on Storming under Results from 

interview data).  

 

Summary of observation notes 
All teams were observed participating regularly, to varying degrees, in five of the 

targeted observable behaviours (i.e., administrative collaboration, social 

collaboration, planning collaboratively, practical collaboration, and teaching 

collaboratively). No teams, as observed and as reported, participated in industrial 
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collaboration or academic collaboration. Furthermore, only one team was observed 

participating in extracurricular collaboration in a limited capacity. Barriers to 

effective teaming including feelings of isolation, a lack of training, and team stability 

were evident in all teams. Conflict was neither observed nor reported in Team 2, 

School C but was observed in the other three teams.  

 

Final individual reflections 
Only five (27%) participants returned final reflections. However, even with such a 

small sample of overall participants, several themes were common to all participants. 

First, all teachers noted that being flexible was an important quality for teachers 

working within a team environment and that flexibility was the “key” element to 

teaming. Second, almost all teachers who completed a final reflection felt that 

improved and more focused training was necessary, particularly in the areas of team 

building and goal setting. Only one teacher (Teacher 5) stated that she felt that their 

team was working effectively and did not need training. However, it should be noted 

that this teacher was a special education teacher attached to one of the teams and not 

a core member of the team. As such, by definition and necessity her role was more 

supportive and collaborative and she experienced a different level of relationship with 

each core team member. Finally, three teachers (60%) noted that in future teams they 

would clarify the goals and roles of team members. Moreover, these comments were 

made by respondents from two different schools and respondents included teachers 

across a broad spectrum of training and experience.  
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Table 6.1. 

Results from Final Individual Reflections 

 

Teacher Individual 
Strengths Training Time Future changes Key issue for 

teaming 
5 

NQ/PT/ 
special 

education 
 

Sharing ideas and 
being supportive 
 

I feel we are 
doing this 
effectively 
 

Planning sessions 
allow us to have 
the time to work 
collaboratively 

Allow myself to 
gain experience 
from other team 
member's ideas 

Being flexible 
 

11 
HT/ 

experienced 
in middle 

school 

Being able to 
make decisions; 
being able to 
direct people 
 

Team 
building 
activities 
with other 
team 
members 
  

Impacts greatly - 
only 1.5 hours to 
plan together then 
1.25 hours if 
available to work 
together therefore 
often conflicting 
ideas 

Try and talk to the 
person who may 
be covering the 
same aspects in 
lessons 
 

Not to be stubborn 
about things 
individually; ideas 
and work must be 
shared 
 

19 
HOC/HT/  

experience in 
middle 
school 

Reflective 
listener; positive 
praise and 
constructive 
reflection on 
performance of 
classroom 
teachers; strong 
organisational 
skills 
 

How to 
develop and 
maintain a 
team ethos; 
team 
teaching 
strategies 
 

Time to develop 
personal 
relationships is 
difficult, but 
important to the 
overall team spirit 
 

Clear articulation 
of roles of all team 
members 
  

Professional 
development on 
strategies that work 
in collaborative 
teaching 
environment; 
classroom /behaviour 
management; 
flexibility and ability 
to adapt to change 

21 
NQ/MYT 

Flexibility; "give 
it a go" attitude 
 

Team 
building 
activities; 
school 
based  
 

Planning is done at 
home therefore 
limiting the 
discussion about 
the topics planned 
for 
 

Ask more 
questions to clarify 
planning/teaching 
areas 
 

Flexibility; 
willingness to try 
something new; 
willingness to train 
other members of the 
team in their 
speciality areas to 
increase their 
knowledge 

15 
NQ/MYT 

Getting along with 
others, being 
supportive, 
willing to give 
anything a go 

Goal setting 
including 
processes to 
make team 
members 
more 
accountable 

Planning sessions 
are very helpful. 
We are able to 
meet regularly at 
other times  

Clear expectations 
of other members, 
as well as 
individual roles 
and goals of team 

Being flexible. Not 
being too sensitive to 
the different 
personalities of 
others 

 
Note: NQ = newly qualified teacher; PT = primary trained; HT = high school trained; MYT = middle 
years trained; HOC = head of curriculum 
 

Summary of Chapter 
This chapter outlined the collective results from four teaching teams across three 

government run middle schools. Results from analyses of all individual interviews 

and participant observation data from all schools involved in the research were 



 257

presented under subheadings as summaries of collated and analysed data. Data under 

many subheadings showed mixed results across and within teams. Analyses of data 

also revealed discrepancies between teachers’ perceptions of their teaming experience 

and the researcher’s participant observations of the day-to-day functionings of teams. 

 

The results revealed a number of significant facilitators and barriers to the 

effective formation and development of teams. Teachers’ enthusiasm and optimism 

about teaming was an important factor in each school’s ability to form teams. 

Purpose-built structures promoted small communities that were supported by 

administrative staff who were committed to a middle years’ philosophy. Timetables 

that allowed for common planning time were also shown to improve team 

effectiveness by providing opportunities for collaborative planning and more frequent 

communication between team members. Where members of teams consisted of 

teachers who had experience in teaming, teams were seen to establish team protocols 

early in the year. However, a lack of teacher choice in teaching partners and a 

mismatch of personalities or pedagogical philosophies were shown to be barriers to 

effective teaming.  

 

Although teachers felt that teaming had many benefits, such as the giving and 

receiving of professional and emotional support, most teachers felt that they were not 

adequately trained in teaming practices and consequently did not have the specific 

skills to team effectively. A lack of prior training in teamwork skills (i.e., 

collaborative planning, collaborative teaching, communication skills, and conflict 

management skills), and team process skills (i.e., establishing team goals, roles, and 

protocols, effective meeting skills) hindered the teams’ development. Each school 

was attempting to implement and support teaming practices in a slightly different 

way, with varying results.  

 

A schools’ culture was shown to have direct effects on a number of areas that 

could either facilitate or hinder teaming. Common planning time was only scheduled 

for two of the four teams. Where teams did not have common planning time, a culture 
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of working collaboratively was perceived as optional. Teachers reported and observed 

that a school’s culture takes time to establish and all three schools in the study were 

relatively new (in their first 10 years of operation). Thus, many of the cultural 

features that could be seen to promote teaming (i.e., a history of teaming, well 

established teaming protocols within the schools, teamwork training on a regular 

basis) were not yet established.  
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CHAPTER 7 - DISCUSSION 

Introduction 
Little research has been published specifically on middle school teaching teams 

despite a substantial literature on business and other types of teams. In the USA, the 

most prominent research on teams in middle schools has included work by Erb 

(1997), Erb and Dickinson (1997), Erb and Doda (1989), Flowers et al. (1999, 2000), 

George (1982) and by Kain (1997, 1998, 2001, 2002). In a longitudinal study, Felner 

et al. (1997) identified the need for effective teaching teams within middle schools to 

support successful middle school reform in the USA. In Australia, Chadbourne 

(2004) noted the extensive range of collaborative practices undertaken by teachers, 

particularly those teaching in the emerging middle school environment, and pointed 

to the need for more research on collaborative practices and teams. Furthermore, in a 

national benchmarking study of life-long learners in the middle years, Pendergast et 

al. (2005) identified effective teaching teams as a critical element for the successful 

implementation of an Australian middle school reform and pointed to the need for 

empirical research on the functioning of teaching teams within a middle school 

environment.  

 

This study provided an analysis of team functioning and teaming processes 

during the formation, development, and year-long maintenance of four teaching 

teams across three middle schools in Queensland. The naturalistic participatory 

research approach of this investigation was framed to look at the actual lived 

experience of teachers’ practice, in order to identify what worked and what changed 

within teams over the course of one year. Studying teams from their inception 

enabled this analysis of the dynamic progress of a team’s “life-cycle” over the course 

of one year and showed challenges to the teams’ progress throughout their life-cycle 

phases. This approach contrasted with many studies on teams that have explored 

teams using snapshots of teams at different phases of their development (e.g., conflict 

phase or performing phase).  
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All schools involved in the study were government run “holistic” reform middle 

schools (i.e., purpose built middle schools) with a distinctive middle school program. 

These schools fitted the description of “lighthouse schools” expected to lead the 

reform. Teachers within these teams did not show a natural ability to meet 

administrative expectations of a harmonious grouping that would result in benefits for 

both teachers and students. Teams within this study were not able to progress through 

the complete life cycle of a team’s development but, rather, stagnated in the 

idiosyncratic formation and storming phases. 

 

This multi-site case study of lighthouse schools that were committed to this new 

reform advanced previous research on single site studies and showed how Australian 

middle school reform has revisited USA problems. Moreover, this study used a 

combination of interview and observation data to track teams over the first year of 

their formation in order to describe, compare, and contrast, and interpret the 

characteristics of teaching teams within a middle school environment. The outcomes 

of this study have provided insights into facilitators and barriers to the formation and 

development of middle school teaching teams within Queensland middle schools. 

These outcomes have practical value for middle school administrators at local, 

district, and state levels about the needs of their middle years teaching teams. These 

outcomes also have conceptual value for training institutions in designing programs 

that prepare teachers to become middle school specialists.  

 

In this chapter, a summary of the main findings of the study is presented. 

Outcomes from the specific questions that guided this study, in order of their 

presentation in Chapter 1, are reviewed. First, outcomes of this study are considered 

in relation to characteristics of these middle school teaching teams, both together and 

separately: Facilitators and barriers to a positive developmental trajectory for 

individual teams are identified. Second, outcomes of this study are considered in 

relation to effects of a school’s organisational culture or climate on the level or type 

of teamwork that exists within middle school teaching teams. In addition, this chapter 
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makes recommendations for future Australian research in middle school teaching 

teams and draws attention to the limitations of this study.  

 

The main findings from the study 
Six main characteristics were found to either positively or negatively influence 

teaming in the four teams from the three Queensland schools participating in this 

study. These characteristics concerned (a) training (i.e., both preservice and 

inservice); (b) administrative support throughout the teaming process (i.e., from 

formation to establishment and maintenance); (c) attitudes of team members to 

teaming (i.e., a willingness to participate in a team and experience and confidence in 

contributing to the team); (d) relationship building; (e) conflict; and (f) school culture. 

These results resonated with the research literature on the experiences of middle 

school teaming practices in the USA where a number of factors have also been 

identified that either facilitate or inhibit collaborative practices in middle school 

teaching teams (Erb, 1997; Erb & Dickinson; 1997; Erb & Doda, 1989; Flowers et 

al., 1999, 2000; Kain, 1997, 2001, 2002). Indeed, the question must be asked, “What 

have we learned from the USA’s experience if we are still subject to the same 

issues?”  

 

Time was also identified as an additional theme that was interrelated with the 

other six team characteristics and with how each of these characteristics influenced 

the teams’ ability to effectively function. For example, the amount of time made 

available for inservice training or for teams to have common planning time was 

shown to either positively or negatively affect the functioning of teams. The presence 

or absence of all or some of these factors, therefore, either motivated teachers to work 

collaboratively or sustained them in maintaining a noncollaborative position.  

 

Moreover, it was apparent from the presence of many facilitating teaming 

factors (e.g., teacher enthusiasm, physical set up of the school to promote teaming, 

and recognition by teachers of the benefits of teaming) that the reduction or 

elimination of barriers to collaborative practices did not necessarily bring about a 
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move towards collaboration. The final decision to collaborate still depended upon 

each individual’s willingness to be involved (Connell, 1998; Knackendoffel, 2005; 

Koios, 1999; Whitehead, 2000). In this study, issues of informed consent, acceptance 

of reform, and willingness to join a team affected individual teachers’ decisions. 

 

Question 1 

What are the facilitators and barriers to the formation and development of middle 

years teaching teams?  

This Queensland study confirmed the strongly held view in the USA literature that 

teaming practices are the lynchpin for many of the signature practices of a middle 

schooling philosophy (Clark, 1997; Felner et al., 1997). Research in the USA has 

showed that teams are essential to the establishment of small learning communities 

and, in turn, improve relationships with students. In that work, a more stimulating 

curriculum arose though the integration of specialist areas and curriculum negotiated 

with students when teachers worked in teams (Felner et al., 1997). This study has 

confirmed that, in the Queensland middle school reform effort, effective teaming 

practices are the foundation for the successful implementation of many of the 

signature practices of a middle schooling philosophy including small learning 

communities and a more integrated and negotiated curriculum.  

 

Training 

For all teams, there was an administrative and cultural expectation that natural, 

harmonious collaboration would follow the formation of teams. In all teams, teachers 

were placed in a situation necessitating a level of “compulsory collaboration” 

(Hargraves & Dawe, 1990, p. 229) without training and, in most cases, with limited 

guidance. The collaborative practices undertaken by teachers who are expected to 

work within these middle school environments competed with and departed from the 

dominant traditional practices that have persisted over time. Practices such as an 

individual’s autonomy, authority, judgments, and ideals of “best practice” required 

adaptation and adjustment in middle school settings. 
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Most teachers involved in the study had either a work history of teaching within 

the isolation of a single classroom or a formal training program focused on more 

traditional practice (i.e., traditional primary or secondary training). Five (23%) 

teachers had specialist middle school training but they did not report training in 

explicit teaming skills as a core element of their teacher training program. Thus, 

teachers’ preservice and inservice training in teaming skills was lacking. Although 

teachers reported some professional development aimed at teaming, this training was 

limited to activities such as personality profiling and “team building” games. 

Participants in this study reported little or no effect from this type of training on their 

team performance or productivity (see, also, Wheelan, 2005).  

 

To be effective, professional development workshops need to be tailored to the 

needs of the team depending on the stage of its development. Teams that were newly 

formed lacked, for example, training on many of the team process skills enabling a 

team to work effectively (i.e., team meeting protocols, team roles, team goals, setting 

of team rules and expectations, and team evaluation). Teams that had stagnated in the 

storming phase of their development could not address their conflicts and required 

conflict management training. Established teams required training on how to evaluate 

their own performance to determine what stage of development the team had reached 

and what ongoing professional development or support the team needed. For 

example, teams that identified themselves as “performing” could further advance 

their team performance with training designed to strengthen or enhance their work-

related relationships while maintaining the momentum of the team (Wheelan, 2005).  

 

Within all of the teams in the study, programming structures required teachers 

to collaborate on a variety of tasks. Many group process skills, individual 

communication skills, problem solving skills, and conflict management skills were 

needed to facilitate negotiation of the various tasks. Table 7.1 lists the collaborative 

tasks attempted by teachers and operationalises the associated facilitating skills or 

traits involved in effective performance of these tasks. 
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This study has shown that there are explicit and generic teaming skills that are 

applied at all phases of a team’s life cycle. However, at certain points in a team’s life 

cycle, the importance of particular skills becomes magnified and highly relevant. That 

is, all skills were applicable throughout the teaming process but certain skills needed 

to be available at certain points and accessed by team members in a timely way. For 

team meetings, strong team process skills and individual skills including conflict 

management skills have been shown to facilitate a team’s progress through the 

forming and storming phases more efficiently (Erb & Doda, 1989). In the absence of 

certain skills, teams continued to forge ahead and resolve issues, but the resolutions 

did not always progress the functioning of the team. A lack of many of these 

facilitating skills resulted in teams within this study struggling to make progress 

beyond either the formation or conflict phase in their team’s development. Moreover, 

to sustain a team’s efficacy from year to year (i.e., beyond the first or current year of 

working as a team), team members should have an awareness of the skills employed 

throughout their teaming process in order to duplicate a successful teaming 

experience in another setting, another team, or another school. 

 

In these three middle schools, many barriers to the formation of the four 

teaching teams identified in the study could be attributed to a lack of prior or ongoing 

training in teaming skills. For example, Goodlad (1999) argued that school reform 

and teacher education must occur concurrently. However, teaming skills at preservice 

and inservice levels were not taught concurrently with the introduction of a middle 

schooling philosophy in Queensland schools. Australian educational reform, as in 

other western countries, has a history of reform through lighthouse projects or 

“tasked” schools rather than through a holistic reform effort. These project schools 

tasked with the responsibility to investigate some alternate school arrangements have 

been asked to lead the way through a teacher-centric process of discovery without 

explicit skills training. In Australia, as the educational valuing of middle years reform 

gained momentum, policy change moved ahead, as in other educational reforms, 

without training those teachers and administrators at the coal-face of the reform. 
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Table 7.1. 

Collaborative Tasks Involving Teachers and the Associated Required Skills or 
Traits 

Collaborative tasks Required skills or traits 

Team meetings Process skills 
 team meeting protocols  

o agendas 
o minutes 
o time management 

 decision making skills  
promoting 

 consensus/democracy 
 fairness  
 trust 

avoiding  
 groupthink 
 adversarial approaches 
 coercion 
 contrived collegiality 

 assigning team roles 
 setting team goals 
 setting team rules 
 setting team expectations 
 evaluation of team process 

 
Individual skills 
 commitment to the team 
 accountability – giving feedback 
 problem solving skills 
 communication skills 

o assertiveness skills 
o interpersonal skills 
o intrapersonal skills 

 conflict management skills 
o positive management of conflict 
o closed loop communication 

 self-evaluation skills 
 

Planning   integrated curriculum skills 
 negotiation skills 
 communication skills 
 time management skills 
 creative skills 

 
Level of teamwork 
 

 decision-making (when to collaborate and when to work as an 
individual) 

 giving and receiving support 
 backing-up behaviours 
 protecting the “team” 
 loyalty  
 trust 

 
Personal and team satisfaction  celebration of individual and whole team achievements 

 recognising and acknowledging the success of others 
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Administrative support 
 

 

Administrative contributions by within-school leadership to performance in 

teams need to be recognised as an important influence on middle years’ reform in 

Queensland. To achieve high levels of implementation during reform efforts, school 

administrators “must attend to the organizational variables” (Gideon, 2002, p. 234). 

Furthermore, Gideon (2002) noted that, for teachers to make a commitment to the 

teaming process, the school’s administration must set teams up with the 

microstructures (i.e., common planning time as part of their everyday work schedule) 

and the resources (i.e., training in the processes required to undertake collaborative 

tasks) to work effectively as a team. In this study, administrators were not aware 

themselves of the support protocols and structures that should be offered and lacked 

the training to support new teams.  

 

The varying levels of administrative support available to teams within this study 

affected how teams were able to function. That is, allocation of common planning 

time facilitated a team’s ability to plan collaboratively. Within all of the schools in 

this study, there was a high level of expectation from the respective administrations 

that team members would work together. This expectation was manifested in 

clustering staff and students into pods. Working collaboratively was implicit to these 

structural arrangements, but teams were under ecological pressure to respond to 

nonstructural conditions such as an integrated curriculum that included planning, 

teaching, and assessing collaboratively. Yet, staff turnover usually resulted in 

teachers working more independently.  

 

Three of the four teams were left to be “self-managed” teams with a HOD or 

HOC situated within the team to give direction to the team and be the link between 

the team and the administration. The fourth team had an assigned mentor for the first 

6 months of the year, and, during this time, this team was observed to make 

considerable progress towards becoming a “performing” team. However, a change of 

one of the core team members coincided with the removal of the additional 
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administrative support provided by a HOD at the beginning of Term 3, 2005: This 

team then regressed to the forming stage of their development. Relationships within 

this team did not rebuild, and collaborative practices undertaken were reduced to a 

minimum by the end of the year.  

 

Within teams at Schools A and B, teachers were expected to provide an 

integrated curriculum. The development of this type of curriculum required a mix of 

specialist teachers to work together. Teachers within this study reported that part of 

the administrative support for interdisciplinary teams is regular planned opportunities 

for individual teachers to communicate with other like specialists. Access to like 

specialists was available in all schools, however, to varying degrees. 

 

In Team 1, School A, teachers taught an integrated program, but all teachers 

were required to teach across all disciplines within their individual classes. All 

teachers within this team expressed confidence: They also considered that they had 

sufficient specialist support within their team as the team had several specialists (i.e., 

English, SOSE, maths, and science). However, in Team 1, School B and Teams 1 and 

2, School C, in which teachers were teaching mainly within their own specialist areas, 

there was a greater feeling of isolation from other specialist teachers. One teacher 

made the comment that she was “on an island” and, that, to get help from other like 

specialists, she needed to “get in a boat and row to another island.” Thus, 

balkanization of teachers working within teams (Fullan, 1997) had detrimental effects 

when one specialist teacher in a team was not able to easily access help from other 

like specialists. 

 

Teachers’ attitude to teaming 

All teachers in this study were positive about collaboration with other teachers and 

hopeful about team support. Within this study, ten teachers (45%) were newly 

qualified teachers, three teachers (14%) were experienced teachers but new to their 

respective schools, and nine teachers (41%) were experienced teachers who also had 

experience within a middle school. All of the newly qualified teachers and teachers 
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who were new to their school expressed a positive attitude to teaming and were 

enthusiastic about the opportunity to work in a middle school. All newly qualified 

teachers considered they would receive increased support as part of a team rather than 

being in a classroom on their own.  

 

One newly qualified teacher, who did not feel adequately supported within her 

team, decided after only 6 months of teaching to leave the profession. Research has 

shown that “negative experiences in their first teaching position can taint an 

individual’s overall experience, which can lead to self-doubt and the perception that 

one is not a ‘bona fide’ teacher” (Main & Bryer, 2004, p. 238). Areas identified as 

smoothing the transition of a beginning teacher from one of “apprentice” to 

“professional” are (a) support from a mutually agreed upon mentor, (b) support from 

administrative staff, (c) ongoing professional development, and (d) maintenance of a 

positive attitude (McCann & Johannessen, 2004). Frustrations in these areas 

contribute to the alarming rate at which beginning teachers leave the profession in the 

USA (Darling-Hammond, 2003) and Australia (OECD, 2005).  

 

Staffing of middle years was convoluted and destabilising to the emerging 

reforms. A more positive teacher trajectory would require concerted efforts to mentor 

beginning teachers with experienced middle years’ teachers and to provide a stable 

membership to teams (viz., at least a year-long contract for nontenured teachers). The 

tendency to cluster teachers in middle school pods need to be pursued much more 

vigorously by administrators to maintain teachers’ positive attitude to teaming. 

Ongoing support and monitoring of teachers’ continued commitment to teaming 

practices needs to be managed and measured.  

 

Teachers, who were experienced but new to the school, were all high school 

trained teachers. These teachers had previous experience in working in a supportive 

team environment with like-trained specialists in more traditional high schools. Thus, 

their positive attitude to teaming in a middle school reflected their past teaming 

experiences (Lester et al., 2005) with other like specialists rather than a blended team. 
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In contrast, teachers with previous experience in middle schooling and, hence, with 

blended teaming were more tentative about a new team and a new year. All teachers 

were optimistic about the coming year but had concerns brought with them from past 

experiences.  

 

Without exception, all experienced teachers qualified any enthusiasm about 

working in a new team with definite expectations about other team members. 

Moreover, the more experienced teachers called for more support in teaming from 

administration. These teachers also expressed concern about the time and extra 

workload required to support teachers new to the profession and new to teaming. This 

concern about extra workload was continually manifested throughout the year as the 

core team membership of teams changed. Experienced teachers were observed to give 

increasingly less support to new team members as staff changes added stress to their 

individual workload (i.e., not having parts of units planned on time). For these 

teachers, their commitment to their teams became tenuous as the year progressed and 

teaming conditions became more difficult.  

 

One experienced teacher, who was new to her school, had reservations from the 

outset. Most experienced teachers presented an optimistic façade about working 

collaboratively. This teacher, however, was overwhelmed by the multiple changes in 

this new setting that challenged her past ways of knowing and doing in more 

traditional high school settings. However, she reported that she hoped to work 

collaboratively with other teachers in her team as she adapted to her new school and 

the new program. That is, she was hesitant to take on new teaching practices when 

she was still coming to grips with the ethos of a new school and a new middle years’ 

program: Although she was optimistic about the future possibilities of working 

collaboratively with colleagues in the near future. 

 

Clearly, an important resource for team formation was the resource of teacher 

willingness to team and general optimism about working collaboratively. Yet, it was 

wasted. The opportunity to work in a new environment was exciting, but the cautious 
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approach by one teacher was sensible. Without explicit teaming skills and adequate 

administrative support, many teachers became disillusioned with teaming within the 

year and reverted to previous practice. This reversion, however, was not a natural 

regression: Without support and training, they had little option but to return to 

previous practice. Thus, earlier interpretations of this return to previous practice as a 

preference can be viewed in a less judgemental light.  

 

Relationship building 

All teachers reported that they needed to make the time to socialise and bond as a 

group through the initial forming of the team and then throughout the teaming 

process. However, only one team reported taking the time to socialise as a group in 

order to get to know team members. Strong personal relationships were evident 

within this group during the first half of the year. One other team at School C had 

regular morning teas and, over time, reported improved personal relationships. 

Sandholtz (2000) noted that a teacher’s commitment to teaching is associated with 

collegiality and that a teacher’s enjoyment in their work is linked to a sense of school 

community. When teachers come to work in a middle school, “not only should a team 

exist, but it ought to be forged in an intense team building situation” (Maeroff, 1993, 

p. 514).  

 

Teachers reported improved relationships among team members through their 

time working and planning together. Improved relationships were reported to assist 

teachers in being able to be more open and able to understand and make allowances 

for difficulties faced by individual team members (i.e., personal illness, family 

concerns, and other personal issues). However, one teacher in Team 2, School B was 

labelled from the outset as someone who was “not a team player.” Hence, team 

members worked around this teacher when they could have taken other, more 

productive approaches. If team members had taken the time to get to know one 

another and to recognise this experienced teacher’s difficulties in coping with a new 

school and a new program, they may have been able to support this teacher and work 

together. 
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Within this study, however, a lack of stability in core team membership 

negatively affected three of the four teams. Because the members within a team were 

constantly changing, teachers were unable to develop the trust, open communication, 

and history that foster team maturation into an effective collaboration. It has been 

argued that a “good” team with strong interrelationships develops over time 

(Milonopoulos & Fordred, 1997). Yet, given willingness, the foundation for these 

interrelationships is the initial bonding and subsequent activities: Working together is 

insufficient to establish strong relationships. In order to anticipate the potential costs 

of poor relationships to the effectiveness of the team, administrators need to carefully 

examine changes in the team.  

 

Conflict 

Many teachers placed in these middle school teaching teams were unaware of 

different types of conflict strategies or about how to use conflict management 

strategies constructively. An implicit corollary of the overarching feeling in all 

schools that collaboration was a priority was that conflict was viewed as a negative 

feature of teaming practices. Hence, the most common method of dealing with 

conflict was avoidance. For these teachers, lack of training made them unresponsive 

to the consequences of avoidant team interactions: Failure to deal with team issues 

interfered with team development.  

 

Within the teams in this study, various causes of conflict were reported by 

teachers and observed by the researcher. Tensions arose due to differences in 

personalities, differing expectations, failure to report back on tasks, and a perceived 

inequity in the distribution of tasks. Personality factors affected how teachers in this 

study dealt with conflict. Each teacher used a variety of methods to deal with conflict. 

In most instances, when faced with conflict, teachers typically used their preferred 

conflict strategy, which, in the most part, was a reflection of their personality (e.g., 

competitive and dominating strategies were used by loud and confident teachers). 

Contextual factors also affected how teachers in this study dealt with conflict. 
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Teachers new to the team and to middle schooling were aware of the expectation of 

all school to collaborate, which influenced how teachers resolved conflict (Callanan 

& Perri, 2006). That is, there was an expectation that teachers would get along. These 

“new” teachers used either an appeasement strategy (i.e., continually agreeing with 

the views of more experienced middle years’ teachers) or strategies that involved 

compromise or avoidance to avoid conflicts with more established team members. 

The mix of problems and solutions warrants a more systematic framework for coping 

with conflict: Conflict was a critical barrier to a team’s progress through the storming 

phases. 

 

Interpersonal communication skills were critical to the success of any conflict 

strategy. Creating a set of team goals, rules, and expectations during the forming 

stage in the team’s development might have circumvented many unproductive 

conflicts. In Team 1, School A, teachers had set up common protocols and 

expectations for dealing with the day-to-day running of the team (i.e., routines) as 

well as common expectations of student behaviour. These agreed upon routines and 

rules created a sense of consistency across the team that was observable and, in some 

instances, avoided potential conflict. Over the course of the study, at some point, all 

teams recognised the need to implement common rules and routines for the team. 

However, all participants within the study were focused on emphasising similarities 

between team members and did not have the explicit awareness or explicit skills to 

address differences. Where conflict was not managed well, the team’s development 

stagnated in the storming stage. Moreover, a mismatch of individuals’ understandings 

of either what needed to be done or how it needed to be done was shown to 

exacerbate conflict. In turn, team development was undermined. 

 

Facilitators and barriers to team formation and development 
Within all teams, a number of teacher-reported and researcher-observed factors 

affected the formation and development of teams. Table 7.2 outlines the range of 

identified facilitating and integrating factors within individuals, teams, and schools 

that affected teaming activity. Many factors involved in the teaming process can be 
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seen to either facilitate or hinder a team’s progress, depending on other conditions. 

For example, attitude to teaming is one factor: A team member’s positive attitude 

towards teaming has been shown to improve team performance, and, conversely, a 

team member’s negative attitude towards teaming has been shown to hinder a team’s 

performance (see, also, Knackendoffel, 2005; Lester et al., 2005). Attitude was a 

factor that has complex origins and the factors identified in Table 7.2 each warrant 

more focused investigation of how they influence teaming processes. 

 

Figure 7.2 Facilitators or barriers to team formation and development  

Individual factors Team factors School factors 

 Attitude 

 Experience in teaming 

 Teacher choice 

 Training in teaming 

 Recognition of benefits of 
teaming   

 Communication skills 

 Conflict management skills 

 Support from 
administration staff 

 Intrapersonal skills 

 Self and team evaluation 

 Understanding of team 
processes including 

o team rules 

o team goals 

o team roles 

o common planning time 

o team meeting protocols 

 Staff stability 

 

 Physical set up of school 

 Routines and traditions that 
facilitate teaming  

 Administrative support of 
teaming practices 

 Staff stability 

 
Barriers during team formation 

Staff turnover in teams was a feature of this study, which highlighted the importance 

of placement issues. A balance must be maintained among personalities, 

specialisations, and experiences when placing teachers in teams. However, due to the 

high turnover of staff in all of these reforming government schools, this “balancing” 

resulted in new teams being formed each year. Although a number of teachers within 

this study reported that they were asked “who they would like to work with,” the 

reality is that very few teachers were ever given any choice in their teaching partner 

or team. Thus, the ideal placement of each teacher within a school and, then, in a 

team, was rarely achieved in this study. 
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A number of reasons accounted for placement. First, teacher placement within 

these schools was a complex labyrinth of movement of staff returning from leave, 

returning from country service, promotions, transfers, retirements, and new staff 

entering the profession. Administrators were faced with the difficult task of allocating 

teachers assigned to the school into teams.  

 

Second, in each of these middle school teams, interdisciplinary teaching teams 

consisted of teachers with a variety of individual specialisations (i.e., science, maths, 

literacy, etc.). Thus, administrators were faced with the real problem of not being 

allocated the “right mix” of teachers. Because they did not have the luxury of being 

able to pick-and-choose teachers based on any other criteria, they had limited 

flexibility (depending on the size of the school) to shuffle teachers around. The 

random mix of personalities, experience, and training that results is characteristic and 

may contribute to the general willingness of teachers to work with others (i.e., part of 

their work culture).  

 

Third, in schools where experienced staff remained in the school for a number 

of years, staff may have been afforded more choice in teams. However, in these 

cases, administrators needed to be careful to avoid a “school-yard” team picking 

scenario. In one example, placing teachers with considerable experience in teaming 

and middle schooling together resulted in the formation of a strong team but left 

teachers inexperienced in teaming and middle schooling to “battle” with conditions in 

a more vulnerable and fragile team. That is, teams put together without training or 

support were then left to sink or swim, further undermining team effectiveness.  

 

Summary 
This study has highlighted many of the facilitators and barriers to the formation and 

development of a middle years teaching team and has provided an outline of the 

identified skills that would assist teachers when working within a middle years’ team. 

Schools involved in this study have set up the physical structures to promote teaming 

practices. However, this study has also shown that many teachers entering this new 
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educational environment in Queensland have not had training (either preservice or 

inservice) in the explicit teaming skills that would assist them in their teaming 

practices. However, problems in teaming are also compounded by a lack of 

awareness by administrators of the most effective forms of professional development 

and support that facilitate the success of fledgling teams.  

 

Question 2  

Does organisational culture or climate within middle schooling sites determine the 

level or type of teamwork that exists in middle year’s teaching teams? That is, what 

resources and support systems for teaming are embedded into each middle school’s 

culture, and what are the effects of these resources and systems on teaming? 

 

Culture was identified as one of six determining characteristics of teaming 

experiences in the first question of this study. Moreover, results from Question 1 have 

shown that some of the facilitators and barriers to successful teaming in middle 

schools are related to a school’s culture. The availability of resources and types of 

support accessible to teams in schools in this study were shown to be determined by 

the schools’ evolving cultures. 

 

Within each of the middle schools involved in the study, changes of many 

kinds were occurring simultaneously. Macropolicy changes, such as outcome based 

education, the use of rich tasks, and a strong focus on the use of technology were 

being implemented at the same time as the new school was being set up in a K-12 

structure. Teachers in this new environment were performing and reconciling many 

major and minor activities for a “new school”, “new policy”, and “new practice for 

middle school.” These new schools created their own issues in establishing routines 

and responsibilities, gathering resources, and organising times and tasks. These 

concerns were not all directly related to middle schooling issues. The newness of the 

school, the lack of an established curriculum framework, and the newness of staff to 

middle schooling practices contributed to time-and-task pressures on teacher practice.  
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Creation of new practice for this discrete educational entity in a new physical 

setting was exciting and challenging for teachers. The associated benefits of 

improved teacher-student relationships, facilitated through programming changes, 

were widely reported among participants in this study. The benefits of a seamless 

transition and the flexibility of an integrated and negotiated curriculum were 

disseminated among participants as part of the philosophical motivation of middle 

schooling. However, teachers reported difficulties within this new practice when this 

paradigm shift to either their teacher training or teaching experience, or both, raised 

unexpected challenges. Teachers within these teams had some knowledge of the new 

reform, but training was not systematic and teachers were not informed about issues 

in implementation and evaluation. Many teachers in this study were unsure about 

“how” an integrated curriculum should look or were not confident teaching outside of 

their specialised area of training. Teachers within the study accepted the vision for 

new practice but did not have the enabling tools (i.e., explicit skills and 

administrative support) to implement new practice. Notions such as solution-focussed 

problem solving (viz., establishing a goal and working towards it for intervention and 

reform) did not transfer readily from individuals to schools, and to the teams within 

reforming schools without active processes.  

 

While these teachers were adjusting to a new school and new practice, new 

macropolicy changes in teacher practice were also occurring, and these changes 

absorbed extra effort. One such policy change was outcomes based assessment 

(Queensland Studies Authority, 2002), which was a new programming issue rather 

than a middle school issue. This new assessment policy complemented the aims of 

the new practice as it enabled students to negotiate their learning and extend their 

levels of achievement. It also gave teachers greater flexibility to cater for individual 

student's needs. Yet, it added another layer of new tasks for the teachers. 
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Within the Queensland middle schooling experience, stakeholders will need to 

disentangle the difficulties associated with a new reform, a new school, and a new 

program to avoid the “blame the reform” distortions that have occurred in the USA. 

As part of this new reform in Queensland schools, effective teaming practices will be 

integral to the successful implementation of the new program. Administrative support 

from all levels (local, district, and state) will be critical. As articulated by Elmore 

(1996), a key flaw in many reform efforts has been to rely solely on teachers who are 

highly motivated and emotionally connected to the reform. Despite this principle 

being well established, awareness of this principle has not informed this reform in 

Queensland. Administrators need to provide active support including ongoing 

training and resources (i.e., common planning time) to these teams. In the absence of 

active support, teachers within this study reported losing their emotional connection 

to the reform and their willingness to continue with the reform effort. Insofar as the 

driving force behind teacher-centred reform has been this emotional willingness to 

work in a team, without ongoing support teachers will revert to their previous 

traditional practice and reform efforts will stall. 

 

A culture of teaming 

As teaming practices have been represented as a critical element of middle years’ 

reform in the USA (Clark, 1997; Felner et al., 1997) and in Australia (Pendergast et 

al., 2005), it is important to characterise the kind of school culture that encourages 

and facilitates teaming practices. Many of the descriptors of organisational culture 

(i.e., customs, traditions, hidden symbols, etc.) have implied a level of stability in the 

organisation (Schein, 1992; see, also, team factors in table 7.2). Other descriptors 

have emphasised pervasiveness. “School culture affects every part of the enterprise” 

(Deal & Peterson, 1999, p. 7) including the talk, type of instruction that is valued, the 

view of professional development, and the emphasis on students’ outcomes. Thus, if 

a school’s culture is a determinant of behaviour and motivation, then a school’s 

culture of teaming becomes critical to the collaborative practices that take place.  
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Within each of the participating schools in this study, several factors affected 

the strength of the “teaming culture” and thus, the amount and types of collaborative 

practices that were undertaken. These factors included (a) the program, (b) the 

physical set up of the school, (c) the expectation by the school’s administration that 

teaming would take place, and (d) the stability of staff. The program expectations of 

Schools A and B necessitated a high level of interdependence between team 

members. However, this increased requirement for collaboration also brought with it 

an increased potential for conflict and disengagement of team members. All teachers 

who were either new to the profession or new to the school found the “new” program 

“hard.” All newly qualified teachers reported that their training did not adequately 

prepare them to work in this new environment. Although “it is difficult, if not 

impossible, to provide preservice experiences in all of the potential roles of beginning 

teachers” (Main & Bryer, 2004b, p. 239), collaborative practices would seem to be a 

core requirement for preservice training for middle school teams. In all schools, team 

members were attempting to develop aspects of a new program as well as working 

within the parameters of new practice. Without an established program or established 

norms of practice within these “new” schools, all teachers struggled with the day-to-

day realities of teaching and teaming.  

In a sense, these schools were attempting to establish a new “culture” of 

teaming by establishing the necessary organisational frameworks as well as enacting 

the expectation that “teaming” would take place within these structures. All of these 

new middle years structures within P-12 schools included the creation of smaller 

learning communities of teachers and students, the creation of interdisciplinary teams 

with a combination of different teaching specialists, the formation of teaching teams 

who were responsible for the same cohort of students, adaptation of the program to 

provide larger blocks of time for lessons, and, in two of the four teams, the allocation 

of common planning time. However, Chadbourne (2001) argued that “a particular 

type of school structure does not guarantee that middle schooling will take place” (p. 

iii), and, similarly, that placing teachers in teams does not guarantee that teaming will 

take place. Within this study, teachers working within this structural framework 

lacked the teaming process skills necessary to work effectively within this 
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environment (see Table 7.1). Thus, these cultural structures were insufficient to 

promote evolution towards a “climate” of teaming (Kain, 2001).  

 
Instability within teams caused a lot of concern among teachers and adversely 

affected teaming practices. Only one team did not experience any changes to core 

teaching staff. Furthermore, tensions arising from the uncertainty of “being on a 

contract” and, thus, also ongoing search for permanent work, were a concern for nine 

(41%) of teachers within this study. In three teams, in which core teaching staff 

changed throughout the course of the study, the life cycle of those teams displayed an 

observable regressive step. That is, in all cases and every time there was a change in a 

teams’ membership, the team regressed to the forming stage of its development. In 

two of the teams, it became apparent that working collaboratively had become too 

great an investment in time and energy and that, where possible, all team members 

began working independently.  

 

Time 

Time was an issue for all teams, affecting every aspect of their work including 

planning, training, teaming, and teaching. Teachers reported the need for time to plan 

alone, to plan together, and to socialise and build group cohesion. Common planning 

time, identified as an essential feature for effective teaming practices (Kain, 2001), 

was only allocated within the weekly timetables of two of the four teams within the 

study. All teachers working within teams expressed the opinion that they needed to 

allow time before school, during breaks, and after school in order to accomplish all 

required tasks. However, teachers within teams that had common planning time all 

reported that they had sufficient allocated time to work together if they used this time 

effectively. Training to use this time effectively was reported to be a main concern. 

Other work on school-wide practices that facilitate team work has generated protocols 

for team meetings that focus on team goals and task timing (Crone & Horner, 2004). 

Such protocols have enabled teams to evaluate their effectiveness. 

 



 280 

Teamwork was governed by time in teaching, which is a finite resource. Within 

this study, time to collaborate with all members of the team was difficult to timetable 

within busy schedules. Teachers structured their work around time through schedules 

for the day, week, term, semester, and year. Moreover, set curriculum, planning, 

teaching, assessment, and reporting tasks were undertaken and, in some way, 

completed within the constraints of these time schedules. Teaching teams were 

expected to be able to accommodate the necessary teaming activities into their 

schedules. However, time “savings” were not reported as one of the benefits of 

teaming. That is, teachers reported benefits relating to reduced stress, as well as an 

increased sharing of resources and ideas, and, in the case of beginning teachers, 

reduced isolation. However, within this study, the time “spent” in collaborating 

cancelled out any time “savings” in working collaboratively.  

 

Recommendations 
This study has shown the gap between what the middle school literature says about 

collaboration and teaming and how it is being implemented in these three Queensland 

middle schools. It has been shown to be untenable to assume that collaboration will 

occur as a natural phenomenon and that teachers will perceive teaming as enhancing 

their teaching and their students’ learning. It takes time for teachers to learn and 

perfect new forms of instruction (Slavin, 2004), when teams are stable and 

administratively supported. Ongoing dissemination of successful practice in this 

phase of schooling is an important medium for enthusing teachers and developing 

exemplars of “some” areas of the reform. However, the whole enterprise needs 

careful nurturing from planning to maintaining. For this reform to be sustainable, 

ongoing maintenance of professional development, leadership training, and resources 

are necessary and require a visible investment of time and training by governments. 

 

Theorising about collaborative practices needs integration with actual “doing”, 

because the end goal of teaming and collegiality is a lived experience. Teachers 

within this study demonstrated that an individual’s commitment to working within a 

team is directly related to the level of their personal teaming skills. Specifically, 
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training assists teachers to (a) learn the skills necessary to work effectively within the 

new reform, (b) use these new skills to implement classroom changes, and (c) provide 

opportunities to give and receive feedback on implementation (Murphy & Hallinger, 

1993). Developing effective teaming practices was an experiential journey for the 

newly qualified teachers within this study: On the whole, they had limited experience 

in teamwork exercises and had not had explicit teaming skills taught or embedded 

into preservice education courses. These newly qualified teachers were challenged 

with many new practices in which they had not be trained (i.e., planning 

collaboratively and team teaching).  

 

When these trained, registered, and variously experienced Queensland 

practitioners exhausted their personal resources and commitment to change, the 

teaming system showed signs of regressing to conventional practice (Elmore, 1996). 

Two of the four teams in the study regressed from a middle years’ approach. In both 

instances, team members lacked the skills and administrative support to effectively 

manage the teaming process and reverted to teaching separate classes. Moreover, the 

other two teams in the study were attempting to continue teaming practices. However, 

a limited capacity restricted their collaborativeness. They were not regressing, but, 

they were also not advancing (i.e., teaming practices were limited from the outset of 

the year). Teachers within this study had a desire to continue working within the 

reform demonstrating a reforming spirit among participants. 

 

Training 

At different stages of development, teams needed different types of professional 

development. Further investigations need to be conducted to establish appropriate 

types of professional development to meet team needs. Diagnostic instruments need 

to be developed to help teams determine the type and urgency of professional 

development needed to support their team (see Kain, 2002). Thus, professional 

development for teams needs to be flexible, which raises additional questions about 

whether professional development should be school-based or done on a broader scale.  
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Preservice teacher training programs that introduce a middle years’ 

specialisation need to embed teaming practices within individual courses to explicitly 

teach individual teaming skills within a context. Fullan (1996) argued that “you 

cannot advocate for change without participating in change” (cited in Bullock & 

Pedersen, 1999, p. 22). Thus, higher education programs need to play a significant 

role in embedding team practice within pedagogical theory. Ference and McDowell 

(2005) argued that preservice students “need to be placed on teams to illustrate the 

team concept in the middle grades [and need to be ] assigned collaborative projects in 

all of the coursework” (p. 8).  

 

Preservice training and professional development in teaming, particularly 

conflict management, is critical if teachers are to work effectively in teams. 

Managing conflict in middle school teaching teams is critical to a team’s progress, 

effectiveness, and sustainability. The ability to use conflict constructively lies in an 

awareness of, and skills in, methods to constructively manage conflict between team 

members. 

 

Limitations of the study 
This study has progressed research on Australian middle schooling teaching teams 

from single-site studies to a multi-site study. More expansive surveying of research 

within a teaming practice larger study in the Queensland and Australian educational 

landscape should be undertaken to identify the representativeness of these three 

schools and four teams. Schools involved within this study were all holistic reform 

model schools (Aspland & Nicholson, 2003). Many other established schools within 

Queensland and across Australia are also implementing a middle school reform in a 

variety of configurations, and teaming practices within these settings may be more 

established. In this study, many facets of newness affected teams. In an established 

middle school, with established teams, team training and team performance may be 

more advanced. How teaming practices have been undertaken within these other 

types of schools has yet to be investigated. 
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This study examined teaching teams in schools that were working through the 

processes of setting up programs and routines related to being a “new” school. This 

“confounding” affected the study of teams. Difficulties experienced by teams may, in 

some part, be attributed to being a “new” school and “new” practice, and 

effectiveness in surviving teams may improve over time. Until these schools have 

stabilised a new system, coping with change may be their priority. However, explicit 

teaming skills training for teachers who are either working within these emerging 

middle schools or about to enter the profession is critical to the successful 

implementation of other aspects of a middle years’ reform. Intervention studies to 

improve teaming practices will require the identification of practice indicators and 

pre- and post-testing of practices on those indicators. 

 

Thus, the small number and specific kind of participating schools and teams 

posed limitations on generalisation. However, the size of the study reflected the 

limited resources available to the researcher. Furthermore, this study has shown the 

need for more research on effectiveness of practice and its impact on teachers. 

Further research on teaching teams needs to consider the relationships of teams with 

other stakeholders within middle schools (i.e., students and administrators). Studies 

that look at all participants and stakeholders in terms of a larger agenda should be 

considered (Main & Bryer, 2005). For example, student voices were not considered 

in this study but, as the recipients of the “product” of teacher teaming, their lived 

experiences and learning outcomes should be investigated. 

 

Within this study, there were a number of representative groups among the 

participants including newly qualified teachers, experienced teachers who were new 

to middle schooling, experienced teachers who were new to middle schooling and 

new to teaming, and teachers experienced in middle schooling and teaming. Tracking 

the progress of these teachers in these four subcategories over several years would 

allow for a more in-depth look at how teachers manage teaming over time. Moreover, 

teacher acceptance of participation in this reform should be investigated. 
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The data collection process was made difficult for several reasons, but the 

overwhelming issue appeared to be time constraints. The initial response by 

participants to being involved in the study was positive. However, throughout the 

study, it became evident that some aspects of the data collection process (i.e., coding 

of timesheets and completion of a final written reflection) were perceived as being 

onerous and difficult to complete within an already crowded timetable. Weekly 

coding of collaborative practices and time sheets attracted a very poor response rate 

despite initial agreement, personal reminders, and a simplification of the process. The 

time required for coding of timesheets was approximately 2-3 minutes at the end of 

each day (i.e., approximately 15 minutes per week). However, when not completed 

daily, the coding of timesheets became a difficult and time-consuming task. Thus, the 

response rate for completion of coded timesheets was very poor (i.e., 9%; n = 2). 

Furthermore, only 23% (n = 5) participants completed a final written reflection. This 

poor completion rate of final reflections was due, in part, to the timing of the 

administration of the task (i.e., the end of Term 4). 

 

From the results of this study, it would now be possible to do a state-wide study 

investigating the level of collaborative skills and training of teachers working within 

middle school teaching teams. A wider study would enable a study of teams within 

more established contexts without the confounding issues of new schools, new 

practice, and new programs.  

 

Conclusion 
The strength of this study is its multicase examination of teaching teams, which 

moves forward from the limited single Australian case studies that have been reported 

to date (Spicer, 1999; Farley, 2003; Main, 2003). Improvements in technology and 

resulting data mining tools (e.g., Leximancer) have also enabled a more in-depth look 

within teams and across sites, resulting in a more intimate understanding of the 

workings of individual teams and across sites.  
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Team practices require a systematic approach to practice identification and 

reform evaluation. Within the lighthouse approach to reform, some collaborative 

practices have been interpreted and implemented within these schools and may be 

used to establish models for future practice. However, the results of this study have 

shown that teachers within teams in this study have lacked some key teaming skills to 

progress the development of their teams on a positive trajectory.  

 

Coordinated educational research to document and evaluate reform in 

lighthouse schools is needed in order to justify efforts expended by teachers 

undertaking collaborative practices within the middle years of schooling. Within this 

study, teachers expended enormous effort, but lasting profit to students, schools, and 

educational investments was not clearly evident. Evidence-based preservice training 

and professional development for current teachers needs to be established in order to 

obtain lasting profit from this investment of scarce educational resources. Future 

studies may help to determine future directions for preservice training for middle 

school specialists and professional development for those teachers engaged in middle 

school teaching teams. 
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PhD Student: Katherine Main 
Supervisor:  Dr. Fiona Bryer 
School of Cognition, Languages and Special Education, 
Faculty of Education, Griffith University, 
Nathan  Q.   4111 
Ph: 3875 5834  Email: F.Bryer@griffith.edu.au  or  
Ph: 3875 5971  Email: K.Main@griffith.edu.au 
 

A YEAR LONG STUDY OF THE FORMATION AND DEVLOPMENT OF MIDDLE 
SCHOOL TEACHING TEAMS 

 
Confidentiality Agreement 
All responses to this survey are strictly confidential. The researcher gives an unqualified 
undertaking that teachers will not be identified in the research findings. Teachers’ names will 
not be published in the final report for Griffith University, nor will any information that 
enables the identification of any individual be included in the report. 
 
The following information will be kept confidential but is essential to the research that I am 
undertaking for tracking purposes. 
 
Name:         Male           Female 

School: 

THREE ASPECTS OF YOUR TEACHING BACKGROUND 

Education: 
Primary School Trained?  Yes / No   High School Trained?       Yes / No 

Specialist Area/s: 

Teacher Education/Higher Education: (Please list: Dip Ed; Degree; Postgrad, etc.) 
 
 
Experience: 
Number of years teaching experience: 

Year levels taught? (Please circle) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Year level/s currently teaching? (Please circle) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Recruitment: 
How were you recruited to this team? 

Internally/Volunteered  Internally/Assigned 

Externally/Volunteered  Externally/Assigned 
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On Griffith University Letterhead     APPENDIX B 
 
PhD Student/Researcher: Katherine Main 
Chief Investigator/Supervisor: Dr. Fiona Bryer 
School of Cognition, Languages and Special Education, 
Faculty of Education, Griffith University, Nathan Q. 4111 
Contact Details: Ph: 3875 5834 
Email: f.bryer@mailbox.gu.edu.au or katherine.main@student.gu.edu.au 
 

Research Study Information Sheet 
 

A YEAR LONG SUDY OF THE FORMATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF MIDDLE 
SCHOOL TEACHING TEAMS 

 
 

• I am a PhD student with a research focus on teachers working within the 
middle years of school (i.e., Years 6-9). The aim of this project is to  

o explore and identify the collaborative skills used by teachers working 
within a middle school teaching team, 

o explore and identify collaborative practices undertaken by teachers 
working within a middle school teaching team, and 

o explore and identify the amount of time teachers spend on different 
tasks when working within a middle school teaching team, and 
evaluate the relationship between time, skills, and practices.  

 
Organisational changes to create middle schools are geared toward a more 
collaborative environment. This reform raises issues about teamwork skills and 
person-to-person communication skills needed to successfully work within this 
educational framework. This study is aimed at building the body of knowledge on 
teaching teams within the middle years of school within Australia. The potential value 
of this research is to identify how individual teachers learn and implement team 
processes and interpersonal skills to work effectively in their new role as teachers 
within a middle school setting. It also helps to identify how teachers working within 
teaching teams manage time issues related to collaborative practices.  
 
In this study, participants would be involved in  

 one individual interview of approximately 20 minutes duration, 
  one small group discussion at the commencement of Term 1, 2005 of 

approximately 30 minutes duration, 
 coding of existing weekly planning sheets during Term 1, 2005, 
 coding of existing weekly planning sheets during Term 3, 2005, 
 written reflection at the end of Term 4, 2005 of approximately 15 

minutes duration, and 
 a final small group discussion at the end of Term 4, 2005 of 

approximately 40 minutes duration. 
 
Participation in this research project is completely voluntary and does not form 
part of the school’s curriculum or normal school activity. Teachers are able to 
withdraw their consent at any time during the study without comment or penalty. 

mailto:f.bryer@mailbox.gu.edu.au�
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Teachers who are part of an interdependent (joint planning, teaching, etc.) middle 
school (Years 6-9) teaching team that consists of between 3 and 5 members will be 
asked to participate. Only teams where all members have agreed to participate will 
be included in the study.  
 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access to, and use of your 
identified personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not 
be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal, 
or other regulatory authority requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be 
used for other research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be 
safeguarded. For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at 
www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or telephone (07) 3875 5585. 
 
The researcher gives an unqualified undertaking that teachers will not be identified in 
the research findings. All participants will be given an alpha-numerical identifier (i.e., 
T1) to ensure confidentiality. Data will be coded, and the data and identifying code 
will be stored separately. Teachers’ names will not be published in any report for 
Griffith University, nor will any information that enables the identification of any 
individual be included in any other report. 
 
Individual interviews and small group discussions will be audio-taped. The audio-
tapes will only be used by the researcher. Audio-tapes will be transcribed verbatim 
and the tapes will be erased immediately after transcription. Any identifying marks 
will be removed from weekly planning sheets.  
 
 
At the conclusion of the study, participants will be given a summary of results and 
opportunities for professional development activities related to the findings of the 
study (i.e., teamwork skills).  
 
Ethical approval has been gained through Griffith University’s Ethics Committee. The 
supervisors of this research project are Dr. Fiona Bryer at the School of Cognition, 
Languages and Special Education, Faculty of Education, Griffith University and Dr. 
Peter Grimbeek, Faculty of Education, Griffith University.  
 
Any complaints concerning the manner in which this research project is conducted 
should be addressed to the Manager, Research Ethics, Office for Research, Bray 
Centre, Nathan Campus, Griffith University, (ph 3875 5585 or research-
ethics@griffith.edu.au). 
 
Thank you for your assistance with this research project. 
Katherine Main.

http://www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp�
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On Griffith University Letterhead      APPENDIX C 
 
PhD Student/Researcher: Katherine Main 
Chief Investigator/Supervisor: Dr. Fiona Bryer 
School of Cognition, Languages and Special Education, 
Faculty of Education, Griffith University, Nathan Q. 4111 
Contact Details: Ph: 3875 5834 
Email: f.bryer@mailbox.gu.edu.au or katherine.main@student.gu.edu.au 
 
 

A YEAR LONG SUDY OF THE FORMATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF MIDDLE 
SCHOOL TEACHING TEAMS 

 
Collaborative practices coding 

 
 

Code Name Description 
AC Academic collaboration Teams shares educational ideas and philosophies; 

discuss journals, dialogue re professional development 
SC Social collaboration Team values members as individuals and meets their 

gregarious needs, share breaks, achievements, social 
activities, support each other in times of need (e.g., 
sickness, group building time) 

PLC Planning collaboratively Team planning for units, lessons, behaviour 
management, classroom organisation, reflection and 
evaluation of teaching, etc 

PRC Practical collaboration Teams provide members with practical advice and 
support. Share materials, worksheets, lesson plans, 
programs, etc. Share tricks of the trade, practical 
advice, and professional advice on bureaucratic 
regulations 

TC Teaching collaboratively Team members work together during instruction and 
act as a source of peer critique, mentoring, and 
modeling of teaching principles and practices.  

IC Industrial collaboration Team provides moral support and a power base for 
members. Includes sharing information on conflicts 
and issues, close ranks and take action, discuss 
teachers’ industrial work conditions 

EC Extracurricular 
collaboration 

Team members participate in extracurricular activities 
as a unit (e.g. special projects such as sporting events, 
drama performances, etc.) 

mailto:f.bryer@mailbox.gu.edu.au�
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On Griffith University Letterhead      APPENDIX D 
 
PhD Student/Researcher: Katherine Main 
Chief Investigator/Supervisor: Dr. Fiona Bryer 
School of Cognition, Languages and Special Education, 
Faculty of Education, Griffith University, Nathan Q. 4111 
Contact Details: Ph: 3875 5834 
Email: f.bryer@mailbox.gu.edu.au or katherine.main@student.gu.edu.au 
 
 

 
A YEAR LONG SUDY OF THE FORMATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF MIDDLE 

SCHOOL TEACHING TEAMS 

 
Time coding 

 
Code Name Description 
AT Academic time Time for specific academic activities (i.e., 

researching new practice, professional 
development, etc.) 

ST Social time An orientation toward people and relationships 
including lunch breaks and social activities with 
other staff.  

IT Interactive time Interactions with other staff including teacher 
conferencing and time with students not related to 
instruction, parent conferencing, IEP meetings, 
phone calls, etc. 

PT Planning time Planning for units, lessons, making or collecting 
resources, reflection and evaluation of teaching, 
etc. 

TT Teaching time Time used for class instruction. Actual teaching 
time.  

AD T Administrative time Staff meetings, playground duty, report writing, 
sorting and filing student work, ordering 
equipment, etc. 

ET Extracurricular time Time committed to extracurricular activities as a 
team (e.g., special projects such as sporting events, 
drama performances, etc) 
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APPENDIX E 
 

A YEAR LONG SUDY OF THE FORMATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF MIDDLE 
SCHOOL TEACHING TEAMS 

 
Participant Observation Schedule, 2005 

  School A School B School C 

February Wednesday, 9th Friday, 11th   

  Thursday, 17th Tuesday, 15th   

  Friday, 25th Wednesday, 23rd Monday, 21st 

  Monday, 28th Thursday, 3rd March Tuesday, 1st March 

March Tuesday, 8th Monday, 7th Wednesday, 9th 

  Wednesday, 16th Friday, 18th Thursday, 17th  

  Thursday, 24th Tuesday, 22nd Wednesday, 23rd 

July Thursday, 7th Wednesday, 6th Tuesday, 5th 

 Friday, 15th Thursday, 14th Wednesday 13th 

 Monday, 18thth Friday, 22nd Thursday, 21st 

 Tuesday, 26th Monday, 25th Friday, 29th 

August Wednesday, 3rd Tuesday, 2nd Monday, 1st 

 Thursday, 11th Wednesday, 10th Tuesday, 9th 

 Friday, 19th Thursday, 18th Wednesday, 17th 

 Monday, 22nd Friday, 26th Thursday, 25th 

 Tuesday, 30th Monday, 29th  

September Wednesday, 7th Tuesday, 6th Friday, 2nd 

   Monday, 5th  

 



 303

On Griffith University letterhead      APPENDIX F 
PhD Student: Katherine Main 
Supervisor:  Dr. Fiona Bryer 
School of Cognition, Languages and Special Education, 
Faculty of Education, Griffith University, 
Nathan  Q.   4111 
Ph: 3875 5834  Email: F.Bryer@griffith.edu.au  or  
Ph: 3875 5971  Email: K.Main@griffith.edu.au 
 

A YEAR LONG SUDY OF THE FORMATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF MIDDLE 
SCHOOL TEACHING TEAMS 

 
SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 
Collaborative Skills 
Attitude 

1. Have you any previous experience working in a collaborative environment? 
2. Do you expect to enjoy working in a collaborative environment? 
3. Do you know how to support others well in a collaborative environment? 
4. Do you expect to maintain a sense of autonomy when working on collaborative tasks? 
5. Do you have time frames or time pressures placed on your team by the school’s 

administration? 
 
Goals and roles 

1. Do you think clear goals are important when working in a collaborative environment? 
2. Are you confident that you could take the role of the leader for some tasks when working on 

collaborative tasks? 
3. Do you think you would have a specific role to fill when working on collaborative tasks? 
4. Do you expect to have to report back to the team on your areas of responsibility? 
5. Do you have enough scheduled time to collaborate with other members of your team? 

 
Benefits 

1. What level of professional support do you expect in a collaborative environment? 
2. Do collaborative tasks give value to your personal expertise? 
3. How do you expect your workload to change in this environment? 
4. What noticeable benefits / disadvantages do you expect collaborative work to have for staff  
5. What noticeable benefits / disadvantages do you expect collaborative work to have for 

students? 
 

Individual Communication Skills 
1. Are you able to communicate your ideas effectively in team meetings? 
2. Do you feel able to express concerns freely and openly with all members of staff? 
3. Are you confident speaking up in meetings if you disagree with other staff members? 
4. Do you ever "agree" just to keep the peace or make things easier? 
5. Do you feel that you engage in self-evaluation to identify ways that you can plan for 

improvement in my teaching? 
 

Adapted from Main & Bryer, 2004 
 

mailto:F.Bryer@griffith.edu.au�
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APPENDIX G 

PARTICIPANT DEMOGRAPHIC SUMMARY 
 

No Training Exp Year Level Role in 
POD 

Interview time in 
mins/secs No of words Perm/ 

Contract 

1 HS/BEd/HPE 
English 0 8/9 Core 

teacher 36mins 30secs 3243 C 

2 HS/Bed/H.Mov/HPE 1 7/8/9 Core 
teacher 39mins 25 secs 3489 C 

3 
BEd/HS/Maths/ 
Science 

18 
8/9/10/ 
11/12 

Core 
teacher 45 mins 55 secs 4146 P 

4 
HS/BA/BEd/History/ 
SOSE/LOTE 

3 8/9 Core 
teacher 33 mins 5 secs 2937 P 

5 BEd/PS/Special 
Education 0 7/8/9 Learning 

Support 19 mins 5 secs 1687 C 

6 
HS/Bed/English/ 
SOSE 

4 
8/9/10/ 
11/12 

Core 
teacher 37mins 25secs 3285 P 

7 BA(Hons)/PhD/Grad 
BEd/ English/History 0 7/8/9 Core 

teacher 37mins 35secs 3330 C 

8 
HS/BEd/English/ 
LOTE 

22 
7/8/9/10/ 
11/12 

Core/HO
D 

Interview not 
included in data  P 

9 
M/S/BA/M/BEd/ 
SOSE/Technology 

0 8/9 Core 
teacher 28mins 55secs 2561 C 

10 
BEd/HS/Maths/ 
Science 

8 
7/8/9/10/ 
11/12 

Core 
teacher 52 mins 45 secs 4692 P 

11 BEd/English/SOSE 7 8/9 Core 
teacher 57mins 20secs 5466 P 

12 HS/BSc/Grad 
BEd/Science/ 0 

8/9/10/ 
11/12 

Core 
teacher 36mins 30secs 3240 P 

13 BSc/BEd/Science/ 10 
8/9/10/ 
11/12 

Core/HO
D 41 mins 25 secs 3647 P 

14 HS/BEd/Art 17 7/8/9 
Integrate
d 
specialist 

40mins 40secs 3595 P 

15 MS/BSc/BEd/ 0 8/9 Core 
teacher 47mins 35secs 4221 C 

16 BEd/HS/PE/History 11 
8/9/10/ 
11/12 

Core 
teacher 25mins 40secs 2258 P 

17 PS/BEd  20+ 8/9 L/S Core 
teacher 35 mins 10secs 3120 P 

18 BEd (music) 20+ 7/9/9 HOD/Me
ntor 54 mins 10 secs 4807 P 

19 HS/Bed 
Science/Mentor 9 6/7/8/9 HOD/Me

ntor No taped interview  P 

20 BBSc/BEd/Middle 
Years 0 7/8/9 Core 

teacher 33 mins 30 secs 2983 C 

21 BBSc/BEd/Middle 
Years 0 7/8/9 Core 

teacher 58 mins 20 secs 5195 C 

22 
BEd/HS/HPE/ 
App BScience 

0 7/8/9 Core 
teacher 32 mins 20 secs 2896 P 

23 Bed/HS/ 
English/History 7 7/8/11 Core 

teacher 36mins 40 secs 3255 P 

24 BEd/HS/HPE, 
English/History 22 7/8 Core 

teacher 76mins 40secs 6805 P 

   Average 41 mins 35 secs   
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APPENDIX H 

Team 1, School A 

Term 1 Teacher 1  Teacher 15 Teacher 9  Teacher 4  HOC  
1                    
2                    
3                    
4                    
5                    
6                    
7                    
8   1                 
9   1                 

10   1               

In
 P

O
D

 

  
Term 2                 

1                    
2                    
3                    
4                    
5                    
6                    
7                    
8                    
9                    

10                  

In
 P

O
D

 

  
Term 3                 

1                     
2                     
3                     
4   1                  
5   1                  
6   1                  
7   1                  
8   1          1        
9   1          1        

10   1          1       
In

 O
ffi

ce
 

 
Term 4                 

1   1                  
2   1                  
3   1                  
4   1                  
5   1                  
6   1                  
7   1                  
8   1                  
9   1                  

10   1                  
11   1                 

In
 O

ffi
ce

 

 
                 

2006                      
Same 
POD           √    √  
 Key                
 
 1 Short Contract 1   Leave 
 
 2 Short Contract 2   Admin position 
 
   Long Contract   Sick 
 
   Permanent   Not on class 
 
   Gone to another school 
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APPENDIX H 

Team 1, School B 

Term 1 
Teacher 

11  
Teacher 

10  Teacher 22  
Teacher 

21  
Teacher 

5  
Teacher 

19 
1              1 **         
2              1          
3              1          
4                       
5                       
6                       
7                       
8                       
9                       

10                      

A
tta

ch
ed

 to
 P

O
D

 

 
Term 2                   

1                       
2                       
3                       
4                       
5                       
6                       
7                       
8                       
9                       

10                     

A
tta

ch
ed

 to
 P

O
D

 

 
Term 3                   

1   1 **       1            
2   1       1            
3   1       2            
4   1       2            
5   1       2            
6   1       2            
7   1       2            
8   1       2            
9   1       3            

10   2 **
 s

am
e 

co
nt
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ct

 te
ac

he
r 

      3          

A
tta
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ed

 to
 P

O
D

 

 
Term 4                   

1           4            
2           4            
3           4            
4           4            
5           4            
6           4            
7           4            
8           4            
9           4            

10           4            
11           4           

A
tta

ch
ed

 to
 P

O
D

 

 
                   

2006                         
Same 
POD √                √  
 Key          Gone to another school 
 

 1  Short Contract 1    Leave 
 

 2  Short Contract 2    Admin position 
 
    Long Contract    Sick 
 
    Permanent    Not on class 
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APPENDIX H 

Team 1, School C 

Term 1 Teacher 22 Teacher 3 Teacher 24 Teacher 23 HOD  
1                    
2                    
3                    
4                    
5                    
6                    
7   1                 
8   1                 
9   1                 

10   1               

A
tta

ch
ed

 to
 P

O
D

 

  
Term 2                 

1   1                 
2   1                 
3   1                 
4   1                 
5   1                 
6   1                 
7                    
8                    
9                    

10                  

A
tta

ch
ed

 to
 P

O
D

 

  
Term 3                 

1           1         
2           1         
3           1         
4           1         
5           1         
6           1         
7           1         
8           1         
9           1         

10           1        

A
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 to
 P

O
D

 

 
Term 4                 

1           1         
2           1         
3           1         
4           1         
5           1         
6           1         
7             2        
8             2        
9             2        

10             2        
11             2       

A
tta

ch
ed

 to
 P

O
D

 

 
                 

2006                      
Same 
POD √          √    √  

 Key          Gone to another school 
 

 1  Short Contract 1    Leave 
 
 2  Short Contract 2    Admin position 
 
    Long Contract    Sick 
 
    Permanent    Not on class 
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APPENDIX H 

Team 2, School C  

Term 1 Teacher 6  
Teacher 

12  
Teacher 

16  
Teacher 

13  L/Support/T18  
1                      
2                      
3                      
4                      
5                      
6                      
7                      
8                      
9                      

10             

A
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ed

 to
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O
D

 

         
Term 2                 

1                      
2                      
3                      
4                      
5                      
6                      
7                      
8                      
9                      
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 to
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D
 

         
Term 3                 

1                      
2                      
3                      
4                      
5                      
6                      
7                      
8                      
9                      

10             

A
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 to
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Term 4                 

1                      
2                      
3                      
4                      
5                      
6                      
7                      
8                      
9                      

10                      
11             

A
tta

ch
ed

 to
 P

O
D

 

         
                 

2006                       
Same 
POD √   √   √    √  √    

 Key                
 

 1 Short Contract 1   Leave 
 
 2 Short Contract 2   Admin position 
 
   Long Contract   Sick 
 
   Permanent   Not on class 
 
   Gone to another school 
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On Griffith University Letterhead     APPENDIX I 
 
PhD Student/Researcher: Katherine Main 
Chief Investigator/Supervisor: Dr. Fiona Bryer 
School of Cognition, Languages and Special Education, 
Faculty of Education, Griffith University, Nathan Q. 4111 
Contact Details: Ph: 3875 5834 
Email: f.bryer@mailbox.gu.edu.au or katherine.main@student.gu.edu.au 
 

A YEAR LONG SUDY OF THE FORMATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF MIDDLE 
SCHOOL TEACHING TEAMS 

 

Expression of Consent  
Participation in this research is voluntary 

 
By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the above information 
and in particular, that, 

• I understand that my involvement in this research will include 
 one individual interview of approximately 20 minutes duration, 
  one small group discussion at the commencement of Term 1, 2005 of 

approximately 20 minutes duration, 
 coding of existing weekly planning sheets during Term 1, 2005, 
 coding of existing weekly planning sheets during Term 3, 2005, 
 written reflection at the end of Term 4, 2005 of approximately 15 minutes 

duration, and 
 a final small group discussion at the end of Term 4, 2005 of approximately 40 

minutes duration. 
• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 
• I understand the risks involved; 
• I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in 

this research; 
• I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary; 
• I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research 

team; 
• I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or 

penalty; 
• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith 

University Human Research Ethics Committee on 3875 5585 (or research-
ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the 
project; and  

• I agree to participate in the project. 
 

Signed:        Date: 
Participant 
Signed:        Date: 
Researcher 
 
 

Thank you for your assistance with this research project. 

mailto:f.bryer@mailbox.gu.edu.au�
mailto:katherine.main@student.gu.edu.au�
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au�
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au�
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On Griffith University Letterhead       
PhD Student/Researcher: Katherine Main 
Chief Investigator/Supervisor: Dr. Fiona Bryer 
School of Cognition, Languages and Special Education, 
Faculty of Education, Griffith University, Nathan Q. 4111 
Contact Details: Ph: 3875 5834 
Email: f.bryer@mailbox.gu.edu.au or katherine.main@student.gu.edu.au 
 

Research Study Information Sheet for Principals 
 

A YEAR LONG SUDY OF THE FORMATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF MIDDLE 
SCHOOL TEACHING TEAMS 

 
• I am a PhD student with a research focus on teachers working within the 

middle years of school (i.e., Years 6-9). The aim of this project is to  
o explore and identify the collaborative skills used by teachers working 

within a middle school teaching team, 
o explore and identify collaborative practices undertaken by teachers 

working within a middle school teaching team, and 
o explore and identify the amount of time teachers spend on different 

tasks when working within a middle school teaching team, and 
evaluate the relationship between time, skills, and practices.  

 
Organisational changes to create middle schools are geared toward a more 
collaborative environment. This reform raises issues about teamwork skills and 
person-to-person communication skills needed to successfully work within this 
educational framework. This study is aimed at building the body of knowledge on 
teaching teams within the middle years of school within Australia. The potential value 
of this research is to identify how individual teachers learn and implement team 
processes and interpersonal skills to work effectively in their new role as teachers 
within a middle school setting. It also helps to identify how teachers working within 
teaching teams manage time issues related to collaborative practices.  
 
In this study, participants would be involved in  

 one individual interview of approximately 20 minutes duration, 
  one small group discussion at the commencement of Term 1, 2005 of 

approximately 30 minutes duration, 
 coding of existing weekly planning sheets during Term 1, 2005, 
 coding of existing weekly planning sheets during Term 3, 2005, 
 written reflection at the end of Term 4, 2005 of approximately 15 

minutes duration, and 
 a final small group discussion at the end of Term 4, 2005 of 

approximately 40 minutes duration. 
 
In this study, the researcher would 

 attend one day per week during Term 1, 2005 and Term 3, 2005 as a 
participant observer in the participating team’s classroom. The 
researcher would assist as an “extra” teacher in the classroom on 
those days, 

 photocopy teachers’ planning sheets to limit any extra time burden on 
teachers, 

mailto:f.bryer@mailbox.gu.edu.au�
mailto:katherine.main@student.gu.edu.au�
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 provide feedback of results at the end of 2005, 
 provide professional development on collaborative practice skills if 

required at the end of 2005 or beginning of 2006, whichever is suitable 
to any staff at the host school.  

 
Participation in this research project is completely voluntary and does not form 
part of the school’s curriculum or normal school activity. Teachers are able to 
withdraw their consent at any time during the study without comment or penalty. 
Teachers who are part of an interdependent (joint planning, teaching, etc.) middle 
school (Years 6-9) teaching team that consists of between 3 and 5 members will be 
asked to participate. Only teams where all members have agreed to participate will 
be included in the study.  
 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access to, and use of your 
identified personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not 
be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal, 
or other regulatory authority requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be 
used for other research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be 
safeguarded. For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at 
www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or telephone (07) 3875 5585. 
 
The researcher gives an unqualified undertaking that teachers will not be identified in 
the research findings. All participants will be given an alpha-numerical identifier (i.e., 
T1) to ensure confidentiality. Data will be coded, and the data and identifying code 
will be stored separately. Teachers’ names will not be published in any report for 
Griffith University, nor will any information that enables the identification of any 
individual be included in any other report. 
 
Individual interviews and small group discussions will be audio-taped. The audio-
tapes will only be used by the researcher. Audio-tapes will be transcribed verbatim 
and the tapes will be erased immediately after transcription. Any identifying marks 
will be removed from weekly planning sheets.  
 
At the conclusion of the study, participants will be given a summary of results and 
opportunities for professional development activities related to the findings of the 
study (i.e., teamwork skills).  
 
Ethical approval has been gained through Griffith University’s Ethics Committee. The 
supervisors of this research project are Dr. Fiona Bryer at the School of Cognition, 
Languages and Special Education, Faculty of Education, Griffith University and Dr. 
Peter Grimbeek, Faculty of Education, Griffith University.  
 
Any complaints concerning the manner in which this research project is conducted 
should be addressed to the Manager, Research Ethics, Office for Research, Bray 
Centre, Nathan Campus, Griffith University, (ph 3875 5585 or research-
ethics@griffith.edu.au). 
 
Thank you for your assistance with this research project. 
Katherine Main.

http://www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp�
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