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ABSTRACT

Copeland, Jim Dimplementation of an Inter-district Curriculum Camgsum among Ten
Rural School Districts in Colorado: A Case StudBublished Doctor of
Education dissertation, University of Northern Galio, 2014.

This dissertation examines the implementation péan inter-district
collaboration between 10 rural public school ditsrin Colorado. In the spring of 2013,
the superintendents of these 10 districts met agdi a discussion of how their small
rural districts could collaborate with each othrean effort to cope with the
implementation of the new mandates required byOblerado State Legislature: new
Colorado State Standards, the Educator EffectiveeAes and the new assessment
system—Partnership for Assessment of Readinessdibege and Careers (PARCC).
Three specific questions guided my research:

Q1 What historical, cultural, and political phenoraded to the formation of the
Northeast Consortium for Student Achievement anol@r?

Q2 What were the perceptions of two specific staksgr groups,
administrators and teachers, regarding the Consodiformation,
leadership, and potential outcomes?

Q3 In what ways did the characteristics of rur&los communities influence
stakeholders’ perceptions of the implementatiothefinter-district
curriculum collaborative?

Historically, collaborations between schools dettriin rural settings have been

rare, other than some collaborations for finan@akons. This study interviewed 12

teachers and six administrators, randomly selefcted the participating



districts to gain their perceptions of the collaie effort. In addition, | sent a Likert
survey to all participants, who | asked to shagrttatings on 10 statements and to
voluntarily add their personal comments. | atteha@ny meetings, from the early
planning stages through the implementation year.a Auperintendent of one of the
participating districts and a member of the stepgommittee, | had great access to all
meetings and persons involved in the collaboratidnerefore, my role was as a
participant observer.

Recurrent themes emerged from the data pertainingsearch question number
two that influenced that acceptance or resistahtieeocollaboration among the two
stakeholder groups listed in research question(teachers and administrators)
including: (a) suspicion that the effort would feal@ay over time as had others; (b) a
longing for teacher agency (concern regarding aqpaion of lack of control over their
profession); (c) perception that their districtthvanistrative leadership was vital in any
kind of initiative if it was to be successful; (ihat the purpose of any collaboration as
perceived by the teachers was an important fasttirdir acceptance or resistance; and
(e) that, generally, teachers had a positive okttegarding the opportunities for
collaboration, even though many concerns abouyutpose existed.

Rural culture affected teachers’ perceptions asetimajor themes emerged
through the interviews, observations, field notag] artifacts pertaining to research
guestion number three: (a) a perception of indi@idadependence, of which most were
very proud; (b) a perception of isolation, whickeated their actions; and (c) a
perception of competition between districts thas wad times, stronger than a cooperative

spirit. The study is significant in that it mayoprde a guide for future collaboration



plans between small rural districts. District adistrators who decide cooperation with
each other is preferable to isolated efforts wi@omes to providing a quality
educational system for their teachers, and studeatsuse the information that emerged

in this study for guidance.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

During the late fall of 2012, on a typical northtess Colorado morning, 11
public school district superintendents began toudis and to commiserate about the
increasing stress and pressure all felt due torakmew legislative educational mandates
that would take effect that next school year (2@034). These mandates included the
Colorado Educator Effectiveness Law, the new Calor@tate Standards for K-12 public
education, and the upcoming Partnership for Assessof Readiness for College and
Careers (PARCC) (Colorado Department of Educagéi3a, 2013d, 2013e, 2013Q).
This discussion took place during a regular montytheast Board of Cooperating
Educational Services (NEBOCES) Superintendent Antyi€ommittee meeting. Out of
that discussion the origins of the Northeast Cansorfor Student Growth and
Achievement grew. | was part of that discussi@sperintendent of one of those rural
Colorado school districts.

When Katherine Lee Bates wrote the lyrics “for amlvaves of grain,” as part of
the now-treasured song “America the Beautiful,” alas specifically describing a large
part of the American landscape that is still thearbeart of the nation (Bates, 1905).
This region, which generally includes the centit pf the United States and extends
from Texas on the south and to the Dakotas ondhi ns known as the Great Plains

and is mostly inhabited by Americans who farm aartth the remote and less-populated



parts of the United States or, if not farming aadahing, working in those support
activities that enable farmers and ranchers to/aart their livelihoods. It is a part of
America that has been romanticized by numerousoesitind artists as a last vestige and
remaining root of the American spirit of indepenceiiDowling, 2010). To educate the
children of those living in rural America, schoalsre established and were seen as their
children’s path for greater success in life (Hé«rit945; Zentner, 2006). Some of us
actually live in this picturesque part of the caoyriiy choice. | was drawn to it by the
images of it provided in literature (Plowden, 1994)any of the stories my parents told
me in my youth, while growing up in a large urbamter, were based on their own
childhood experiences as children of farmers ane w@oted in the isolated rural regions
of East Texas. They had a profound influence orantkl decided to live in rural
communities and work their schools. Many of tlstaries included ones about the
schools they attended. The schools located irethesl areas provides the focal point of
social activities, and public educators are selerally trusted to make the appropriate
decisions regarding their students’ educations (Céa1999).

Rural schools have long been bastions of indepénderking and centers of
community social life (Hadden, 2000). People wiked in rural communities would
walk, ride in wagons or on horses, and later, dimte rural towns to connect to their
neighbors and visit about mutual interests (Had@eQ0). As depicted in American
folklore and images, the inhabitants of rural Aroan towns and their outlying areas
shared a common work ethic that could best be destas a sun-up-until-sundown
attitude of hard labor (Jordan, 1993). Their v@uyvival depended on the success of the

harvest (Barnard, 1987; Webb, 1981). They wereasada proud people who do not



3
want to depend on someone else for their daily #é€abo, 2009; Hamil, 1976; Webb,

1981). This independent thinking and spirit suegivoday in the rural towns that remain
(Abbott, Leonard, & McComb, 1982). According tolizum (1993), past conversations in
many communities that pertained to their expeatataf the local schools revolved
around stressing what they considered “American’1g3).

If a town loses its school, the town declines anehéually disappears. This is a
well-known phenomenon, and it is in large partrémeson that most towns fiercely fight
to keep their schools (Feldman, 2003; Salinas, R00Aose fortunate rural communities
who have been able to retain their schools haweva&d as entities, and their schools are
the current gathering points and social centeth@broader community they serve
(Hadden, 2000). In the United States, when lookinhe sheer number of campuses
(28,902 of 88,000 schools), the largest categoschbols is rural (Chen, 2010). The
focus of this research was how present-day col&tlmor between rural schools, which
has the potential to extend their very existencgy be successfully implemented.

Northeast Colorado

Northeast Colorado sits squarely in the AmericaeaBPlains and fully embraces
the mental mindset of this independent AmericantWesColorado, 86 of the 178
school districts are classified as rural (Color@dpartment of Education, 2013f). This
rural classification contains the largest numbesafool districts in Colorado, the other
classifications being Denver metro, urban-suburbatlying city, and outlying town.
Therefore, these statistics indicate that many Isioahs retain a school. Northeast
Colorado provides prime examples of this statistibe towns of Peetz, with a

population of only 237, and Fleming, with a popuatnumbering 402, still retain their



schools, as does Ovid, with a population of 32@l¢rado Very Small Town2013).
Many other rural Colorado towns are similar andid@lso be listed. Towns in the
northeast region that have not been able to kesgh@ol have generally declined and
disappeared. Communities in northeast Coloradfdiisnerly had a school, such as
Leroy, New Haven, St. Petersburg, Dailey, Sedgwack] others, are empty remnants of
what used to be, possibly still retaining a sma#mel where members who barely
number in double digits still gather to worship aatialize.
Colorado State Mandates

Colorado adopted statewide curriculum standards$ adrschool districts must
comply with these standards (Colorado Departme#idofcation, 2013d). These
standards align with the national common core stedgland put Colorado in the national
movement along with many other states in adoptongistent and common educational
standards for all the school districts locatedchim tespective states (Staskowski, 2012).
While these standards are broad, the implicationadt thoroughly teaching them to
students are stark. The required high-stakes atstessments’ questions are based on
these adopted standards (Colorado Department afdida, 2013a). These high-stakes
assessments are increasing in number. Studeriisealio perform well on the state
assessments depend, in large part, on whethertdlageiners have covered these adopted
standards. In Colorado, the assessments are wnagitransition period. The original
Colorado Student Assessment Program (CSAP) thatsexs as the highs-stakes
assessment beginning in the year 1997 is beingitiamed into the new Partnership for
Assessment of Readiness for College and Caree®RQEA which will begin in the

2014-2015 school year. The PARCC assessment watoged as the result of a 20-
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state partnership (Colorado Department of Educafio@3g). In the transition between

CSAP and PARCC, Colorado used a Transitional Cdtmrssessment Program (TCAP)
until the 2014-2015 school year (Colorado Departmeéiicducation, 2013a). Therefore,
it is imperative that teachers be attentive to mglgure they have designed their
curriculum accordingly to cover the new standarfieachers may feel the pressure to
align or rewrite curriculum as needed to cover ¢hiested standards. Curriculum is
defined as:
Depending on how broadly educators define or emghleyterm, curriculum
typically refers to the knowledge and skills studeare expected to learn, which
includes the learning standards or learning objestthey are expected to meet;
the units and lessons that teachers teach; thgnassnts and projects given to
students; the books, materials, videos, presenttand readings used in a
course; and the tests, assessments, and otherdsetbed to evaluate student
learning. (Curriculum, 2014)
Curriculum writing in smaller, rural districts még daunting since there are normally no
curriculum departments or even a single individiedicated to curriculum writing or
oversight. Rural schools may struggle with @uiam writing since many rural
teachers may teach four or five subjects, whichldiowean that they must create four or
five different lesson preparations and may have liime to actually create and write
curriculum for each subject that they teach. M@achers also perform numerous roles
in addition to teaching such as club sponsor, coacchus driver (Franklin, 2012).
In addition, the Colorado Legislature passed thecatbr Effectiveness Act in
2010, which directed all Colorado school district€omply with the Colorado State
Model Evaluation System, or one that meets alctiraponents of it (Colorado

Department of Education, 2013e). This legislatiegon initiated a new teacher

evaluation system for the state beginning with2@&3-2014 school year. All teachers
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must now be rated according to a new teacher rutbiriwhich 50% is based upon student

academic growth (Colorado Department of Educa®i3e). Student growth must be
measured by a set of assessments, decided by is&ratt,dout including the statewide
assessment. If a teacher’s students do not shmmtlyror show low growth for two
consecutive years, then the teacher may losetthraire status (Colorado Department of
Education, 2013e). This puts pressure squaretgachers and schools to cover the state
standards and elevates the importance of statessseat results. The stakes for teachers
are now higher since their professional status idiectly tied to their students’
performance on the state assessment (Colorado tDepdrof Education, 2013e).

Colorado State Standards
and Assessments

Most rural Colorado teachers begin their careeesaimg with general
independence when it comes to deciding what tdhtaad the method of teaching, with
little possibility of true collaboration, similao rural teachers in other states (Smeaton &
Waters, 2013). The principle of local control liretschools of Colorado has, in the past,
given broad freedom to teachers to make thoseidasiand practice their craft as
professionals (Colo. Const. art. ix, 8 15). Teaslwe rural northeast Colorado typically
fit this pattern. Local control gives broad powtrdocal school boards to determine
curriculum, graduation requirements, and many ogdeicational decisions; therefore,
uniformity is not always present between schodridis and, if it is, varies in scope. For
example, one school district might require commusérvice credits for graduation,
while others do not. Some require more foreigmyleage credits than others. Math may
be taught in a different sequence in different tighools. However, with the adoption

of the new Colorado State Standards by the Colo&dt® Board of Education, all
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Colorado schools are now required to cover the state-adopted standards, regardless

of size of school, their demographic makeup, oratm®unt of freedom school
administrators and teachers typically enjoyed enghst regarding curriculum and
assessment decisions (Colorado Department of Hdog@2013d). The standards are
assessed on a high-stakes testing program presatithg the Transitional Colorado
Assessment Program (TCAP), given annually in gr&dsough 10, in the subjects of
reading, writing, and math (Colorado DepartmeriEdfication, 2013a). Science is tested
at Grades 5, 8, and 10 (Colorado Department of &dutg, 2013a). Social studies were
added in the 2013-2014 school year for Gradesdnd@ 11 (Colorado Department of
Education, 2013a).
Colorado Growth Model

One of the characteristics measured on the assessm@ student’s individual
growth in reading, writing, and math (Colorado Deymeent of Education, 2013h). This
measure is called the Colorado Growth Model. & &/stem developed by Colorado that
allegedly shows growth of each student by pladegrt in a reference group with other
students who are being tested in the same speaifiect and grade level. According to
the Colorado Department of Education descriptidter gorting students according to
subject and grade level, each student is placadgnoup of students who have similar
test scores. Each group of students is composstidénts whose score results for that
particular subject and year are similar. The folfeg year, each student’s score is
compared to the others in their assigned refergrmap to show who grew the most and
least, thereby creating a norm-referenced measwg®wth. The number of students in

a reference group is not defined, nor are the itlesof the other students in a particular



student’s group revealed. This growth score ismepl, and the school is held
accountable for how much growth their students shBvessure increased for teachers to
produce results on these specific state-mandategurneaments or assessments. As a
result, what is taught, or the curriculum of a s@hts increasingly based primarily on the
makeup of a single high-stakes test (David, 2011).
Educator Effectiveness Act

In 2010, the Colorado Legislature passed the Edué&dtectiveness Act
(Colorado Department of Education, 2013e). Thexe much political discussion
between professional teachers groups, such asdleea@o Educators Association
(CEA), the professional administrators group calledorado Association of School
Executives (CASE), the Colorado Association of Stigpards (CASB), and private
lobbying groups, around the requirements of thecEthr Effectiveness Act. Each
group’s concerns were basically determined by #repgectives of the professionals they
represented. The CEA wanted safeguards to prat@echer’s job security, CASE
wanted provisions that made it easier for admiaists to conduct the evaluations and
dismiss teachers who they evaluated as ineffectivé, CASB wanted to maintain the
principle of local control for individual school bals. Eventually, the result was a
teacher evaluation system that contains a provisian50% of teachers’ evaluations are
based on whether their students have shown ednehtiocowth during the year in which
they were taught by the individual teacher beingl@ated. The result of a teacher’s
students not showing growth is a designatiomeffectiveand will place the teacher in a
category that could result over time in losing thienure status (Colorado Department of

Education, 2013e). Implementation of this Act reggiadministrators to examine in
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greater detail efforts of teachers to make surethi®ar students not only score a passing

score on the assessment, but that they also shavataohal growth as measured by the
Colorado Growth Model. It also requires buildimgnpipals to provide professional
growth activities for teachers as indicated byrdsailts of the evaluation. While each
school can decide to add other assessments thatireegrowth for this component of
teacher evaluation, the state assessment musetderudetermining the teacher’s
effectiveness (Colorado Department of Educatiod 320).

In many rural schools, teachers may be isolatadglibe only individual
teaching a particular subject or grade level. &teachers’ effectiveness is now based
largely on their students’ academic growth, theantgnce of following a curriculum that
covers the state assessments’ questions has gsenentially (David, 2011). If rural
teachers feel that students may not be growingeswaally based on state assessments
and other assessment results, they may feel compellseek outside help to develop
different or more extensive curricula. Collabapatwith other rural teachers may now
make more sense when seen in the light of commumgcand sharing the work involved
with teaching in rural schools.

Northeast Board of Cooperative Educational Services

Realizing that expertise and funds were limitedréoal schools, the State of
Colorado, in 1965, set up centers that currenthbémna level of cooperation between its
smaller school districts (Boards of Cooperativeviges Act, 1965). In the part of
Colorado where | conducted this study, the cesteriled the Northeast Board of
Cooperative Educational Services (NEBOCES) andaatkd in the small town central to

its members. It is comprised of 12 Colorado pusticool districts: Akron, Buffalo



10
(Merino), Frenchman (Fleming), Haxtun, Holyoke eildurg, Lone Star, Otis, Plateau

(Peetz), Platte Valley (Revere-Ovid), Wray, and MunThese 12 districts share special
education services and other more minor prograris as E-rate applications, federal
title grant applications, and Carl Perkins Coopeeat primarily, in my experience as a
rural superintendent of one of the member districisbudgetary reasons and lack of
availability of professional staff at each indivadischool. The associations between
member districts that make up the NEBOCES varyrength, with some districts not
even attending the regularly scheduled meetingswvever, based on my experience as a
rural superintendent, the real bond that holdsttegdhe various districts is the monetary
savings realized when sharing professional senaodshe fact that there are limited
numbers of professionals available who are esdeatcarry out the requirements of
school districts; therefore, sharing them makesese®ne example of shared expenses in
the NEBOCES is the sharing of the Director of Spleleducation. The sharing of the
Director of Special Education eliminates the neitg®s$ each district locating a qualified
individual and paying the funds necessary to emghayindividual. The Special
Education Director is responsible for overseeing dinecting the special education
departments in each of the 12 individual membeoaslish Other required special
education personnel are also shared between thdenehstricts, such as therapists and
diagnosticians. It would be extremely difficultr feach of the individual schools districts
to bear the costs alone or, in many cases, to faveigualified individuals to perform
those required duties. Another example of coopmrdtetween the districts is having a

single individual who completes all the grant apgiions and oversees the grant
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operations for the federal Title programs that sexgtucationally disadvantaged students

needing remediation in the various school distuatsin the NEBOCES.

Each individual school district still retains thetlaority to make its own decisions
regarding these and other programs and remaina@utaus, having their own popularly
elected school boards. The level of participatiothe NEBOCES is approved ultimately
by the 12 individual school boards, based on sopmrdent recommendation. Therefore,
the degree of participation in the cooperativemmiprovided by the NEBOCES varies
from school to school.

Northeast Consortium for Student
Achievement and Growth

Ten of the member districts of the NEBOCES madedtwsion to participate in
a new kind of collaboration, not based on budgepaegsures, but on educational ones.
Two of the member districts did not choose to pgréite. One of those rarely attends
any NEBOCES functions and does not generally ppdie in the NEBOCES activities.
In addition, it does not fit the criteria of a rudastrict as set forth in my study since its
enrollment exceeds the upper limit of 750. Theepthistrict, according to the opinion of
its former superintendent who left in December,201ad political divisions occurring
within its community which made collaboration wither districts impossible. The 10
participating districts broke new ground in Colavadhen they formed a curriculum
collaborative in which all 10 districts used thengacurriculum and developed common
assessments that showed individual students’ eidnehgrowth. It was named the
Northeast Consortium for Student Achievement anolv@r. The idea sprang from a
meeting of member superintendents in the sprir@P@B. The superintendents, whose

districts faced increasing pressure to meet theirements of the new state mandates
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connected to the adoption of the Colorado Statei€tlum Standards, the increasing

number of high-stakes assessments in the requeeElassessment system, and the new
teacher evaluation system called the Educator &fftess Act, began an ongoing
discussion of how to address our concerns regardipgmenting these mandates in our
rural districts (Colorado Department of Educati®d®13e). This discussion centered on
ways or actions we could undertake to make theamphtation of these mandates easier
for our staffs and more successful for the students

Over time, an outcome of this ongoing discussion tha formation of a steering
committee made up of volunteer superintendentgandipals from the districts that
were interested in forming a consortium to shateramon curriculum and common
assessments. The participating districts spanciivmties, include approximately 312
teachers, and educate 3,276 students in the nsttBGeérado region (Colorado
Department of Education, 2013e). The perceivednia@l for increasing student
achievement in these rural schools was palpablengri@ participants of the steering
committee.

While most of the NEBOCES cooperative service$i® point were based on
costs savings and lack of availability of certaquired qualified personnel for the
individual rural districts, this venture was basedsolving mutual educational challenges
regarding curriculum, student assessment, and éeasfaluation as it relates to both.
The foci of this study were the perceptions of¢bkaboration’s stakeholders regarding
implementation of the newly formed rural consortianmd to determine if there are rural

cultural characteristics present which affect thoseseptions.
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Problem

Throughout the history of public education, thea@dnbeen increasing numbers
of mandates, some federal, and some from thels@itdatures, being placed on all
schools, including rural schools (Bertola, 200mdRdl, 2008; Sood, 2010). This influx
of mandates has affected rural schools in that tiae limited administrative and staff
positions and may be strained to cover all of tkyeetations being placed upon them.
Rural schools are left to adjust and/or increasedtlties of their limited staffs, simply to
comply with the requirements. The mandates preslyodescribed (the passage of
uniform State Curriculum Standards, the state aasest program, the Colorado Growth
Model, and the Teacher Effectiveness Law) may Ipdaeed enormous pressure on small
rural schools that are not able to benefit fronspenel solely dedicated to the
implementation of these mandates (Colorado DepattofeEducation, 2013a, 2013d,
2013e). Were the increasing state mandates, wiecé directly connected to school and
teacher accountability, creating the environmentlich increased cooperation or
collaboration was more likely? Rural collaboratlwas historically been difficult, partly
because of distance and isolation of staffs. H@mewvas there now an increasing
possibility of acceptance of it between professi®maorking in independent public
school districts because of these pressures?

In addition, Colorado maintains open enrolimentasin schools, which means
that parents may choose the school in which theglleheir children, with some
restrictions (Public Schools of Choice Act of 199@chools may refuse a transfer
request from a parent if there are not adequatktifes; a suitable educational program,

or appropriate staff. However, many transfer retgiare honored since the state funding
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follows the student. In other words, school d$triare, at times, competing for the same

students. This environment may have created a etitivg, rather than a cooperative
spirit between independent school districts (Gr@ég).

Three efforts of rural curriculum collaboration werurrently being attempted in
Colorado. All three efforts were in the initial phementation stage. Two of these
attempts were between multiple districts in thetlsoestern part of the state. The third
one, and the focus of this study, is taking placthe northeast part of Colorado.
According to the NEBOCES Executive Director, Tim§er (personal communication,
September 5, 2013), the tightness of agreemeihieatdoperative effort is greatest in the
northeast attempt. Could professionals in thentividual rural school districts in a
local control state that have operated indepenglehtach other come together in a
collaboration involving curriculum decisions andd#gnt assessments? Could the
competitive spirit that exists between these racaibols be overcome when it comes to
cooperating with each other in academic areas? [Wtltural characteristics of these
10 rural communities surface that inhibit, or ene@e collaboration between rural
school professionals in different districts?

The superintendents and school boards of thesell®a@o school districts
agreed to use a common curriculum with a commopeend sequence. They also
planned to develop common assessments to be upedtad the determination of
student academic growth for all subjects and glaxels through collaboration. .

Purpose and Research Questions
The implementation of the NEBOCES curriculum cotieddive was a large

undertaking, requiring much time of the leadersifithe 10 cooperating districts. The
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effort began in the spring of 2013. However, wlate the perceptions of the

participants regarding the implementation of thesootium? Did participating teachers
and administrators perceive the consortium as b®alkeih that it improved their daily
practices, helped improve their evaluation that based on the new Educator
Effectiveness Law, helped insure that the curricutbey used aligned with Colorado
State Standards, and that it had potential to asae¢heir students’ academic
achievement? A search of the literature revedlatidooperation between public school
districts in a rural setting had not been reseatchéere was no indication in the
literature that a cooperation of this scope in Gado among rural districts and involving
curriculum had been researched. According to thBOICES Director, Tim Sanger
(personal communication September 5, 2013) andeasopisly stated, three rural
curriculum collaborations are presently being afitad in Colorado. The focus of this
study was on the northeast Colorado effort andtékeholders’ perceptions during the
implementation phase of the collaborative or comsor. How was the NEBOCES
curriculum collaborative perceived by the teacherte 10 districts; specifically, how
were the principals’ and superintendents’ decisams actions perceived? Through this
study, | also explored any specific cultural ch&gdstics of rural communities related to
stakeholders’ perceptions of the implementation ¢én@erged. Answers to these
guestions emerged from the data collected in thdys
Research Questions

Three specific questions guided my research:

Q1 What historical, cultural, and political phenoraded to the formation of the
Northeast Consortium for Student Achievement ano@r?
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Q2 What were the perceptions of two specific staksdr groups,

administrators and teachers, regarding the Consodiformation,
leadership, and potential outcomes?

Q3 In what ways did the characteristics of rur&los communities influence
stakeholders’ perceptions of the implementatiothefinter-district
curriculum collaborative?

Question 1 focused on the perceived pressurebyfelte individual district
administrators, represented by a steering committeeeh may have encouraged the
formation of a large collaborative effort betweasticts and individuals that previously
had rarely worked together on this type of effddid the fact that the state had
dramatically increased accountability requiremeégjinning with the 2013-2014 year,
on individual districts make the committee membease receptive to forming this type
of cooperative? Did they perceive that these exd pressures might cause their staffs
to be more acceptable to the idea that mutual iemeight be realized if educational
cooperation with fellow educators outside the bauied of their own individual districts
occurred? What were their perceptions regardiegehason that some districts opted out
of the Consortium?

Question 2 examined perceptions of the teacheradmihistrators as
stakeholders during the implementation of the district educational consortium.
What actions were perceived as personally benéfithem during implementation of
the Consortium and which ones were perceived byehehers and administrators as
detrimental? How were the activities in which thpayticipated actually perceived? Did
the actions and goals of the Consortium provideptitential for increased student

performance on assessments? Did they perceiventkadistrict collaboration between

professional educators was beneficial? Finallg,tdey see this effort as strengthening
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the educational program for the students in thehosls? Understandings may be

discovered that will be helpful to those schootritiss who are considering future
collaborations. Hopefully, answers will providg@ide for the leaders of future
collaborations between independent school districts

Finally, Question 3 searched for cultural charastes that emerged in rural
communities that possibly affected the collaborabbetween different rural school
communities. By searching for unique cultural eleéeristics of rural communities that
emerged in the study of this collaborative effuture prospects or proposals for rural
collaboration may benefit or, at least, be undedio terms of rural culture.

Assumptions

Since my extensive experience as a teacher, pahapd superintendent in rural
schools has been extremely positive for myselfragdamily, | am very interested in
contributing to the continued success of rural stholncreasing numbers of state
mandates have the potential to affect rural distiit dramatic ways. Some of these
mandates have indirect consequences. For exathplagw Colorado state assessments
will require technology upgrades in the school vehleworked as superintendent. Many
rural districts already operate with limited hunrasources and some, with decreasing
monetary resources due to decreasing enrolimémave personally struggled with
finding enough personnel hours to implement newdates that start as a good idea in
the legislature, but are mandated on district®stiale without sufficient funding to
locally implement them. A current example whicleigating some hardship is the
Educator Effectiveness Act (Colorado Departmeridadication, 2013e). It requires

much more time for my principal to implement tham old local teacher evaluation
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system. No extra funding for implementation accamed this mandate, including

funding that enabled my district to cover the exitmee required of the principal or to
cover those duties for which he was formerly resgaa, but had to give up in order to
implement this new evaluation system. This isaroargument that the new mandate is a
bad idea. It is simply an example of how my schsirict struggles with the
implementation of a new mandate. In my experiengzst mandates come with
insufficient funding or, in some cases, no funditoghelp my district in its
implementation. In addition, based on my experegrowing up in a major

metropolitan area, yet working in rural settinggat culture is unique from cultures of
urban and suburban areas in many ways. Thesecthidgstics may shape the acceptance
or rejection of cooperative efforts between schaoldifferent rural communities. In the
rural communities where | have lived and workedjthessed a general mistrust of
anything that did not originate from within the comnity itself. Any mandate that came
from the state level was always initially considkeseispect in the communities in which |
worked. This not only included those mandateshensthools, but also on the other local
entities such as the town or the water systenmonirural district in Texas where | lived
and worked as superintendent, the school distiést &lso responsible for maintaining the
local water system. Even though the state’s mgr#dting of the water was in the best
interest of the community’s health, the inspecpoocess was seen as intrusive, and their
occasional findings of impurities or toxins weradely dismissed as a conspiracy to
eventually close down the system, thereby shutifhthe community’s water supply. A
suspicion of anything that was not local was coedetyp me in many conversations

during my career in rural communities and was aegdrattitude that was easily
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perceived, even without specific verbal reinforcaimd witnessed this sense of

suspicion of the outside in every rural communitg achool in which | lived and
worked. Since | arrived in all of the communitigsere | was superintendent as an
outsider myself, it always took me time to gain thest of the communities. | gained the
trust of some in months and some in years, anddore, | never did gain their trust. It
was important for me to be seen as fighting foritierests of the local school and
making the school district successful in spitehafse outsiders whose actions made that
task more difficult in the eyes of the communitymieers. This atmosphere, present in
all rural communities where | served as superirgahdnade collaborations with outside
groups more difficult and took strong leadershipnonpart to make them feasible for
consideration.

Effective school leadership is a crucial ingredierany attempt at collaboration
or cooperation between individual rural schoolsnahis study, between individual rural
school districts with their corresponding indepertdgverning boards and
administrations. In the past, districts tendedperate with a disconnected, disjointed
approach toward each other.

Finally, while actual school consolidation rema@isegative concept in most
rural communities, the term collaboration or coapien may be perceived in a more
positive light. Most rural educators see collatioraas beneficial and contributing to
increased student achievement. Collaboration leetwehools is seen as helpful and
perceived as a positive development (DuFour, DuHealker, & Many, 2006; Elmore,

2000; Lickona & Davidson, 2005; Mattessich, Mur@lpse, & Monsey, 2001).
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Significance of Study

If collaboration is seen as beneficial, or evealyin the survival of rural schools,
then these results may help preserve rural sclasdlsriving entities (Chance & Segura,
2009). While there is much research on collabonagind its benefits as related to
student achievement, most of the research hasdwe®nin larger school districts with
the collaboration taking place between teacherstéaah in the same school or the same
school district (Friend & Cook, 2013; Lickona & Ddson, 2005; Mattessich et al.,
2001). The collaborators teach the same subjesmt@pr teach at the same grade level,
which makes collaboration easier and more useftli@garticipants. There is scant
research when it comes to the feasibility or susoégollaboration between separate
school districts in rural settings. In many casesl schools are expected to do more
and with fewer resources, less monetary and feweran resources (Franklin, 2012). By
studying the implementation of this particular turger-district collaborative effort,
results may help guide future decisions and actiegarding cooperation between small,
isolated rural schools.

Summary of Chapters

In Chapter Il, | will review literature that reveahe effects of past school
educational collaborations and its possible effeatstudent achievement. Do teachers
understand the proposed change or reform and perttet it will benefit them in their
roles as teachers and indirectly benefit theirestisi (David & Cuban, 2010)? A brief
history of collaboration will be summarized, and tthallenges of collaboration between
isolated rural schools will be examined. The enaeof the benefits of educational

collaboration regarding student achievement wilpbesented. Rural schools and their
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unique cultural characteristics will be exploréthe perceived roles of rural schools to

their communities will be described. This currioml collaboration is a major change in
these rural districts from their past practicesali@ping curriculum and assessments
individually and usually in isolation from professial peers. Therefore, research
pertaining to organizational change will be exardirend leadership required to
implement organizational change will be addres3afthat types of leadership actions are
required for successful collaboration? What inlitezature reveals stakeholder
perceptions in past collaborations and if or hoasthperceptions affect the collaboration
effort itself? Chapter Il will describe in detaile methodology of this case study.
Chapter IV will present the findings from the datdlected. Finally, Chapter V will
present discussions of findings, implications, ¢osions, and recommendations for

future research.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

For the past three decades, educational reseaitiesexamining the effects of
collaboration of efforts between teachers, betwagbministrators, and between schools as
entities document positive results when measurestument achievement or many other
aspects of educational institutional factors (Eastiv& Seashore-Louis, 1992). Those
collaborations have included lunch program consorsi, special education cooperatives,
transportation collaborations, and others. In,fane of my major impetuses for joining
school collaborations as superintendent of sevaral, isolated, public school districts
has been cost savings for districts in the erdaohking government budgets. However,
when specifically looking at the effects of educaél collaboration between teachers
when it comes to sharing and discussing teachnagesfies with the established goal of
increasing student achievement, the results aeg.cfetudent achievement almost always
improves as collaboration between educators iness@3uFour, DuFour, Eaker, &

Many, 2006; Elmore, 2000; Friend & Cook, 2013; laak & Davison, 2005; Mattessich,
Murray-Close, Monsey, 2001). Based on researcthferstudy, educational
collaboration has primarily focused on urban argusiban schools districts (McCord,
2002; McCoy, 2000). These are areas where popuotatre concentrated and
collaborations may be more easily established amidtained because they can occur

within schools, and even within departmentalizeloject areas or grade levels. This
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might be partly because those schools have mulialehers within each grade level and

subject department. In addition, many of thos#idts have multiple schools across
which collaboration may be established. They arenally governed by one central
office, which is able to make decisions that aftbet entire district, thereby having
influence over all schools and their corresponditadfs. Not only are many rural
schools operating with one teacher per grade @vebntent area which make
collaboration difficult because of a lack of otlpeofessionals with whom to collaborate
in the same subject area or grade/age level, batraany teachers are isolated from other
schools by the distance between them which maldfidult to establish real and
meaningful collaboration with other teachers wharskcontent or grade levels.
However, as long ago as 1945, cooperation betwaahschools and agencies was
encouraged (Herrick, 1945).

Another factor that might negatively affect rurallaboration between school
districts is the ever-present competitive spiréttexists between rural communities
(Green, 2008). Rural schools compete against ethen in numerous ways: sports
teams, academic teams, and for students’ enrolbnértie state of Colorado rates
schools according to students’ assessment rethdtgby allowing communities to
compare their schools against neighboring schaiéofado Department of Education,
2013c). The state also makes public certainssiaisuch as graduation rates and
college readiness, again allowing communities tomete in essence with each other for
better results (Colorado Department of Educati@i,32). Though generally good-
natured, this competitive spirit may inhibit or ebsirage educational cooperation or

collaboration between staffs in different commuast{Clauss, 1999). In Colorado and
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other states, these communities often vie for #meesstudents since many states,

including Colorado, are open-enrollment states,mmggstudents and their
corresponding state funding go to the school incvitihey choose to enroll (Samuels,
2012). The independent nature of the American West also encourage individual
teachers to make decisions in isolation, thereleyasing their freedom to decide their
own curriculum and daily lessons. In Colorado,csts districts are granted local
control, meaning that school boards have broad poteemake curriculum decisions and
graduation requirements, which may or may not ¢ateevith their neighboring districts
(Colo. Const. art. ix, 8 15). All of these factonsy affect the extent to which
collaborations between individual school distrigts successful or even desired.
Several factors are now present in Colorado thatechange the normal
inclination of schools and educators to remainaitsal in their decisions and operations.
In the past, in my area of the state, the pressbegdorced area schools to consider
collaborations with other school districts werewparily budgetary or financial in nature.
For example, it was financially beneficial for dists to form cooperatives that covered
special education’s many legal requirements bectgseosts to provide those services
alone were prohibitive, and it is difficult to firmhough qualified personnel for every
small rural district. Therefore, it is common &esspecial education cooperatives in rural
areas since the ability to find and pay for quatifspecial education professionals is
limited in most rural communities. Consequentlyanmy districts have banded together to
form special education cooperatives because wieh édforts and finances are pooled,
the ability of smaller and more isolated schootrdits to provide those services required

by federal and state laws regarding special educatiandates is enhanced. Other
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services are also becoming more cooperatively dedigsuch as lunch programs or

distance learning programs, all primarily basedh@ncost savings these cooperatives
provide the member schools in addition to solvimg problem of the lack of qualified
personnel in each rural local school district. &gichools, in particular, have long been
encouraged to collaborate in order to produce smanhgs (Clauss, 1999). The
collaborations formed between rural school disdrater time in order to save money
were difficult to implement, but the pressure oésted finances may have created the
atmosphere in which many schools overcame thodadbes. However, other factors are
now present in Colorado, aside from monetary onegh are creating a new mindset of
cooperation because the benefits are being pectawgreater than any liabilities.

The focus of the literature review will be charaistiics and challenges of rural
schools, organizational change and its obstadlesiale of educational leadership in the
collaborative process, the benefits of educatiooliéboration, and my theoretical
framework

Rural Schools

Rural school educators are expected to meet the sagmired accountability
measures as all other types of school districtsneélrough fewer numbers of students
and staff are involved. “We know that we are expedo do more with less—or rather,
the same with less. | can name more than onedigtaict where the principal, bus
driver, and basketball coach are the same per§ba.accountability remains the same”
(Franklin, 2012, p. 28). Rural schools face unighstacles in the implementation of
many state requirements. Well-intentioned decsimade by state legislatures may

affect school districts differently based on sinediments. They are usually motivated
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by political pressures from various constitueneied since democracy is, by definition,

controlled by majorities, rural voices, becaussratller population numbers, may be
diminished. The differences between the actualaceristics of urban/suburban schools
and rural schools and the communities they sermgjiarat (Colorado Department of
Education, 2013c). Therefore, rural schools dtadeadapt many of those requirements
in creative ways in order to be compliant. Accoglio Diane Ravitch (2010), small
schools (which include most rural schools) haveaathges in human relationships
which help their students achieve, but have magadyantages when it comes to being
able to offer diversified curricula which is soalifor students in the present age. In
other words, students enjoy the benefits that &fram the social connections ever
present in small communities where most everyoredsiainted with each other, but
face major disadvantages due to lack of courseinffe that their counterparts in bigger
schools enjoy.

Expectations of rural school leaders are many am@d. They are expected to
wear many hats daily and must be adept at switdhioge roles numerous times in a
single day (Chalker, 1999; Copeland, 2013). | heh@sen to study rural collaboration
since that is my personal reference for the lastez0s.

The culture of rural communities is unique fromamhor suburban communities.
There is an anonymity present in larger communtti@sis totally lacking in small rural
towns (Jenkins, 2007). Most rural schools aneéily supported by their communities
(Salinas, 2000). As populations decline in mamglrtowns, their schools struggle to
remain open. They face the increasingly hard tatksaking decisions on how best to

expend funds which are in some areas shrinkingadeclining enrollments, finding
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highly qualified staff, and implementing the evectieasing federal and state mandates

(Franklin, 2012). However, schools in rural comities are the center of most
activities, and buildings are routinely used fdrkahds of community gatherings and
events (Hadden, 2000). Schafft and Jackson (264@d, “Historically, rural schools
have served important roles as centers of sodidtgcand cultural meaning, helping to
maintain local traditions and particular identitfgural communities” (p. 2). In most
rural communities, the school buildings are they@tituctures in the town that are
capable of hosting community-wide events. Theg gl®vide numerous activities such
as sporting events, plays and concerts for the aamtynmembers to attend, and in some
cases even serving as venues for family gatheangsunions. The rural context was
described this way in a study by Chance and Sg@0@0):
Other significant themes that arose in this studyenhe characteristics of small
schools and the closeness of the rural commuitydents talked about the
importance of knowing their peers since third gradd how they looked out for
one another. Parents described the importanceeefping a watchful eye out on
all the kids” and how they had known the familiésheir children’s friends for
over 30 years. Parents were always willing to loelp another. Most families at
Valley High School had known one another since elslary school. Parents
talked about how many times they had been to dtherses in the past few
years. (p. 15)
This quote illustrates the unique atmosphere and@ctedness present in rural
communities that are often lacking in urban andusiodén communities. People know
each other’s business, which may be perceived as\@ntage or a disadvantage,
depending on the circumstance (Jenkins, 2007)relisea connection between the
parents and the teachers who may have actuallytélog parents when they were in the

school. School board members are usually avaikadeapproachable, and those who

are not accessible normally do not remain on d satzool board for long. There is an
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expected access to school leadership by parerts thiien not present or available in

bigger city schools, but that is an ever-presepeetation in rural schools (Copeland,
2013; Tobin, 2006).

Since school funding in Colorado is based on studeroliment, and since small
towns consider maintaining a school as vital f@irticommunity, the environment may
create a sense of competition, rather than col&twor (Green, 2008). Also, the
competitive nature of school-sponsored sports eseadmmunity pride in a rural town
that goes deeper than in larger suburban or urtifaoots. As mentioned above, those
sporting events provide the time and place forlrcmenmunities to congregate and
support their school and town and each other. Afiog to Schmuck and Schmuck
(1992), the majority of a rural community’s popudatis present at Friday night football
games. While there, not only do they cheer ort¢hen, but they may discuss matters
that are mutually important to them such as farnoimigditions, local families, deaths or
sicknesses of mutual acquaintances, farm auctmribe local price of gasoline or diesel.
The culture of various rural communities, eveniffedent geographic areas or with
different ethnicities, have more in common than Mdthmuck and Schmuck (1992)
concluded:

In fact, the culture of the small districts we tesi extended beyond regional

differences. A school in a Hispanic mining comntyiof the Southwest, or one

that was primarily black in the rich farmland oétMississippi Delta, or a school
built in 1893 and populated by Norwegians of thelWist all looked more alike

than different. (p. 9)

Rural towns are rich in local pride and a sensglade, and the school is the centerpiece

of their communal activity, providing not simplypé&ace for educating their children, but

a gathering place for the population itself. S¢raonnections are made over the years in
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a rural community between its people because thegacially and emotionally bound

by work, play, and family. These connections edtsrany times into their political and
religious leanings and create a culture that istt&nd loyal to each other and to the
exclusion of those who are not within its self-defi circle. In this environment,
collaborations between schools in different rumhmunities are sometimes hard to
implement.

The spirit of the American West is an independer (Fauntleroy, 2004; Kolpas,
1999). This independent spirit flows into everyra of Colorado’s rural communities’
relationships, including the teaching staff ofsthools. While loyalties and connections
are strong between a rural community’s members,dpirit creates a sense of stubborn
individual independence (Chance & Segura, 200%e Very sense of identity of a rural
community creates a competitive atmosphere wherd#deeof collaboration between
communities or organizations is considered (Seak®¥an, 2006). Many times,
collaboration between separate rural communitiegén as a weakening of their
perceived independence. When the ethic of runainsonities may be best described by
a “pull yourself up by your own bootstrap” mentglitollaboration is a concept that can
be difficult to instill. In a recent study of rurschool administrators’ professional
connections, findings indicated that in rural dcds, collaboration or mutually
cooperative relationships are more likely to oaeithin districts than across districts
(Hite, Reynolds, & Hite, 2010). In fact, the sastedy found that rural administrators
who had stronger inter-district professional relaships also had lower within-district
influence and centrality. Knowing or realizinggtaspect may inhibit a rural school

administrator from being willing to reach out ag@hool district lines to form
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collaborations. However, since many small rurélosts have single-teacher

departments or grade levels, true collaboratioedofcational professionals may require
an inter-district approach if the purpose is toliaye teaching, thereby improve student
achievement. The physical isolation of many rteathers and administrators may
require a different approach to collaboration teatnique in concept and design from
their urban and suburban counterparts, but noregbejust as important. A study of
collaboration between rural schools by Muijs (20fag)nd that school-to-school
collaboration widened opportunities for learnerd arcreased the schools’ abilities to
address vulnerable populations, but also createflicts of power and equity between
the schools. These conflicts are exacerbatedddg\vbr-present competition in which
these schools are engaged at almost every levethehit is sports competitions,
academic competitions, or funding competitions (8 1999; Green, 2008). These
challenges that exist in the culture of rural commaes are ones that must be considered
and overcome if true collaborations are to be imgleted across district and community
boundaries and become successful in the long term.
Organizational Change

Organizations may be thought of as tools thatezated and used by individuals
that have that ability to coordinate peoples’ awdion order to achieve outcomes that are
sought or prized by those individuals (Jaffee, 300f.the outcomes produced satisfy the
desires or needs of the people they serve, thea théttle impetus for change.
However, if organizations are perceived as nosBatig those desired outcomes, then
demands for organizational change will develop awee, even though the type or

design of organizational change may not be defi@dyanizational change is difficult to
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achieve and can easily go awry (David & Cuban, 26&lgore & Reynolds, 2011).

There are numerous reasons for the difficulty gloizational change. One is that
organizational change involves the ability to cohtmd manage humans, which are able
and willing to resist change. “If humans were passbjects, rather than active subjects,
they would readily conform to organizational dietsdt (Jaffee, 2001, p. xvii). Argyris
(1999) stated that “Human beings also show rem#&ekabenuity for self-protection.
They can create individual and organizational dedsrthat are powerful and which that
power is largely in the service of poor to mediggegformance as well as of
antilearning,” (p. 157). The key to successfuthpiementing organizational change is
taking steps to overcome these challenges. Opevstght be a shared leadership
approach, which is conducive to collaborative é¢ffavhere all are included (Williams &
Lindsay, 2011). Another might be through collabiora While Richard Elmore (2009)
believed that organizational change is neededdooas to show improvement in student
achievement, he also asserted that it cannot egthiwut conflict. Dr. Ben Levin (2009)
believed that change implementation could not lsstened or left to chance,” but must
be “carefully nurtured” (p. 264). In other wordsgoes not naturally occur, but must be
planned.

Michael Fullan (1993a, 2010a, 2010b) has writtetleresively about change in the
organization of and practice in America’s schodige maintained that schools have a
vital role to play in the overall changes that @sening in the global environment since
no other institution has “greater potential to imipg@aow society changes over the long
term” (Fullan, 2010a, p. xi). He discussed in déeke role of leadership to initiate,

implement, and support change (Fullan, 2010a). ifip@rtance of school leadership in
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organizational change is discussed in greater|detkow in its own subsection. Fullan

(2010b) asserted that the basic challenge in lgachange in a school is:

Finding the smallest number of high-leverage, @asynderstand actions that

unleash stunningly powerful consequences. . strifts away overloaded change-

cluttered commotion-and gives us the essential gbwéhat we need in order to

get real change owned by the critical mass. (p. 16
He further discussed the importance of maximum gbarccurring with concise effort
(Fullan, 2010Db).

Fullan (2010a) also elaborated on several of tlaagés in school organization
that he believed have the potential to increasdestiuachievement, therefore making the
school institution more productive. Many of th@seolve collaboration between
teachers in a process he called “lateral capaaitging” (Fullan, 2010a, p. 12).
Historically, schools have relied on individual eafty to accomplish their goals.
Teachers isolated themselves in their individuahre and basically operated alone
(Cuban, 2013; Hargreaves, 2009; Hargreaves & Fullah2; Smith, 2008). This creates
the situation of a few master teachers in eachaaehaking a real difference in some
students’ lives. This isolation requires schoolgrplement organizational change to
“deprivatize teaching” (Fullan, 2007, p. 36). Adotimg to Fullan (2007):

Deprivatizing teaching changes culture and pradicthat teachers observe other

teachers, are observed by others, and participatéarmed and telling debate on

the quality and effectiveness of their instruction. Changing this deeply rooted
norm of privacy is tough because such a changeresguiemendous

sophistication as well as some risk taking by teesland other leaders. (p.36)
However, according to Smith (2008), the challengerganizational change in many
schools is the ability of individuals to learn htmbe a member of a team. Senge (2006)

contended that “Team learning is vital because seaot individuals, are the

fundamental learning unit in modern organizatiofs”™10). Organizational change is
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required if true lateral capacity is increased sthool (Fullan, 2010a). Teachers must

communicate through collaboration and, in so doiearn from each other if student
achievement is to be increased (Fullan, 2010a)lawration is a change in the way
teachers have traditionally approached teachingp&6u2013). Successful teacher
collaboration focuses on student achievement thr@xgmining ways in which their
own classroom practices may be changed and impyéiveikby resulting in increased
learning for all (DuFour et al., 2006). It usualhyolves transparency regarding
individual teaching strategies and student assegsmsults, which all relate to
curriculum (Fullan, 2010a). Teachers put limitstibeir own learning when isolating
themselves in their classrooms (Fullan, 1993b).

Sustainability of change is also important if ongational change is to persevere
in a school (Fullan, 2010a). Boyle (2009) stated:

As successful strategies and extraordinary effmtome routine, improved

performance gathers momentum. Success breedssswmoeng collaborating

schools with a shared allegiance. At some poirgathes a critical level where

S0 many schools are moving this way, and suppoeau other, that [it

becomes] almost self-sustaining. (p. 26)
David and Cuban (2010) wrote the following with aeds to reforms or changes that
involve teachers in schools: “Any reform aimedmproving student learning depends
wholly on how much teachers understand the refbefieve that it will help students
learn more and better, and can tailor the reforthéa classrooms” (p. 186). In other
words, without the teacher buy in on the changefarm, the success will be minimal

and will not be sustained. This relates to teaxcbdereloping ownership of the changes

being implemented. It normally does not come atitbdginning of the change, but is
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usually an outcome of a successful change implemtient(Fullan, Cuttress, & Kilcher,

2005).

As mentioned earlier, strong leadership is oneadignt that is essential to
implementing lasting organizational changes (Argy2010; Fullan, 2010b; Sharratt &
Fullan, 2009; Smith, 2008; Van Clay, Soldwedel, &0, 2011). While leaders cannot
force teachers to change, they need to “creatstarsywhere positive change is virtually
inevitable” (Fullan, 2010b, p. 62). A gap in tltedature exists in the study of
cooperation between schools in rural settings hagérceptions of the stakeholders
involved as regards to its effects on their roled #heir students’ academic
achievements.

Educational Leadership

Effective leadership of a school is a vital compara making sure that all its
students reach their full learning potential (Baft®90; Day, Harris, Hadfield, Tolley, &
Beresford, 2000). Strong school leadership cahaatnderestimated (Fullan, 2010b).
New leaders must build relationships with those tigempt to lead (Fullan, 2010Db).
“The single factor common to successful changkasrtielationships improve. . . . Thus,
leaders build relationships with diverse people groips—especially with people who
think differently” (Fullan, 2002, p. 18). A levef trust must be developed for the leader
by those that are led. Trust is built when leadeesperceived as providing security, a
basic human need (Bowlby, 1969, 1973). Avolio (@0haintained that effective
leadership requires a leader to be less consumadmwn needs and more concerned
with his staff's needs. He further indicated tha¢ader who is perceived as “authentic”

by the staff is already well on the way to beinge#fiective leader (p. x). Authenticity is
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defined by Webster (2013) as something that isdrugenuine. In other words, the staff

must believe that their leader is honest to himselhis staff, and to his task, and that his
motivations are not selfish. “Integrity requiregian. . . . Authentic leaders embody
character in action: they don't just say, they (fvans, 2001, p. 90).

Studies have shown that if specific leadership bieins “are followed by
principals and superintendents, schools could ingr¢Hoyle & Torres, 2010, p. 116).
Linda Darling-Hammond (2010) found that “the quabf school-level leaders and the
specific practices in which they engage is secong o teachers’ influence in predicting
student achievement” (p. 323). Leithwood, Seashorgs, Anderson, and Wahlstrom
(2004) asserted that “there are virtually no dooutee instances of troubled schools
being turned around without intervention by a pduldeader” (p. 5). Richard DuFour
and Robert Marzano (2011) suggested that effetdaders both direct and empower
their teachers in collaborative efforts such aggasional learning communities (PLCs).
Fullan (2010b) basically stated that he knew ofmproving school that did not have a
strong principal who was good at leading improveimen

Strong leadership is a directed effort, not a hapftthprocess that simply includes
a set of disconnected actions. It is well-plannightly organized, and focused on
improvement. Successful leadership of collaboreatis not a top-down approach, but a
sharing of power and an acceptance that all pattseeamrganization have contributions
that are worthy and should be considered whenggaating in collaborative efforts.
Communication skills are a vital part of collaboratleadership and can determine the

success or failure of a leader (Cottrell & Harve@04). Strong school leadership must
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model the characteristics of good team collabonatids explained by DuFour et al.,

(2006), this modeling starts at the central offeeel:

In every instance of effective system wide impletagan of the PLC process we

have witnessed, central office leaders visibly niedi¢he commitment to learning

for all students, collaboration, collective inquiand results orientation they

expected to see in other educators throughoutighect. (p. 211)

In rural districts, the central office leaderstspusually the superintendent, since that is
the only administrator at the central office/distttevel. In some rural districts, there is
only one administrator on staff. Therefore, riealders have far less ability to delegate
responsibilities and often must bear the load gfeducational change that takes place in
his/her district. Gulka (1993) found that changesur more rapidly and with less
resistance when key individuals learn to mastetdeship skills which allow them to

cope and manage the changes that are desired.

Richard and Rebecca DuFour (2012) have writteansitely about successful
collaborations and the vital role of leadership.tHeir research and experience with
successful collaboration, they found that for dadliation to be successful in a school,
leadership must take three basic actions: (a) kstahat collaborative teams must focus
on student learning, (b) adequate time must beigedvo the teams during which
collaboration can take place, and (c) ensure tteagtis shared responsibility for student
learning among the staff who make up the collalbagaeams. If collaboration is
attempted and any of these three actions are mgpleted by school leadership, which
usually means the principal, then the opporturotysiiccess is severely inhibited
(DuFour & DuFour, 2012). These steps sound sintplea rural school leader is

challenged by the fact that scheduling is normsdlyerely restricted by the limitations of

the number of teaching staff who, because of semabliments, must teach multiple
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subjects within and sometimes across disciplifidgerefore, freeing up time in the

schedule for individuals to join in a meaningfullaboration is a real challenge, although
essential (Mattessich et al., 2008). Establiskimgyed responsibility is also, at times, a
challenge in a rural school. When there is pog®hly one teacher who teaches a
secondary subject, the feeling is sometimes prebahts long as his/her students are
successful on assessments and are showing imprateaties well—regardless of how
they are achieving or not in other subjects areasaught by that individual. As in
Colorado, there are normally also certain gradeltesr subjects that are not assessed on
the high-stakes state assessment (Colorado DepdrtihEducation, 2013a). This
sometimes creates an attitude among those staftedob untested subjects and/or
grades that they are free from any responsibiditytose grade levels and subjects that
are included in the state assessments. Therefstahlishing a shared responsibility
among the various staff members is a challengentiugt be overcome by strong
leadership (Mattessich et al., 2008).

One powerful way that a school leader can buiddapacity of their staff to
collaborate is to “create the conditions that regthem to work together to accomplish a
specific goal” (DuFour et al., 2006, p. 159). Treguires leaders to strategize ways to
accomplish this feat. Since many teachers haveetigency to work in isolation, this
may require leaders to start with small steps. éxample, a principal may require the
elementary staff to collaborate on developing @seauty schedule, with the hope that
the collaborative skills developed from that simplen-academic collaboration will
transfer to a collaboration that actually affed¢tglent achievement later on. DuFour et

al. (2006) stated that:
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Leaders who demonstrate reciprocal accountabitityndre than just hope teams

will be successful in developing SMART goals: tleeg committed to providing

teams with the resources and support that incitbasikelihood that teams will

be successful in establishing and achieving highigulSMART goals. They

provide clarity regarding why the work is to be dpnonsider what teams need in

order to build shard knowledge about the work; $ppmams with tools,

templates, and examples to facilitate the worlgldsth criteria to help teams

assess the quality of the work; and monitor pragoésach team to intervene and

assist when a team struggles. (p. 158)
DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, and Many (2006) put the asfbility of the collaborative
team’s success on the school leader. The impatahschool leadership on the success
of a collaborative effort is underscored time antetagain by most researchers who
study collaboration in schools.

Leaders are encouraged to actually be a pareatdhaborative team, usually as
a facilitator. This allows them to use their lesthép abilities to make sure real
collaboration occurs. It also provides an oppatyuto lead by example. However,
when administrators become part of the collaboeat@am, it can also create challenges.
Since they, by their job role definition, are natyofilling a role as a team member and,
in many cases, the collaboration team facilitatuey are also responsible for evaluating
the job performance of the other team membersdaritbie collaboration. Keeping the
two roles separate can be a real challenge and paskibly even inhibit the
collaboration process (Friend & Cook, 2013). Tkadfits of having the administrator
sit in with the collaborative team have to be weigllagainst the disadvantages of having
the boss present. Many times, this will dependhupbether the leader has established

his leadership style prior to the collaboratiorogffis one which invites input from the

staff.
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Shared leadership styles are more conducive torgstrators including

themselves on the collaboration team than are topdeadership approaches. Cornell
(2000) found that good leadership encourages geakelship on the part of others. One
of the prized superintendent traits according teabeschool board members is
“promoting collaboration” (Canales, Tejeda-Delga&fl&late, 2008, p. 6). According to
the results of one study that specifically examinedl leadership, the ability of the
leader to ensure that everyone feels valued ardded in the process of collaboration is
vital to the success of collaboration (Williams &dtsay, 2011). These studies establish
that if a school leader has already made cleatthigabpinions and values of the staff
members are important in making decisions, thelalsotation is more likely to be
successful. The United States Department of Echrcét999) found that “researchers
who study educational leadership are coming to V@aadership as a shared process
involving teachers, students, parents, and commumémbers” (p. 6). Good leadership
is increasingly described as involving the enttedfsn a collaborative decision-making
process that models shared vision and cooperdtemlgert, 2003). Therefore, it is
increasingly clear that the role of an educatidéeatler is to bring individuals together to
share ideas for solutions to the challenges schiaoésin educating their students. If this
practice has been established in a school difiyids leaders, then successful
collaboration is a real possibility.
Benefits of Collaboration

Educational collaboration is seen as essentialticaor effectiveness and as a

characteristic of successful schools, especiatfigesmuch of it concerns comparing and

developing curriculum and assessments and haget éifect on student achievement



40
(Friend & Cook, 2013). Collaboration is definedMwgttessich et al. (2008) as “a

mutually beneficial and well-defined relationshitered into by two or more
organizations to achieve common goals” (p. 4). |&alration is determined to be a vital
ingredient in the success of high-achieving sch@alg-our et al., 2006; Elmore, 2000;
Lickona & Davidson, 2005; Mattessich et al., 200&}ollaboration holds out the
possibility of better thinking on the part of batiministrators and teachers and increased
cognitive growth as participants articulate thbought processes, listen, and respond to
the thoughts of others” (Tschannen-Moran, Uliney l&dVackley, 2000, p. 257). ltis
widely accepted that schools that collaborate aveerauccessful than those who do not
(Fullan, 2010a). Eastwood and Seashore-Louis (1€8fed, “The single most important
factor for successful school restructuring andfits¢ order of business for those
interested in increasing the capacity of their sthics building a collaborative internal
environment” (p. 215). According to Little (199@pllaborative work between teachers
is likely to result in increased student achievemieicrease confidence among the staff
members who collaborate, and increase the capafdihe staff by sharing of the
strengths of the individual teachers and also figdiolutions to cover the weaknesses
that emerge through the collaborative efforts. 1@dr{2008) compared collaboration
versus individual efforts to a bundle of sticksrigemuch harder to break than a single
stick. Collaboration is seen as a learning tootéachers in itself (Fullan, 1993a).
Teachers generally consider collaboration withofeglprofessionals as a powerful
learning possibility (Lohman, 2005). The simplentiog together to share ideas and
solutions to the unique situations teachers faegyeday is perceived as a far more

effective professional development technique tr@nosl-wide or district-wide meetings
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that are basically designed so that an expert stkar@wledge through general lectures.

Those types of professional development are makilas an occasional motivation
technique, rather than a true learning experieacéht audience. According to
Wheatley (1999), “We have known for nearly a quanfea century that self-managed
teams are far more productive than any other fdrorganizing . . . by joining with
others we can accomplish something important tleateuld not accomplish alone” (pp.
152-153). Collaboration reinforces that age-okhithat together we can accomplish
more than we can as single individuals in almogtaaena of life.

Reinforcing the idea that collaboration increabesachievement of students in a
school, the National Education Association, intagtconducted in 2003 and cited by
DuFour et al. (2006) found that:

High-performing schools promote collaborative pesblsolving and support

professional communities and exchanges amongadil sieachers and staff

collaborate to remove barriers to student learaimgj communicate regularly with
each other about effective teaching and learnirsgeggies. They have regularly

scheduled time to learn from one another. (p. 142)

Teams that collaborate are essential if a scho@hds to improve student outcomes.
Rather than relying on being able to place indigiduaster teachers into each classroom,
schools are increasingly realizing that collabarais a more realistic approach to
improving instruction and, therefore, improvingddat achievement. In 2007,

Blanchard wrote:

A team can make better decisions, solve more cotmpilgblems, and do more to

enhance creativity and build skills than individualorking alone. . . . They have

become the vehicle for moving organizations intftiture. . . . Teams are not

just nice to have. They are hard-core units oflpation. (p. 17)

The National Commission on Teaching and Americatufe found in 2003 that:
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The key to ensuring that every child has a quadiacher is finding a way for

school systems to organize the work of quality hea€ so they can collaborate

with their colleagues in developing strong learntoghmunities that will sustain

them as they become more accomplished teacherg) (p
When considering best practices to teaching,singply logical to come to the realization
that quality teaching is not simply an individuadeavor or accomplishment. It is best
achieved by empowering a team whose efforts allmsé collaborators to move beyond
what they could do as individuals and to realizg they can do much more as a
collaborative team (Carrol, 2009). If change isde in a school, collaboration is the
one vital ingredient to ensure that is takes pld&zhool improvement relies on
involvement by a collaborative, school-based scimprovement team as the
cornerstone and energy source for school-by-sattwanige” (Lezotte, 2005, p. 183).

Another benefit of successful collaboration amazarhers is that it promotes a
responsibility for students’ successes or, in soases, failures that is shared among the
teachers, regardless of grade level or subjechtaidcLaughlin & Talbert, 2006).
Collaboration among staff promotes the solvingafftict between staff members.
However, its purpose “is not to avoid critique awahflict, but to deal with both
respectfully and constructively” (Goulet, Krentz,Ghristiansen, 2003, p. 325). Many
schools struggle with collaboration because theviddals who need to collaborate in
order to improve have not been taught the skilesded for successful collaboration. The
guestion is not whether collaboration is benefjdiait exactly how it is successfully
implemented in those schools where it is not priesen

The literature is clear that collaboration betwesachers has the potential to

increase student achievement. Schmoker (2005ewhsblation is the enemy of

improvement. . . . Teachers learn best from otb&chers” (p. 141). However, little
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research specifically addresses collaboration@ctiallenges of collaboration in rural

settings between districts. The rural culturengue from their urban or suburban
counterparts in many characteristics (Castle, WMy&ber, 2011). The physical
characteristics are different, and the culturdfiisaifferent. The challenges of real and
meaningful collaboration between rural school ditdrand the perceptions of their
stakeholders need to be studied if the real patefuti student achievement is to be
reached in those rural settings. This will reqstreng leadership that understands the
rural school and its setting. Fullan (1996) stated

Schools must not only be collaborative internddyt they must also be linked to

the outside. Itis only when the school also lmmections to the outside-with a

healthy relationship with both its local and largevironments-that the

collaborativeness will last. (p. 497)
My study will add to the growing research regardiogaboration, in general, and,
specifically, collaboration in rural schools.

Theoretical Framework

| analyzed my data through the lens of organipatichange (Cuban, 2013;
Fullan, 2010a; Jaffee, 2001) using a constructidrasnework (Crotty, 1998). | view my
world from a social constructionist theoreticalnfi@vork which also defines how |
develop my own understanding and design my inquifganing is constructed from our
world, not discovered (Crotty, 1998). In the sbc@nstructionist tradition, 1 will
incorporate context-dependent inquiry (intervieas)l inductive data analysis (Creswell,
2007). The social constructionist tradition asstrat we are already embedded in social
and conventional institutions which have precedednd from which we construct

meaning (Crotty, 1998). Michel Eyquem de Monta¢aeecited by Crotty, 1998) said,

“What of a truth that is bounded by these mountaimgis a falsehood to the world that
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lives beyond?” (p. 42). Crotty (1998) described ts social constructionism and further

describes it as: “all knowledge and therefore ahningful reality as such, is contingent
upon human practices, being constructed in an@foateraction between human beings
and their world, and developed and transmittediwigim essentially social context” (p.
42). | collected data from individuals to analymev their constructed meanings have
affected their acceptance or rejection of the culdm consortium implementation. |
further analyzed data collected and individual oes@s given to determine how or if the
rural setting and context of the participants @ gtudy have affected their perceptions of
the successes and failures of implementation efrtival curriculum consortium.

The Consortium was developed as an organizatidradge to be implemented in
the 10 member school districts. It required aemfit at transformational changes in the
ways that teachers in different school districisretd and developed curriculum and
student assessments. Teaching strategies of dodivieachers were shared so that not
only teachers learned from each other, but in demgnabled their students’ learning to
reach a greater potential. Common assessmentieeetoped collaboratively across
the 10 districts in the Consortium by teachers wiece working in groups based upon
academic subject and grade level taught.

This represents an organizational change fronpéis¢é practice in these rural
school districts of individual teachers making #hdecisions and creating their own
student assessments in the professional isolafitrew own classrooms. Through the
lens of the research and writings of educators sgdrullan (2010a) and Cuban (2013)
who are concerned with organizational change ioalsh the need for it, and the results

of it where it has been implemented, | analyzedddta collected from this study. | used
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Jaffee’s (2001) idea that organizations are forfoethe purpose of achieving outcomes

desired by the individuals they serve. Specificdie maintained that the impetus for
and acceptance of organizational change are diredtlted to the perceptions of
stakeholders as to whether this change fulfill& thersonal and professional needs and
produces the desired outcomes. The goal of alsmratructionist researcher is to “rely
as much as possible on the participants’ viewsefituation” (Creswell, 2007, p. 20).
Through the lens of organizational change and withé social constructionist
framework, the perceived successes or failureBefmplementation of this inter-district
curriculum consortium was analyzed.
Potential Contributions to the Field

It is hoped that the study of the collaborativierefoetween these ten rural school
districts will add the already existing body oeliature which indicates the benefits of
collaboration, adding specific findings that migleip rural schools. It is also hoped that
it will add to the existing research of how to implent organizational change—in this
case, organizational change in rural schools. sty will hopefully fill in some gaps in
the literature by providing findings regarding inthstrict academic collaborations that
are specific to rural community and school settingie findings may provide beneficial

data for rural districts that are considering pawimy for future collaborations.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to seek answefsetéotlowing guiding question:
Was a substantial collaborative effort among mldtlpcal control rural school districts
in Colorado perceived by the stakeholder groupsdaofiinistrators and teachers as
successful and helpful? Sub questions include:

Q1 What historical, cultural, and political phenoraded to the formation of the
Northeast Consortium for Student Achievement ano@r?

Q2 What were the perceptions of two specific stakadgr groups,
administrators and teachers, regarding the Consogiformation,
leadership, and potential outcomes?

Q3 In what ways did the characteristics of rur&lcsd communities influence
stakeholders’ perceptions of the implementatiothefinter-district
curriculum collaborative?

The focus of this qualitative study was to study pfnenomenon of inter-district
collaboration. According to Merriam (2009), “Quative researchers are interested in
meaning . . . how people make sense of their Iwbst they experience, and how they
interpret those experiences” (p. 17). Qualitatesign allowed me to understand the
challenges faced by and the successes experiegdbd participants in this rural
collaboration, to draw conclusions as to whethier plarticular implementation has been

successful, and to provide guidance to rural schoohsidering inter-district

collaborative partnerships.
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| selected a case study approach as appropriatkisostudy (Stake, 1995). More

specifically, this was a descriptive case studgilescribed by Yin (2003), as | described
the sociocultural context, along with the experesnof the participants of a
comprehensive collaboration effort among 10 rurstridts to use a mutually agreed
upon curriculum. This effort not only required &0l participating districts to use the
same curriculum, but also to develop and adops#mee scope and sequence across
districts in all subjects and grade levels. Thenwdstrators of these districts chose to
mutually adopt the Colorado State Sample Curriculwhich had been developed by
teams of volunteer teachers representing the v@goade and subject areas that they
taught (Colorado Department of Education, 2014)esk teams of teachers had met over
the previous year and created the curriculum doowsnehich also created a scope and
sequence. Actual lesson plans were not includedwere assessments (Colorado
Department of Education, 2014). Common assessmanmtsjointly developed and
adopted by the consortium of districts. While edidtrict retained their control over the
decision to participate, once they joined in thikatmration, all districts committed to the
agreements and mutually planned professional dpuedat for their staffs. I, as
superintendent of one of the participating dissremhd a member of the collaboration
steering committee that led this innovation, iniggged the inter-district implementation
of a curriculum collaborative among 10 rural schaistricts in northeast Colorado.
Since | am the superintendent of one of the 10qgyaating school districts, | conducted
this research as a participant observer as deddopdames Spradley (1980).

For purposes of this case study, the case was bdundgeographic location—

northeast Colorado—and by district type—rural (dedi in this study as districts with
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less than 750 enroliments, K-12, and whose econbases were tied to agriculture).

This was in keeping with the definition of qualita case study (Creswell, 2007). This
effort was considered an educational innovationesihwas one of the first attempts of
its kind in Colorado, specifically in northeast Ga@do and among the 10 school districts.
Therefore, according to Stake (1995), this 10-distonsortium was defined as a “case”
(p- 2).

According to Yin (1994), a case study uses realdifents to research or study
current phenomena and must rely on more than pessource of information. This case
study studied a particular collaborative efforthwitthe context of the real lives of the 10
districts’ administrators and teachers. Thesee$taklers (the administrators and
teachers) were included as sources of informabtothis study.

Participants

The broad community encompassing the 10 distristsiacluded the efforts of
the Northeast Board of Cooperative Educational iSesy NEBOCES), of which all 10
districts were members. The NEBOCES Director &ssisie by providing background
information on each of the districts and commusiaied by making some of his staff
available. The Director and his staff worked clpseth the school districts involved in
this curriculum collaboration effort and have watlken many previous major and minor
educational endeavors. The Director had beenacedior 15 years and had extensive
knowledge of the districts included in this case.

As part of the protocol for this research desigratsgies for access to the various
sites within the broad case were specifically dewetl. As a participant-observer, as

described by Spradley (1980) and which is discussgdeater detail below in the
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researcher stance section, access to the supekentsnvas already present through

relationships established over time in previous mamications and meetings. The
access to the building principals and teachershuaebin this collaborative effort was
granted through each district superintendent. id¢haation in this curriculum
collaboration was voluntary on the part of eaclritisand was recommended by each
superintendent. Therefore, broad and encompaastess for the researcher was present
and even encouraged by the superintendents asteshatdeaders of their districts and
communities. These superintendents provided @émder which | was able to cross
into the individual worlds of the various distri@ad communities in order to collect
artifact data, observe various stakeholders, atabksh personal contact with them. The
access accorded to the researcher provided majefitsefor this study. In order to
answer this question, semi-structured interviewseveenducted and a Likert survey
instrument link was emailed to all participants wiere asked to complete the short 10-
guestion online survey. In addition, observativese done of the many meetings and
CTT groups, many artifacts were collected, and doraaalysis was done.
Semi-structured interviews were conducted withdlomly selected teachers
and six randomly selected administrators, whicldpoed 154 single-spaced pages of
transcriptions and over 67,000 words. Generdtlg, dame questions were asked of all 18
participants (Appendix A). However, at times, diorss were expanded or added per the
semi-structured design. The randomly selectedgyaahts varied in years-experience,
from this being their first year to teach to onetiggpant who was completing her®6

year and one administrator completing hi& $8ar as an educator (see Table 1).
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Sample Characteristics Showing Pseudonyms, Yegaesierce, and Job Role

Pseudonym Role Years-Experience
Heather Teacher 1-5
Amber Teacher 1-5
Carl Teacher 1-5
John Teacher 1-5
Nancy Teacher 1-5
Carla Teacher 5-15
Marlin Administrator 5-15
Bobbie Teacher 5-15
Candy Teacher 5-15
Arlene Administrator 17-19
Breck Administrator 17-19
Bart Administrator 17-19
Mandy Teacher 17-19
Kristi Administrator 20+
Ashley Teacher 20+
Lucy Teacher 20+
Kesha Teacher 20+
Doris Administrator 20+
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A Likert Scale survey link was emailed to all pagants in the Consortium

which, at the beginning, totaled just over 300 enetuded all teachers and administrators
in all participating districts. Seventy-five respied to the survey. It contained 10
statements (Appendix B). The respondents hadpgheroof adding comments to any or
none of the 10 statements. Of the 75 respond@ntshose to respond to at least one of
the questions, while 38 chose to make no commeangrof the questions. The results
of the survey are shown in Appendix H.

As stated previously, 10 school districts locatedortheast Colorado decided to
participate in this collaborative effort. All wereral in nature, rural being defined for
this study as districts with enrollments of lesst750 students in K-12 (kindergarten
through 12th grades) and whose economic basemmply agricultural. The northeast
region of Colorado is part of the Great Americaaifd and provided the backdrop or
setting for this study. It was typical farm andeh country, and grain elevators dotted
each small town or former town.

The demographic characteristics for these 10 psihool districts include the
following data. Enrollment ranged from 109 to 72¢heir percentages of racial minority
ethnicities ranged from a low of 10% to a high 4%4 Each school district in Colorado
earns points based on test scores, graduation asgscademic growth. The points
awarded toward accreditation status for each saflistiict by the Colorado Department
of Education each year are divided by the total lImemof points possible and provides a
percent. This percent represents the ratio oftp@arned to points possible. As the ratio
increases, a district’'s accreditation rating insesa The range of the ratios for the 10

participating districts was a low of 61 to a higi86. Statewide, the range of the 178
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school districts in Colorado was 39 to 92. Thamfthe 10 districts’ accreditation

ratings were based on ratios that fell in the nodipper-ranges when compared to the
other public school districts statewide (ColoradespBrtment of Education, 2013c).
Finally, the superintendents’ length of years ia dlstricts ranged from a first-year
superintendent to one with eight years of expegendis district (T. Sanger, personal
communication, September 5, 2013).

Student academic growth rates were assigned takdistricts based on the
results of applying the Colorado Growth Model toleatudent (Colorado Department of
Education, 2013i). The results were compiled Bwheschool and listed by district,
school campus, and each grade. The data resultsefd0 cooperating districts in the
Consortium are as follows: (a) for whole distri¢tse range of growth was 41 to 94; (b)
for secondary campuses, the range of growth was 83; and (c) for elementary
campuses, the range of growth was 50 to 91 (Cobospartment of Education, 2013i).
Was the fact that students are generally acaddymmatcessful in a particular school
within the collaborative more likely to produceddsuy-in for the teachers and
administrators or greater buy-in for participatiorthe collaborative? Conversely, was
the fact that students generally performed lowestate assessments in a particular
district in the collaborative more likely to produgreater buy-in for the teachers and
administrators or less?

During my eight years as a superintendent of orthexfe 10 districts,
administrators, teachers, and boards of educadidmbt cooperated with each other in
such a broad and comprehensive manner as thiboddlave required. Colorado schools

were established under the local control conceplq(GConst. art. ix 8 15). This concept
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established basic independence for each sepataiel slistrict to make decisions based

on local community needs and desires (Colorado eeat of Education, 2013b). The
principle of local control did not encourage co@tiem between districts (inter-district),
but rather allowed broad discretion for each distsr community to decide such things
as which curricula to teach across grades and asbjghich courses to require of
students for graduation, what level of salariegayp their teachers, facility decisions,
budgets, and other substantive decisions regapliblic education. In addition, local
sports rivalries have added to a competitive spather than a cooperative spirit between
these districts. Therefore, collaborations were ta nonexistent.

A variety of “raw texts” (Piantanida & Garman, [8)&vere collected from these
districts in various forms. These included adnrmatsve and board meeting agendas
where this topic had been discussed, shared |dagdeesm meetings where applicable,
and various meeting minutes and summaries whidaiped to the collaboration effort.
These were be examined to add background, richardsjepth to the data collected
through interviews.

Sampling Methods

Random sampling, as described by Creswell (200d@ Marriam (2009), was
used in the selection of the participants to inew Teachers and administrators from
my own participating district were excluded frone flace-to-face interviews for the
obvious reason that | was conducting the intervjews my role as their superior might
unduly influence their responses. Teachers andrashnators that represented various
spectrums of the Colorado Growth Model—such asistergly high-growth rates or

consistently low-growth rates for their studentsa@demic progress on state



54
assessments—were in the pool of possible intenge€olorado Department of

Education, 2013h). Data that identified to whitikeholder group the individual
belonged, the district in which the interviewee wagployed, and number of years of
teaching or administrative experience were coltkétem each individual interviewed.

| obtained lists of participants from each schodhe Consortium. | simply gave
each teacher a number and each administrator agrurhthen used an online
randomizer to give me a sufficient number of induals to interview from the two
stakeholder roles from which | collected data <hbes and administrator. | emailed the
first number on the randomizer list from each groiipe email explained my research
and asked them to voluntarily agree to an interviétost readily agreed, although a few
declined, citing time constraints. | continuedstprocess until | had agreements from 6
administrators and 12 teachers.
Semi-structured Interviews

| used the semi-structured design for questionseg@ell, 2007). These
interviews were conducted face-to-face and simattasly recorded on two devices: an
iPad and a digital recorder. This provided a badkucase of failure of either device.
The semi-structured interview had the advantagdlofving the researcher to adjust
guestions based on the answers given. As Mer28®9) states, “This format allows the
researcher to respond to the situation at hantietemerging worldview of the
respondent, and to new ideas on the topic” (p. 9B flexibility that the semi-
structured interview design granted to the researoter the rigidity of the highly
structured interview design allowed for greaterlesgtion of unanticipated responses of

the interviewee. In other words, the directionh interview varied during the course of
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it from the preconceptions of the researcher towagdcting to the answers of the

interviewee as each responded to the open-endeatiane(see Appendix A).

These data came in the form of answers to opendetaiestions with the purpose
of obtaining the various perspectives of each gmegarding the implementation of this
collaboration (see Appendix A). These interviewsa@vconducted during the
implementation of the consortium to determine ttikuales of the administrators and
teachers of this collaboration project. All intemws were conducted in the room or
office of the individual being interviewed at a @Brmutually agreeable to the participants,
with the exception of one administrator who | methe NEBOCES offices. | personally
transcribed all recorded interviews.

A Likert survey with 10 statements was emailedlk@%0 participants in the
Consortium. A total of seventy five participanteose to return the survey. The
voluntary survey asked the participants to anonystyotate 10 statements from “strongly
disagree” to “strongly agree” (see Appendix B).eMoluntary respondents also had the
opportunity to add comments to any of their ratings

A research journal was kept and referred to througthe study. The journal
was used by the researcher to record impressibssnaations, ideas, and thoughts while
the raw data were collected during the study.fdrr® it during the analysis of data.

Data Collection

Data collection was conducted using various teamsdypically associated with
case study research (Stake, 1995). Semi-structoteatiews were extensively
conducted to collect data from the two consortisakeholder groups who were studied:

administrators and teachers (see Appendix A). sthlkeholders included teachers across
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all 10 school districts which participated in thereculum collaborative effort. These

teachers numbered approximately 312. Since the@btam efforts and its ultimate
success in large part depended upon the commitoh¢iné teachers, it was vital to
collect interview data from them in order to analyizfor emergent themes. Semi-
structured interviews were conducted with 12 teexchendomly selected from the case
of 10 districts. Likewise, administrators compdsaother stakeholder group in the
Consortium. Their ability to sell the idea of ceogtion and collaboration was vital in its
successful implementation. Semi-structured ineawgi were conducted with six
randomly selected administrators from participastritts.

The interviews were conducted as follows: fromdhse, which was comprised
of the 10 participating districts, 6 administratarsl 12 teachers were interviewed
through random sampling, using semi-structuredvees techniques (see Appendix A).
In addition, electronic open-ended surveys wer¢ teeall teachers and administrators
participating in the Consortium. Since these wenapletely anonymous, | had no
influence on the responses. As mentioned, thisdeagned as open-ended Likert
survey. (See Appendix B).

Follow-up interviews were conducted if deemed usafunecessary to collect
more data or dig deeper into what had already bebected. Observations of various
meetings related to the implementation of the baltative were done. These
observations included meetings of the leaderskmieomprised of superintendents and
principals, periodic meetings of the entire consantstaff, which took place six times
during the school year, with additional ones plahfog mid-August and one for mid-

June. At these meetings, professional learningnconities (PLCs), which were
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established in order to facilitate collaboratiotmzEen school districts, met. Major

curriculum decisions were made in these PLCs, wivete given the specific name of
Consortium Team Time (CTT) by the Consortium SteefCommittee. | attended as
many of these all-day CTTs as possible and wrotendabservations.

An open-ended Likert survey was designed using&ukonkey as an electronic
tool and was distributed to all individual partiaigs. They were anonymous. The
surveys collected data regarding the opinions peets/es, and attitudes of the
participants of this collaborative (see Appendix Bhe timing of these surveys was near
the end of the face-to-face interview sessionseyiere analyzed to show possible
corroboration of the data collected from the initamees during the implementation of
the Consortium. | used the Likert survey to give lmnoader input from a wider pool of
respondents, not for means data, but for the plessdsroboration of the face-to-face
interview data. | included graphs in Chapter Nstmw the numbers of those who
disagreed, were neutral, or agreed. | especialhedithe comments for insight from
those who anonymously participated in the survdyelieved that a simple survey would
attract more respondents to participate than aléétquestionnaire, with the opportunity
to make comments.

| conducted many observations of many events atindtees of the Consortium
including planning meetings, steering committeetmgs, and CTT groups. | also made
observations during the interviews. The foci of abgervations were the individuals
who participated in the Consortium and, at timks,detting. Questions guiding my
observations included: (a) who was present; (b)twiae the purpose of the

individual(s)’ presence; (c) to ascertain the atlés of individuals present, if possible;
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(d) to assess the general climate of whatever gnagpresent for the observations; and

(e) to look for any cultural characteristics of $kqresent which might provide findings
for my research questions.

Multiple artifacts were collected including meetiagendas, meeting minutes as
available, and curriculum artifacts. Curriculunifacts included scope and sequence
documents from the Colorado State Sample Curricubmmmon assessments that were
developed and adopted by the CTTs, curriculum uhéswere developed, and possibly,
examples of daily lesson plans. Table 2 illusgdke research questions, data collected

to address each question, and how analysis was done
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Table 2

Research Design

Research Question Data Collection Analysis
What led to formation of the Semi-structured interview (6) with Interviews were recorded/
NE Consortium? administrators (random sampling) transcribed, coded and
Artifacts: analyzed; meanings

-Steering Committee meeting minutes interpreted; lessons

-NEBOCES Superintendent Advisory learned; qualitative

Committee meeting minutes thematic analysis
Researcher journal

What are the perceptions of Likert Scale survey (distributed to all Coded and analyzed;

the stakeholders regarding participants) meanings interpreted;

implementation? Semi-structured interviews (12) with recorded/transcribed;
teachers (random sampling) lessons learned;

Artifacts: assertions; qualitative

-Steering Committee meeting minutes thematic analysis
-Feedback summaries done by
NEBOCES Superintendent Advisory
Committee meeting minutes
-NEBOCES Superintendent Advisory
Committee meeting minutes
-Curriculum documents; assessments
Researcher journal

Rural cultural characteristicsLikert Scale survey (distributed to all  Meanings interpreted;

that emerge which inhibit  participants) lessons learned;
or encourage Semi-structured interviews (12) with assertions; interviews
collaboration? teachers (random sampling) recorded/transcribed;
Semi-structured interviews (6) with coded and analyzed;
administrators (random sampling) domain, taxonomic,
Artifacts: componential analysis;
-Steering Committee meeting minutes contrastive analysis;
-Feedback summaries done by qualitative thematic
NEBOCES staff analysis

-NEBOCES Superintendent Advisory
Committee meeting minutes

Data Sources
| used various data sources for the respectivarelseuestions. For question
one, | used transcriptions from the six intervidwgd with the randomly selected

administrators. Their answers to my questionsipexia rich source of data which gave
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me information and insight into their perceptioagarding the implementation of the

consortium. Also, | attended the many organizai@md planning meetings of the
superintendents as we planned the implementatitms€tonsortium. From those
meetings, | used my personal notes, minutes andhsui@s produced by NEBOCES
staff, and simple observations to determine thé&dpacind, reasoning, and perspectives
of the administrator participants as the consortwams planned and implemented. | also
wrote and used my researcher journal. It lateimded me of thoughts | had during
those meetings.

In addition to the six administrator transcripsed for question one, | used 12
teacher interview transcriptions for research qaegtvo. The transcriptions of the
teacher interviews gave me a source of data frentehcher perspective. Teacher
perceptions became clearer as | asked them the samestructured interview questions
that were asked of the six administrators (Apperdix Additionally a Likert Survey
was sent to all 310 patrticipants, of which 75 wreeterned. Those who completed the
survey were allowed to add written thoughts toghestions, which were used for an
additional rich source of data. | used my researgurnal for additional data. | used
artifacts, including curriculum documents produdedng the collaborative meetings
(CTTs): common assessments and lesson activitgggested. Finally, | used meeting
observation notes and minutes as appropriate a&ubé&ek summaries done by
NEBOCES.

For research question three, | again used thetiskevey responses, interview
transcriptions of both stakeholder groups (admiaists and teachers), and the artifacts

mentioned above as used for questions one and two.
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Research Procedures

Participants’ lives were not disrupted or manipedialby the procedures used in
this study. | submitted my research proposal ¢éodhiversity of Northern Colorado
Institutional Review Board and received approvdbleEbeginning the research
(Appendix C). Permission was solicited and obtdibefore conducting any data
collection procedures described herein. Consentdavere used for all participants
(Appendix D). No vulnerable populations were us®dhis study.

All data collected were kept in a specific locat{d®6 N. Washington, Fleming,
CO 80728 and later 144 Safari Drive, Saratoga, V¥333), accessible by me for a
period of time according to accepted research geadverriam, 2009). Writing was
done and stored on my password-protected laptopetan Confidentiality of all
participants was respected. Once data were cetleatl references to individuals and
their school districts was by pseudonyms for tltividluals interviewed and letters for
their school districts. My personal contact infatman was made available to all
participants to allow further communications if ned.

Trustworthiness

Lincoln and Guba (1985) defined trustworthinesthase qualities of a study and
its findings that make it worthwhile to readers.hiW it is risky to proclaim broad
generalizations from a case study, some findingg mdact, be generalized to an extent
and with limitations. “Generalizations about aecas a few cases in a particular situation
might not be thought of as generalizations and nesd some label such petite
generalizationsbut they are generalizations that regularly ocdualang the way in case

study” (Stake, 1995, p. 7). Lincoln and Guba ()988ieved that transferability or
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extrapolation of findings from one case to anothgrossible, but dependent on the

researcher providing the reader enough detail dheutase. They believe that
transferability is the responsibility of the read@ather than the researcher, and that
researcher attention to detail and descriptiorte®tase will allow the reader to make
decisions regarding the generalization or tranbfétato other cases.
Data Analysis

The semi-structured interviews were digitally retst and | transcribed them as
soon as practical after being individually completdames Spradley (1980) described
the role of a participant observer in research,ldntlowed the role he described for a
researcher who also participates in the phenombaimy studied. The participant
observer, as opposed to the participant, comesito@ion to not only participate in the
activities, but to observe the “activities, peoged physical aspects of the situation”
(Spradley, 1980, p. 54). From the recorded ingvgiconducted and the transcriptions
they produced, | conducted analysis on each odestover “universal semantic
relationships” (Spradley, 1979, p. 110). Spradieggested certain sematic relationships
as most useful, based on his own research: “Statision, Spatial; Cause-effect;
Rationale; Location for action; Function; Means-efdquence; Attribution” (Spradley,
1980, p. 93). | used these semantic relationgbigemplete domain analysis worksheets
(Appendix 1). After analysis of the interviews adidcovering the semantic relationships
that emerged, each semantic relationship was fuetkeemined to discover and organize
domains according to Spradley’s (1979) “procedu(ps’118). Further, taxonomy of this
particular case under study—the implementation miral school curriculum

collaborative—was developed (Spradley, 1979). $husly is not specifically an
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ethnographic study; rather, it is a case studye démain, taxonomic, and componential

analysis was done to discover cultural aspectsral schools/communities that
contributed to the successes or to the challenigégssatype of rural collaboration
(Spradley, 1980). Recurrent themes were noted thendomain analysis, taxonomic,
and componential analysis (Spradley, 1980).

The raw texts included conversations, field nobdservations, written meeting
agendas and minutes, interviews, and a Likert sur¥ée interview transcriptions and
Likert Survey comments were coded, and analyzethugjualitative thematic analysis”
(Seale, 2004, p. 314). According to Seale, (2004gn coding, “the analyst is marking
sections of the text according to whether they liak contributing to emerging themes”
(p. 313). He further elaborates “. . . the meamhparticular code words can develop as
new segments of data prove hard to fit into exgstiading categories” (p. 313).
According to Seale (2004), large quantities of gative analysis “can be termed as
gualitative thematic analysis” (p. 314). From gsa, assertions or interpretations of the
meanings discovered in the analysis of this casedeacribed (Creswell, 2007). As
Lincoln and Guba (1985) described it, | was abladcertain certain findings as they
emerged from the analysis of data collected far ¢iuidy.

Researcher Stance

| have extensive experience in public educatiot) @6 years total experience.
This experience includes 9 years as a secondaycieacher, 3 years as an assistant
middle school principal, 3 years as a junior highaol principal, and 21 years as
superintendent of four public school districtsgiof which are in Texas, and one in

Colorado. Every position | held was in a rurakuics, except the first one, which was
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suburban. Growing up in a major southern Amermgnand attending a large suburban

high school, the decision to live and work in rwsahool districts was a purposeful one.
Therefore, this case study is further defined &ssic (Stake, 1995). It is of personal
interest to me since rural education has long lageassion. | have spent the last 32
years in rural schools. Therefore, | have gaingebdise in that setting and community.

| was also a participant observer in this studgeihserved as superintendent of 1
of the 10 participating school districts. As atjggpant observer, | had several roles in
the case study. According to Yin (1994), the pgrtint observer “may actually
participate in the events being studied” (p. 8Yin (1994) further described advantages
associated with the researcher being a participlasgrver—the first being that the
researcher has much greater access to the evagrsups being studied, and second is
the ability to have the perspective of reality fromide the case study, rather than the
perspective of an outsider. Being a participarsieober of this particular case study
allowed me to use the basis of trust that had peeviously established between fellow
school district leaders. The associations andiogiships that have been commonly
experienced provided for a bigger window that shebaenore vivid landscape of the
collaboration itself than would otherwise have bpessible. There can be problems
associated with the role of participant observeBacker (as cited in Yin, 1994) also
points out. The researcher may become a suppurtkee project or event—in this case,
the curriculum consortium—or become biased in saag

Spradley (1980) illustrates the types of partitgpa(see Table 3). Spradley
defines complete participation as research sitoatio which the participant observer has

“turned ordinary situations in which they are menskiato research settings” (Spradley,
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1980, p. 61). Since | was a superintendent ofafrtee participating districts and was, in

my job role, normally involved in all activities sxciated with the implementation of this
consortium, | classified myself as a complete pgoént.
Table 3

Spradley’s Types of Participation

Degree of Involvement Type of Participation
High Complete
Active
Moderate
Low Passive
(No involvement) Nonparticipation

| worked as superintendent in 1 of the 10 paratiig districts for eight years.
However, | was not native to the district, but adiyyfrom another state, so in that sense,
| was still perceived as an outsider by many inaognmunity since it takes many years
to establish insider status in rural communitieaf all. Understanding social
characteristics and interactive dynamics of ruaahmunities gave the study greater
credibility since | have been immersed in ruraliaband physical settings for most of
my life and career. My perspective has been shhpédat connection.

As superintendent of one of the participatingraitd, | realized | was part of the
perceived power structure of the Consortium, one tidd made implementation
decisions. While the power of my position is natn&thing | normally consider as |

carry out my job functions, | need to acknowledg it might be perceived in ways that
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affected the responses during my face-to-facevigess. To overcome this, | tried to

have some casual conversation at the beginningatf mterview with the teachers and to
ease any perceptions that | planned to use my povery way that would be
detrimental to the individual teachers.

| embraced the social constructionist traditiort #raphasizes that we are already
embedded in social and conventional institutioras fiave preceded us and from which
we construct meaning (Crotty, 1998). | was raisgtwo loving parents who taught me
that truths were the same for everyone. Thingew&rck and white, and whether |
agreed with them or not was beside the point. Whmagan this doctoral program and
studied Crotty and the constructionist traditidre meaning of truth changed for me.
Michel Eyquem de Montagne (as cited by Crotty, 138fd, “What of a truth that is
bounded by these mountains and is a falsehooctwohld that lives beyond?” (p. 42).
This quote changed my thinking and even thouglad tlis quote near the beginning of
my doctoral program, it was the one that changedhmenost. It made me realize that
the truths | construct might differ from the trud@meone else constructs. This was
profound for me personally and caused me to thifigrdntly than | had before. This
study was approached from this general researtdieces

Summary

It is hoped that the findings from this study helpy fill gaps in the literature
regarding cooperative efforts between school distin a rural setting, which are
commonly small and isolated. The perceptions efstiakeholder groups involved in this
particular collaborative effort in northeast Coldoavere elicited and analyzed. Through

my analysis as a participant observer in the Nagh€onsortium for Student
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Achievement and Growth, themes emerged which peavithdings which may help

future collaborative efforts among rural schools.



68

CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

Introduction
My findings are based on information from the datallected, which includes
my personal observations as a participant obseseeni-structured interviews with
randomly selected participants, artifact analygsults of a Likert survey sent to all
participants, and domain, taxonomic, and compoakatialysis (Spradley, 1980). The
purpose of this chapter is to report the findingsf the data collection. This analysis is
guided by the following three research questions:

Q1 What historical, cultural, and political phenoraded to the formation of the
Northeast Consortium for Student Achievement anol@r?

Q2 What were the perceptions of two specific staksgr groups,
administrators and teachers, regarding the Consodiformation,
leadership, and potential outcomes?

Q3 In what ways did the characteristics of rur&los communities influence
stakeholders’ perceptions of the implementatiothefinter-district
curriculum collaborative?

This chapter consists of six sections followed tyiaf summary of findings.

The first section is a discussion of domain, taxoitg and componential analysis using
the guidelines described by Spradley (1980). Hued section describes the findings

from data related to research question number bmeection three, a description of the

findings related to research question two is inetlidin this section, recurring themes
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found from the data are described. Each thendeistified and given its own subsection.

In these subsections, interview statements aren@e@ as from teachers, administrators,
and myself as a participant observer. Likert syd@a as relates to the theme is
discussed and each theme subsection includes aatarstatement comparing the
different voices. Likert survey data is also shawthree figures: Figure 1, Likert
Survey Statements 1-4; Figure 2, Likert Surveyestants 4-8; and Figure 3, Likert
Survey Statements 9-10. The statements are biotethree figures so they can more
easily be seen. They are bar graphs for eachmsate with the three bars separated into
disagree, neutralandagreelabels Section four describes the findings related to
research question three. Again, they are orgarased section three, with themes listed
in subsections. The subsections contains findirays teacher, administrator, myself as
participant observer, Likert survey comments asdramative statement on the different
voices. The fifth section lists other observatians is followed by a brief summary of
findings.
Domain, Taxonomic, and Componential Analysis

Using Spradley’s (1980) domain, taxonomic, and congntial analysis
procedures, the data produced findings in the fofrrecurrent themes. These are
described and analyzed using the data in the smatibthis chapter addressing the
research questions.
Domain Analysis

Using domain analysis, several semantic relatipssivere noted (Spradley,
1980). Using the semantic relationships “causee#ff(x is a result of y), “rationale” (x

is a reason for), “function” (x is used for), “meaand” (x is a way to do y), and



70
sequence (X is a step of y), domain analysis wedishwere completed (see example,

Appendix I). The following subsections elaboratel give examples of the some of the
“cover terms” and their corresponding “includechtst identified from the data
(Spradley, 1980, p. 95). A partial domain lisprsvided in Appendix K.
Cause-Effect

Using this semantic relationship, several themesrged when examining the
semi-structured interview responses and from olasiemns. A perception of
independence on the part of the educators interdemas caused, in part, by the
following: “upbringing,” aloneness or isolationsgstem of one teacher per
grade/subject, skepticism of the “outside” (stéteeral), and competition between
communities/schools. Teacher Candy’'s commentsided: “Coming out of (names the
state where she was raised, which is a rural faased state)—very independent—you
work hard . . . and get ahead” (May 12, 2014). Adstrator Arlene said, when
describing her board as representative of her camtynVery conservative, very
religion-based, pull yourself up by your own borps . . . they're a tough bunch . ..
they’ll grab ahold of that steer’s leg and hold ¢May 5, 2014). Aloneness and isolation
were repeated themes and a spoken reason fotlyngstablishing the Consortium. The
superintendents repeatedly stressed the factehelhérs were teaching in isolation, with
one teacher per grade/subject—in some cases tvemy k&sponses in the interviews
expressed a skepticism of the outside and/or arsidDoris made this comment when
talking about acceptance when she moved here 36 gga after marrying a local native:
“I'm from Denver, married a local, and even nownltonsidered an outsider—even

though I've been here 30 years. . . . | thinka’'second-generation thing. Kelsey
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[daughter] will be ok” (April 7, 2014). Resentmeamas expressed many times as there

was a perception of interference by state and &dewvernments. Competition was
mentioned by some in their responses as causiatfiurde of rivalry, instead of
cooperation. Isolation causes the feeling of imthelence to increase, the need to
collaborate to increase, increases the job expectabn the isolated teacher, increases
competitiveness, and increases the skepticismatd/&deral mandates. Many of these
ideas have been previously discussed in detailnsnd expressed in several quotes
regarding the perceptions that this might just&l@er passing fad that would go away
before it really had a chance to catch on—that maaitiatives had come and gone over
the years, and we always just moved on to the orextwithout much long-term follow-
through on any of them. Leadership was found tsean increase in the acceptance of
the Consortium by the participants. It also helgedlCTT groups develop the common
assessments by providing an administrator in e€dry group. Leadership also helped
foster a positive outlook or perception among tagigipants. These findings reinforced
or supported the themes that emerged from thevieteresponses. The other theme that
emerged from the interviews, from the voluntarydriksurvey comments, and from
observations at meetings was the theme of timgnar constraints that teachers felt.
Several quotes regarding the perceptions of matlyeofeachers and administrators
about being overwhelmed were previously includ&te perception of teachers was that
the increasing mandates or job requirements weadyninpossible to get done during
the time they had available. Therefore, time aansts caused frustration, an acceptance
of the Consortium, and skepticism, and it causedesl to meet together (collaboration)

in order to get help to get it all done.
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Rationale

Major domains of the semantic relationship of nagie were collaboration,
common assessments, and common calendars. Réasoalaboration were the
increasing number of state mandates, the needdation of common assessments, the
isolation experienced by most of the Consortiuntipgants, the new teacher evaluation
requirements, and the desire for student improvémienaddition, these domains were
observed in the meetings that | attended wheraliptanning took place and also in the
interviews.
Function

Major domains in the sematic relationskifs used for yere the State Sample
Curriculum, common assessments, and CTT Groups. Stéte Sample Curriculuwas
used for each patrticipating district’s curriculumsed for sequencing the units taught, and
used for creating the common assessments. Comssessaments were used for gauging
students’ learning of the curriculum, comparingadag¢tween schools and districts, and
remediation planning. CTT Groups were used foatong the common assessments,
meeting once per month, grouping like-grade levedubjects taught, and
communicating face to face and through email betweeetings.
Means-End

The major domains that became apparent usingemsaistic relationship were:
(a) ways to deal with mandates, (b) ways to takerobof their own evaluation, (c) ways
to create common assessments, (d) ways to endnamigh the isolation, and (e) ways to

keep focus. All of these domains emerged as rea®omarticipation in the Consortium



73
itself and were revealed in observations of theyn@danning meetings of the Steering

Committee and the larger facilitator meetings dr&ibterviews. Some also emerged in
the Likert scale by the participants’ comments.
Sequence

This semantic relationship revealed the followingjon themes: (a) steps in
creating a framework for the Consortium, (b) stepsreating opportunities for
collaboration, (c) steps in creating support fa& @onsortium, (d) steps is assessing
student progress, and (e) steps in providing adedurad effective leadership. These
could be generalized as initial planning, collaliorg positive outlook, student progress,
and leadership. All of these are previously disedsin observations, interviews, and
comments written on the Likert survey.
Domains in a Cultural Setting

Spradley (1980) defines a domain in a settingaasategory of cultural meaning
that includes smaller categories” (p. 88). Frommdbmain worksheets, cultural domains
were found using domain analysis procedures desthly Spradley (1980) and
included: teachers, administrator, community, dii#s, meetings, and self/professional
development (see Appendix J).
Taxonomic Analysis

| developed a Taxonomy of Teacher PerceptionsRaral School (see Table 4).
Taxonomic analysis, according to Spradley (1980w the researcher to find
relationships among the domains in the culturdirggbeing studied; in my case, rural
schools. The cultural domains listed are all congms of a rural school that | found

were inter-related from the data. | separatedhsacfrom administrators from
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community, although they are all made up of livbegngs. Since | wanted to seek

perceptions from the two stakeholder groups offteexcand administrators, it was logical
for my research purpose to see them as differdtiirabdomains. The other three
cultural domains | listed are not beings, but taeyactions and events that are shared by

the teacher and administrator domains.
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Taxonomy of Teacher Perceptions in a Rural School
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Perception Subset

Perception Theme

Independence

Isolation

Competitio

View of self as a
professional

Feeling limited

professionally

Seeks autonomy

Self-confidence

Writes own curriculum

Candid responses

Creature of habit
“Mourning loss of
control”

Resists mandates
Wants to
collaborate, but
not told what to
do

“Do their own thing”

Student success
“My way is better”

Disagree with State
Sample sequence
Years-experience

“Jammed down our
throats”
Negative attitude

“Gotta do it”
Frustration
Change is hard




Table 4 (continued)
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Perception Theme

Perception Subset Independence

Isolation Competitio

You are the department

Close door—leave me
alone

Self-protection

One teacher/grade
level/subject

Uniqueness

Lack of collaborative
skills

Animosity toward
outsiders
I'm the guru

“Teach how | want
to teach”
No need to
collaborate

Skepticism
Teacher-specific
curriculum

The only one
“Learned not to
collaborate”

Fear—they’ll think
we're clones
No one to
collaborate with

The only one
Lack skills
“Create our own

curriculum”

Sink or swim on our
own
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Table 4 (continued)

Perception Theme
Perception Subset Independence Isolation Competitio

Turf—compete in sports,

activities
History of competitition Compare scores
Rivalries Friday night games

My school is best”
Lack of sharing “If scores not good”

Hid scores
“l did all the
work”

My scores are better “Won't listen to that
school”
“Might cheat”

Want to be better than
you

“A taxonomy reveals subsets and the way they da¢eicto the whole”
(Spradley, 1980, p. 113). | developed a taxonoftgacher perceptions in a rural school
which | determined from my interview data. Thedaamy illustrated three major
teacher perceptions: independence, isolation, angpetition. These were corroborated
by other data such as my observations, field nates researcher journal. For example,
the quote “might cheat” indicated a desire to biéebehan the others, which appeared to
lend itself to a lack of sharing (in case it migletp another school to do better than their
own school), which fed the idea “my school is béstthe overall teacher perception of
competition. Competition was a theme that was donranswer to Research Question 3:
In what ways did the characteristics of rural s¢lommmunities influence stakeholders’
perceptions of the implementation of the interaéistcurriculum collaborative? The

other teacher perceptions of independence andimaland which I included on my
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taxonomy, were easily discovered from the datae {imote “mourning loss of control”

led to the feeling that the Consortium, by using 8tate Sample Curriculum, was
“constrictive.” Feeling constrictive meant feeliligited professionally. Several
participants viewed themselves as professionalghaant itself to the rural cultural
perception of considering themselves independ€&he various quotes on the taxonomy
indicated connections which, when ultimately orgadi led to the overall perceptions of
independence, isolation, and competition in a rechbol community (Table 4)
Componential Analysis

According to Spradley (1980), componential analisithe systematic search for
the attributes (components of meaning) associatddonltural activities” (p. 131). |
chose to focus on the teacher domain and the astmaitar domain, as these were the two
stakeholder groups on which | focused my intervieWwdetermined that this would give
me the best perspectives on the focus of my relseadtscovering perceptions regarding
the implementation of this collaborative effortanmural setting. Sections three and four
below specifically discuss findings from the dagkated to Research Questions 1 and 2.
Recurrent themes are given their own subsectiahyaites from the teachers and
administrators are compared and contrasted, alathgmy own as a participant
researcher using Spradley’s (1980) contrastiveyarsal

Question 1

Q1 What historical, cultural, and political phenoraded to the formation of the
Northeast Consortium for Student Achievement ano@r?

For this question, | observed, and participatechinmerous meetings held—at
first by the group of superintendents who met repnéing the original 11 public school

districts which make up the active members of tEBNCES. These meetings were
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open meetings, and other individuals, such as NEB®&taff, attended many of them.

Eventually, the original group narrowed to 10 mapiating districts, and a steering
committee made up of administrative representafiges all 10 districts was appointed,
of which | was a member. The steering committetuoted not only superintendent
representatives, but also principals. | also uésved six randomly selected
administrators from districts who were participantshe Consortium. | decided to
interview six administrators due to wanting a qugdf individuals that would hopefully
produce enough data to corroborate perceptionsechdministrator stakeholder group as
a whole, but not more individual interviews thacould physically complete in the time
constraints under which | worked to collect theadaArtifacts such as meeting agendas,
email communications, numerous documents, andniggasession agendas were
collected. As a participant and eventually a menobéhe steering committee,
observations of those numerous meetings were @mkfield notes were compiled.
Origins of an Idea

At meetings of the superintendents, discussionarbégtake place as to how our
small districts were going to accomplish all thguieements that several of the new
Colorado state mandates demanded. During thelseneeetings, many of us expressed
frustrations at the perceived pressures we felhether these pressures were actually a
result of the new state mandates recently passéuebyegislature or whether they were
self-imposed, it was very clear from comments nmtadéthe superintendents were
feeling stressed. Comments such as “How can tkggot us to get all these things
done?,” “l only have one other administrator,” “WWih@m | going to find the time to work

on curriculum?,” and “There’s not enough time ia thay to get it all done!” were spoken
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(superintendents, January 10, 2013). These wénalammments | heard during that

first discussion on January 10, 2013. Some time sp&nt simply commiserating about
and establishing common perceptions regarding ¢élaeraquirements of the Colorado
Educator Effectiveness Law and the new ColoradteS8tandards for all subjects K-12,
but especially about the coming new and, accortingost preliminary information

given out by the Colorado Department of Educatioare difficult state assessment—the
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for ColegeCareers (PARCC) (Colorado
Department of Education, 2013a, 2013d, 2013e, 201Bge feeling of being
overwhelmed was quite prevalent in the room asesddd by comments generally made
by all of us in attendance who expressed that péare We had been told by
NEBOCES Executive Director Tim Sanger that in statbich had adopted the PARCC
assessment, scores had plummeted in the initiebsisgent (personal communication,
January 10, 2013).

There was an air of comradery in the meeting at firat slowly turned into an
anger at all the mandates—all from the “outsideé&ming state level and federal level),
and then to brainstorming about what we could doelp the situation for our rural and
isolated districts. It was stated by several sapamdents that it was not so much that
these were “bad” mandates, but a general feelirgpimig overwhelmed by the work
required and the lack of staff available to help shiperintendents carry out these
mandates. Several superintendents suggested \waddgether in some type of
collaboration across district lines as a strategelieve some of the stress and pressure
all felt. Several superintendents, three to begsaiggested that those of us who were

interested in this idea plan to meet again to &atké issue of curriculum alignment and
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student assessment preparedness, and that an dgepiagared to keep focus on the

topic. | was not one of these three superintersdeHbwever, | was one of those
interested in meeting to further examine the id€ae reason given for the focus on
curriculum alignment and assessments was thagimed to touch more of the mandates
than any other focus that anyone could think of tiagy. It would touch on curriculum
alignment to the assessments; it could possiblgttidlie new teacher evaluation system
mandate. If common assessments were developedahlatbe used as part of the 50%
of a teacher’s evaluation that had to be basedunliest academic growth as a factor, it
could give teachers some control over that patthef evaluation.

A meeting was scheduled for February 5, 2013 tthéurpursue strategies that
would help the small, rural school districts in alhiwe worked, cope with these new and
challenging mandates. It would take place outeidée regular monthly meeting of
superintendents and include only those who weeasted in joining in some type of
collaborative effort. The principals would alsoibeluded in this discussion. Two
superintendents and one NEBOCES director volundeterset an agenda and focus on a
couple of ideas for the interested group to discUg®e group was asked how many
would plan to attend that initial meeting, and 11 committed to the meeting.
Enthusiasm was palpable among the group. Onlydenkned to participate due to the
local initiatives that were already underway intttiigtrict. The others were all anxious
to begin a collaborative effort. There was someetspent on brainstorming exactly how
that collaborative effort would look. Some disdaascentered on staff's acceptance of
any type of collaboration outside their individd#dtricts, and some concern was

expressed. Several superintendents stated thatlt be important to provide active,
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purposeful leadership and seemed willing to takéhanresponsibility as the educational

leaders of their respective districts. Other dsston centered on strategies to deal with
their local school boards. How would they resptmdn inter-district collaborative
effort? Finally, the importance of keeping anylabbrative effort focused on student
achievement and academic growth was discussed.

This side conversation, outside of the regulartmgegenda, took approximately
an hour and one-half. However, my observation thasthis discussion and tentative
plan, even though very preliminary and informathes point, created a type of relief
among the superintendents that was not preseimé detginning of the discussion.
Because of the perceived historical and politicsilbas that had placed numerous
mandates on this group of superintendents, theadhas interpreted through their spoken
comments was that they were more than willing toktogether—for the first time—on
a collaboration of this scope. The three individumentioned above, who had stepped
forward to lead the effort continued in those rol&sey took the lead in volunteering to
set the agenda, help maintain focus on the colédloor ideas, and do the groundwork
necessary for the effort to emerge as a realityerésting to note, and because of my
position as a participant observer who had workgd them for some years as a
colleague, | knew they (the three who emerged eetiders) were connected by their
professional activities over the past several ye@rserefore, they had shared many
professional trainings and perspectives, even thoaigpresent, they were working for
different entities. They had close personal reteghips outside of their professional

connections. | observed that they were the ingntad and driving force behind this
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initial effort. These observations were reinforaedhterviews of both administrators

and teachers, which | will discuss later.
Meeting, February 5, 2013

At the open meeting held on February 5, 2013stheerintendents and principals
as well as other interested parties discussedfftogal purpose of the “Curriculum
Collaborative Project,” as it was called at thatej agreements that all participating
districts would ratify; critical questions; rolestbe NEBOCES staff, superintendents,
and principals; and future planning (see Appendix With input from the principals, the
superintendents decided that all participatingidtst would adopt the same curriculum
and create common assessments in all subjecttheasovered the common curriculum.
It was decided to adopt the Colorado State SampiadDlum and its sequence of units
and that it would guide the creation of common sssents (Colorado Department of
Education, 2014). Data from the common assessmenikl be shared between districts
within collaborative groups made up of teacherghefsame subject and or grade (in
elementary). While | observed that excitement pr@sent, apprehension was also
apparent. A prevalent question that was spokereogslly from many of the principals,
was, “How would staff receive the idea of a commarriculum and assessments?”
Some principals seemed intimidated by the ideawhg their teachers such clear
direction: “So, we are going to tell our teaché&attthey have to follow a specific scope
and sequence? . . .. My teachers are pretty imdiggmée and used to doing their own
thing, so I’'m not sure how this will go over,” (dgrpseudonym) and “How are we going
to tell our experienced teachers that they hawwbhémge their order of units?” (Adam,

February 5, 2013). There were other concerns ds Mest had to do with adopting the
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State Sample Curriculum as our common curriculugudeent (Colorado Department of

Education, 2014). There were expressed concethstwiquality and its scope and
sequence. Judging from the comments heard, tlgestigoncern was requiring everyone
to teach the subjects in the same scope and segjudtast felt that the subject matter
was generally covered in the classrooms to someedegut probably not in the same
order during the school year. Questions arosedegahow the order of units were
decided. Would the current materials being usetheyarious districts, such as
textbooks and workbooks, fit into the State Santplericulum, or should they? It was
suggested that a representative contact offictdleaColorado Department of Education
to inquire the procedures used when the State Sa@pkiculum was developed. It was
mentioned that the State Sample Curriculum wasdiyaaganized and did not contain
actual lesson plans or assessments. These coneenasliscussed more than once in
various meetings.

Cultural factors began to emerge in comments mateaneeting that supported
the idea that educators in rural areas are vegpeddent: Burl (pseudonym) “I have an
English teacher who has been there for 20 yeadshanscores have always been good,”
“My second-grade teacher has been teaching lohgerlthave been alive,” (Karl) and
Darrel stated “My teachers are sold on the ordeh@if units, and we’re going to tell
them to change?” (February 5, 2013) These comneditsate that teachers in these
administrators’ schools were very independent. Wesscultural phenomenon unique to
rural environments because of isolation, or pogsibk to teacher longevity or
experience? Regardless, all expressed that tloegltit this was a good idea and seemed

to appreciate the idea that together, we are strothgn when we are alone. It was also
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clear from their comments, and my own experiertea, ¢urriculum was a major

challenge for our rural districts. Many spoke sleatiment that | was thinking as a
superintendent of one of the districts involvednsuarized from my notes, that our
subject and grade-level curricula was teacher edeand, therefore, teacher- and room-
specific. Only a couple of districts present, adotg to the superintendents’ comments,
had a formal curriculum located in a central lomatof their district. It was generally
agreed that as a group, we would tackle the issggsther and provide support and
especially the rationale for this collaborativeoetfithat would help sell the idea to our
respective staffs and communities.

Steering Committee Meetings,
February and March 2013

The first formal steering committee meeting, whigdis open to not only the
Steering Committee members, but any interestedepatbok place on February 20,
2013. A name was suggested, and the Northeasb@mms for Student Achievement
and Growth was born. It was obvious, even befoeenteeting since the agenda was
emailed to the 11 superintendents who had commtittetkending, that much work and
collaboration had already taken place behind tbeees by the three leaders who had
emerged earlier. A tentative “Administrative Guithad been developed for us by the
three leaders to examine, which eventually wouldevesed a total of six times, with the
rest of the superintendents’ input (see AppendixlEprovided general information as to
the agreements to which all participating distrigtauld adhere, roles of administrators,
purpose, philosophy, and definitions. The agendsa very detailed, and time had been
invested into developing a plan for the meetingaddition to the 11 superintendents,

several of the NEBOCES staff attended and tookipattis initial meeting. A steering
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committee was established, of which | was a memibae Steering Committee met for a

total of nine more times during the period of tti&a collection. There were always
agendas — see example (Appendix G). | was impiaesghl the seriousness with which
all these district leaders undertook this effdrt.every meeting, the importance of their
leadership role was acknowledged—even in the dadigme collaboration itself. At the
March 4, 2013, Steering Committee meeting, it wagested that all administrators,
including superintendents and principals, wouldasctacilitators of the Professional
Learning Community (PLC)-type groups that would trteecollaborate (DuFour &
DuFour, 2012). Not wanting to bring any baggagpast PLC experiences and wanting
to be original, it was decided to rename the grabipssortium Team Time (CTTs). Not
only did the administration seem to understandrtiportance of their personal
leadership in this collaborative effort if it washie successful, but they looked for ways
to use their leadership in the design of the collabon. It was stated that the normal
design of professional development in their diséritad been for the teachers to
participate in the trainings or meetings and fer akdministrators to be free to come in
and out solely as observers, rather than activiecgents during the trainings. These
district leaders expressed the desire to act agpdaxilitators so we would be seen as
educational leaders by our teachers. However, eibrthe great intentions expressed
in these early meetings, challenges along the weaarged with which the Steering
Committee had to grapple and which will be discddaeer. These challenges reinforced
the importance of administrative leadership in #ffert and provided positive and

negative examples of leadership.
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The Steering Committee meeting of March 4, 201585 teld at the NEBOCES

building. At this meeting, a discussion was hadathe best way to kick off this major
inter-district initiative. The superintendentstbe Committee discussed how they could
lead this effort in ways that would foster its segs. It was decided that a big initial
meeting would be planned, and invitations wouldéet to officials at the Colorado
Department of Education in order to draw statevatiention to this initiative. A person
at theColorado Ednewsan online publication of education happeningsiadithe state,
was also contacted and committed to come and obserone of the scheduled CTT
group days. She actually came to the October@B3,2CTT group day and published an
online article in the November 11, 2013 editionhi&tel, 2013). We believed that the
more publicity, the more positive momentum, whiabud help propel the effort forward
among the teachers. This opinion was later comfthin my interviews. One teacher
stated: “I think it's kind of exciting for [our régn] to be innovative when the CDE
[Colorado Department of Education] came and .thought how neat that rural Colorado
gets to be on the cutting edge of what's happenihigindy, May 14, 2014). Arlene, an
administrator, discussing this at a later date Yaatso think it will help elevate the roles
these small rural schools who have maybe seen tieessas these little burgs, that they
are important” (May 5, 2014).

It was at the March 4 meeting that one of the Jdesatendents told me that his
school would not take part in the Consortium, reagithe number to 10 (Ellen, personal
communication, March 4, 2013). His reasons weae ltis teaching staff was not sold on
it and because of that, his board was not on sdbmenid with their participation. While

he, personally, thought it was a great idea, hedddhat at this time, it would be too big
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of a fight to include his district. Based on ol actions and comments, the other

superintendents were generally understanding sfsiperintendent who decided that his
district would pull out of the effort. There weme negative comments heard when he
announced his decision.

Facilitator Training — Super-
intendents and Principals

The Colorado Association of School Executives Aalr@onference was
scheduled for July 24-27, 2013 in Breckenridge otado. The superintendents and
principals decided to meet two days earlier for sdatilitator training, again open to
interested parties, provided by a recognized exgeRLCs and collaboration. At this
meeting, more discussion took place, and duringdhleo days, | could sense a growing
anticipation and excitement about the inauguraiotme Consortium set for August 13,
2013, at the Northeast Junior College campus idigge Colorado, by comments made
and observing general attitude. The idea that eee\going to be part of what we
perceived to be a groundbreaking initiative in r@alorado created excitement that
could easily be perceived. The recognized expmertlgcting the training was also very
encouraging in his comments about our initiative] this gave us confidence in our
plans.

Interview Data

In the interviews with the administrators, resp@ngethe question “What is your
understanding is the reason your district is pigittng in this consortium?” drew
various responses in the interviews with the sidaanly selected participants. Bart, an

experienced administrator stated:
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Top reason for us—our teachers did not want toevaurriculum again—so when

we got to the point that the State adopted the @elerado Standards and we

were going to have to go through that projectwe didn’'t want to go through

that again. (May 5, 2014)

Breck, an administrator with 18 years’ experieresgponded: “We were going to be able
to support one another through the new standamisiew tests that were coming” (May
1, 2014). Marlin, a newer administrator statedhfhk it's a good idea to get everybody
together and try to figure out all these new maesland laws and everything else” (June
2,2014).

One administrator, Kristi, not a current superilemt, stated: “This started with
how were we going to meet all these mandates oowaf (June 2, 2014). Breck
seemed to be very negative about mandates, ina@eadding this: “I think there are
some pretty frustrated people in education right'n@day 1, 2014). His comment
seemed to support the perception that this colhmr was good because it had potential
to relieve the frustration he perceived to be preaeong his staff due to the potential to
alleviate some of the extra work required becatiskese state mandates.

Administrators’ stated beliefs that their own leadép and involvement in the
Consortium was important if it was to be a succasgqreviously stated from my
observations of the numerous committee meetingbyas also supported by the
comments from those administrators randomly selefcteinterviews. Breck described
his role as “Someone that keeps people on couksay (., 2014). Kristi described
herself in this way: “I'm the glue . . . my roletis communicate . . . to share information”
(June 2, 2014). Arlene, principal with 17 yeargerience, shared, “We talk about it at

least once a month . . . and | think more thantangt I'm the ear” (May 5, 2014).

Finally, Marlin, principal, added, “I think | ned¢d make sure our teachers understand
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why we’re doing it” (June 2, 2014). These statetmelemonstrated the seriousness with

which those administrators interviewed perceivesirtleadership roles and corroborated
my observations and the spoken statements of thénadrators at the Steering
Committee meetings. The meeting minutes and suramdistributed afterward,
compiled by NEBOCES personnel, corroborated theéeguivom the individual
participants written above. | received these naa@nd summaries shortly after each
meeting. | used them to compare to my own rekeajournal notes and observations in
order to make sure | did not interpret commentsnrectly — and also to see if the
comments and observations of the NEBOCES persochedimy own. After comparing
them to mine, | found that it was rare that theess\wwot common agreement between my
notes and thoughts and the author of the summangsninutes. The quotes from the
interview transcriptions also corroborated the gadtheard at the meetings.

In summary, to respond directly to the researctste, What historical, cultural,
and political phenomena led to the formation of Mleetheast Consortium for Student
Achievement and Growth?, | discerned three mayatifigs. The recent Colorado state
mandates had indeed created a willingness on th@fide superintendents to consider
inter-district collaboration on a scale that hatllmeen done before. Also, there were
perceptions that teachers in the districts migbistehe requirement to implement a
common curriculum with a required common scopeseglience, and that administrative
leadership skills and direct participation wouldrbguired to successfully implement the
consortium. Finally, a perception that past prasj possibly based on cultural factors,

might affect the implementation on the part ofpaltticipants.
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Question 2

Q2 What were the perceptions of two specific staksdr groups,
administrators and teachers, regarding the Consodiformation,
leadership, and potential outcomes?

Findings regarding the perceptions of the two dmesiakeholder groups,
administrators and teachers regarding the Consoditormation, implementation and
potential outcomes included: (a) suspicion thatetfiert would fade away over time as
had others; (b) a longing for teacher agency (ji@e of lack of control over their
profession); (c) perception that their districtthvanistrative leadership was vital in any
kind of initiative if it was to be successful; (ihat the purpose of any collaboration as
perceived by the teachers was an important fasttirdir acceptance or resistance; and
(e) that, generally, teachers had a positive okttegarding the opportunities for

collaboration, even though many concerns abouitpose existed.

Frustration with Initiatives —
“Poof — it'll go away”

When asked the interview question “Where do yautee Consortium in two to
four years from now?,” the teacher responses wemngsimilar. Responses seemed to
imply that the expectation was present that anyiconm was unlikely over time. This
perception that it was a passing fad or simplycilmeent project which would fade with
time as others had affected how much effort ané teachers were willing to invest in it.
Past experience with other initiatives caused ka ¢dconfidence in the permanence or
longevity of this project. Nancy, a fifth-year tber, stated, “I think two to four years
down the road, it's going to be something differemtverything is going to start changing
again” (May 14, 2014), while Ashley, a 20-year tea; stated “It seems as if we usually

have a fad—we get together to meet a need fontbiment” (May 8, 2014). Lucy, a
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veteran teacher said, “Oh yeah, we’ll do thistéelibit and then, poof, it'll go away,” and

“Oh, gee, I think it'll continue until the stateahges something, then we’ll go to
something else” (May 21, 2014). From Kesha, arrotb&eran teacher near retirement,
speaking of the Consortium, “I'll be very surprigéd continues into the next few years
successfully” (April 14, 2014), and Ashley added&y earlier comment: “We've seen it
all—lots have been a waste of our time—you gebcall (May 8, 2014). From these

and other comments, there was the definite pexmetiat things have come and gone so
often in education, whether it be educational pratg, mandates, curriculums, or
assessments, that they have usually “run theirsedwand faded with new ones to take
their places.

Administrators likewise doubted the sustainabitityhis initiative. Doris, an
experienced administrator, shared, “I fear it yu#it have died out. There are enough
changes going on with what the Legislature undedstand what they think, and they
forget that they have created all these layerstlaeyglkeep changing to the new” (April
7, 2014). Breck, an administrator with 18 yearsgerience, expressed his frustration in
this way: “I don’t know how many times that’s happé in my career. Had the best of
intentions—within a year, it's faded away” (May2014).

In my 37 year career in public education, | haverba part of many initiatives
which have come and gone. | have been in the aflesacher, assistant principal,
principal, and superintendent. | have worked strdits with enroliments in the
thousands, but mostly in rural districts with etmants in the hundreds. The one
consistency regarding educational initiatives & they have indeed come and gone. It

IS not surprising to me that this was a findingrrthe interview data. In my participant
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role in this Consortium, | overheard numerous comshat our meetings indicating the

expectation that this initiative would pass ovardiand be replaced by something else.

During the CTT days, | personally observed actiammd heard comments from
many teachers that would make me perceive thatwieeg frustrated with activities that
were mandated by the State or documents such &tdateeSample Curriculum that were
produced by the State. Inthe Science CTT grobwhech | was one of three
facilitators, we spent most of the first meetingSeptember 30, 2013, discussing the
validity of the State Sample Curriculum (Coloradegdartment of Education, 2014). We
facilitators attempted to sell the virtues of tleedment. Even though we possibly had
individual questions regarding parts of the cuidtoy, whether its scope and sequence
had validity, and the fact that it was very broad,realized that we needed to exhibit
confidence in it if it was to be considered validtbachers. One of the virtues of its
broadness was the fact that teachers had theiflgxtb develop various lesson activities
and plans that could be unique rather than iddntigdministrators stressed this
flexibility. However, what was not flexible wasgtstate Sample Curriculum itself and
its scope and sequence. The final decision o€fRE group, after much discussion, was
that we would move ahead with our task, even thanghy questioned the quality of the
document and/or the sequence of units containedithe

On the Likert survey, several comments indicatedtfation with initiatives was
based on educator dissatisfaction with some stattupts and mandates. To Statement 6
(I am relieved that | do not have to write currioul since we have adopted the State
Sample Curriculum.), one respondent wrote:

| am relieved, however, | do not feel that theesfait out a very good product.
Many gaps in contents, units are very large anglgirspelling and grammar



94

errors make me concerned about the time that wergt speating the documents
and the thoughtfulness that was put into it, as.\fEéacher)

Another stated, “I had already written a curriculamth the new standards. In addition
the Sample Curriculum was never intended to betneculum, especially in my content
area” (Teacher). Still another commented, “I woeigoy still being able to write my
own curriculum, but | realize it would be time-cansing” (Teacher). One commented:
| fear the “state curriculum” is going to jeoparlithe individuality of teaching a
class. Each class is different, and each studetifferent. | would rather follow
the curriculum my district has bought and tweak ineet the needs of my first
graders. (Teacher)
By using the term “state curriculum”, indicatingetBtate Sample Curriculum, it is
obvious that the respondent did not consideraicallor his or her own curriculum. One
respondent to Statement 6 (I am relieved thatnatchave to write curriculum.)
commented: “I DO NOT like the lessons that arenm $gample curriculum!!!” (Teacher).
On Statement 1 (This consortium is a good ideanfpDistrict.), one comment that was
written stated, “Our district has always prideelt®n local control . . . we have given up
this control to the dictates of the State” (TeaghEo Statement 7 (The activities of the
NE Consortium will improve my students’ overall edtion at my school.), one
respondent wrote:
Expecting 10 districts to teach the same contetiteasame time for the same
length of time only added to the growing stress @emhands put on our teachers
by the state and federal government. Strive foekance in teaching, not the
collapse of teachers. (Teacher)
Statement 3 (The activities | have participatetbithis point have helped me in
my teaching practices.) drew this response: “I hdavehanged too much about my

teaching because | feel this, too, shall pass”¢fieg. These and other comments

corroborate many of the responses in the semitsnedt interviews.
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consortium.
S 3: The activities | have participated in to ghasnt have helped me in my teaching
practices.
S 4: My participation in the NE Consortium has plag¢ential to improve my
student’s performance on the assessments.

Figure 1 Likert survey statements 1-4.

While the different voices of teachers and admiatsts had different ways of
expressing it, and perceived it from different splthey were similar in their expressed
frustrations. The teachers and to a lesser detfre@dministrators both perceived that
this initiative would be like others before it imat it would not last over time. The
teachers mentioned it more often and to a strodeggree in their statements. They also

both questioned the quality of products producethiystate in the form of the State
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Sample Curriculum. Both felt frustration at thendates which for the administrators

caused them to initiate the collaboration acrobsasicdistrict lines.
Teacher Agency

“Simply defined, the state of agency enables imtligis (and, to some,
collectives) to make free or independent choiaegnigage in autonomous choices, and
to exercise judgment in the interests of othersarebself” (Campbell, 2012, p. 183). A
majority of teachers interviewed expressed a fatistn regarding a lack of control and
increasing limitations that they perceived affedteeir ability to make independent
decisions in their teacher roles. Agency is timaracteristic, which comes from within,
that drives a teacher to act in their roles, arlgsh® define them as a teacher. Carla, a
teacher with some experience, who had obviousiadly spent time writing curriculum
in past initiative stated she suffered from “curhion writing fatigue . . . we just don’t
think we can do this again and keep it updated thighstate,” adding “so much change in
every district this year . . . the new curriculutre new teacher evaluation . . .” (May 7,
2014). Veteran teacher Mandy said, “I think Cottwrdas placed so many demands on
the teacher—they haven’t taken anything away” (Mldy2014). She continued by
adding:

Adding, adding, adding . . . is the motto here—wekadding—where does

something get taken away here except instructitoma? Some of us are

spending hours—I've always spent overtime hours—g@uwhat you gotta do.

(May 14, 2014)
Yet another second-year teacher, Carl, displaygdrinstration with the following

statements:

Yes, and I'm leaving for that—they just keep pilingn. | know there’s a lot of
stuff happening at the state level that's not cayiiom educators . . . totally
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political . . . I think a lot of the time peopleegust out to make us all look like
idiots.

and

| think there’s two reasons I'm leaving the profess—one, there’s all these
things with no incentive—longer hours, more wornkd @he other big reason is
everything that goes wrong in the classroom is awtf. . . the state is saying that
teachers have been ineffective (spoken by a segeadteacher who is leaving
the profession). (May 22, 2014)

Kesha, another veteran teacher, said,

| think part of the problem is we’re so overwhelmed guess you blame the
State, but there is so much going on this yeaso.many new things being

required. . . . People are trying to be positiv,itis hard when you’re so drug
down by all these new things coming down. . . .cheas need less demands on
them.

(April 14, 2014)

Veteran Lucy explained: “It was being jammed dawn throats—a mandate—qgotta do
it" (May 21, 2014). First-year teacher Amber hhts to say: “I think it's all
overwhelming” (April 14, 2014).

Frustration was present regarding the recent maadiatposed on them in
Colorado, the three biggest being the new Statedatds, the new state assessments
beginning the 2014-2015 school year, and the neluation system (Colorado
Department of Education, 2013d, 2013e, 2013g).kloddceacher agency was expressed
in two related, but different, areas as previouslied in the interview findings: the
feeling of being overwhelmed and having limitatiguhaced on their professional
choices.

Overwhelmed
It was quite clear that many were simply feelingmvhelmed in their efforts to

do their jobs. They felt little control over théiime since they were completely filled
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with duties related to new mandates. AccordinBabinson (2012), “. . . agency seems

to be about internalizing choices, about analyznd reflecting, based on past
experiences and future trajectories. The tempgraliagency and the effects of external
culture, expectations, and assumptions constraiesable the extent to which agency
can be achieved” (p. 233). The terms “overwhelnmwdoverwhelming” were used
many times by those interviewees. Beginning teladh&ber was emphatic: “I think
everyone’s kind of overwhelmed with it. . . . Inkipeople [educators] are so
overwhelmed” (April 14, 2014). Veteran teacher lashared, “I think part of the
problem [with the requirements of the Consortiusnve’re so overwhelmed” (April 14,
2014). This expression of the frustration in nating enough time to get the job done
because of the perceived increase of requiremesdaat only expressed in spoken
answers, but in the body language of teachers @amihéstrators as they spoke their
answers and strongly reinforced what was verbaliyirmunicated. Voices rose as they
complained about the stress they felt. A toneesignation that indicated a loss of
control over their daily activities was appare8houlders were, at times, slumped and a
distant look was present as | perceived an aietdat as many of the teachers and a few
of the administrators answered questions and affdiscussion. Some, especially those
nearing the end of a long career in the classrepoke of their anticipation of retirement
and a feeling sympathy for the younger teachenmse €@ mment from veteran teacher
Lucy spoke volumes of her frustration: “I am 71§slaway from walking out
[retirement]. . . . | feel really bad for our yolwergeachers—those that are stuck—been
there too long to leave” (May 21, 2014). Carl,cauyger teacher, spoke of “leaving” for

the reason that “they [the State] just keep piitran” (May 22, 2014). Most of those
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who spoke of the frustrations of feeling overwhaiinidamed entities other than their

own district or administration. They put the blaarethe state. Carl continued, “well,
the state has to step in and do all this testimguge [the state believes] the teachers have
been ineffective” (May 22, 2014). Candy, a teachenid-career stated:

| just feel like we've worked hard to get where are and they [the state] keep

wanting to change that on us. . . . It's just fesception that our record is pretty
good and you [the state] keep telling us we hawota different or better. (May
12, 2014)

Mandy had this comment: “So, I'm not sure what wemin Denver [the state
capitol] when that was decided.” She continuede"W got what—15 things coming at
us in Colorado—and you’re destined for failure sainere” (May 14, 2014). Kesha, an
experienced teacher, commented, “As you know, @dmhas so many new things going
on in education—and so some of this all runs togyedis a blur” (April 14, 2014).

Consider the following Likert Scale survey commientesponse to Statement 6 (|
am relieved that | do not have to write curriculufh}hink the sample curriculum is
reinventing the wheel when there are other cumimd that are valid, research-based, and
work to meet all learning needs.” One other comnoerthis statement was “We have
perfectly good standardized curriculum that is eatlly being used . . . why are we
reinventing the wheel (and not a very useful wikae¢hat)?” The term “reinventing the
wheel” surfaced numerous times in the interviewpoeses and always implied that it
was a waste of time to not use something that Waady out there, regarding the time
spent adjusting curriculum and creating assessments

Several of the Likert survey respondents usedekisession to bemoan the fact
that administrators were requiring them to complasés that they felt had already been

completed. They perceived this to be wasting ttieie, thereby affecting their ability to
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exercise teacher agency. To Statement 1 (Thisoctus is a good idea for my

District), one commented, “With excellent scoregahis point, taking time away from
our current curriculum has been very detrimentaluostudents’ educational experience”
(Teacher). Another comment on Statement 1 was fitst adding one more thing to the
endless list of expectations” (Teacher). Anotlespondent commented on Statement 10
(The time | have spent in collaboration with otdestricts’ teachers has been beneficial),
“To be quite frank, | have dreaded going becaulseealo is create tests. The time, for
me, would be better spent grading, preparing lessmmother educationally related items
needed to be done in my classroom” (Teacher).e®i@tt 6 drew this comment from one
respondent: “I, for one, thought this was a hugsetevaf my time and the students!!”
(Teacher). The voluntary comments on the Likertey statements, while a mix of
positive and negative perceptions, tended to comtare negative perceptions than the

face-to-face interviews.
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S 5: My building administrator supports the effaftdshe NE Consortium and
expresses that support.
S 6: | am relieved that | do not have to write muwlum.
S 7: The activities of the NE Consortium will impeomy students’ overall education
at my school.
S 8: This consortium has made me a believer im-ghtrict collaboration.
Figure 2. Likert Survey Statements 5-8.
Limiting
In addition, the majority of teachers interviewegbeessed that their professional
judgment is being limited, or at least questionethis collaborative, by outside entities
and their new mandates. Several teachers perctiigethe adoption of a common
curriculum was limiting their professional freedoeven though the process that was
used by the state included teams of teachers. dif@stly relates to teacher agency in
that they perceived by having a curriculum mand&ethem as opposed to them being

able to design their own curriculum limited theit@nomy thereby affecting their teacher

agency, or their ability to make independent chemkaction in their classrooms based
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on their judgments and past experience. Additignaiany felt that requiring all

consortium teachers use the same unit sequencdearwas even further limiting their
professional freedom to make autonomous choicéss Was a spoken concern of the
steering committee as previously noted during galdpning meetings. Several teachers
had major disagreements with the order or sequeingeits in the State Sample
Curriculum. This was a source of disagreemenévesal of the CTTs. When asked the
guestion “Do you see this consortium as limitingiyprofessional freedom, or helpful?,”
responses mostly indicated that they definitelystdered the “agreements”—or the
items all district superintendents agreed to confto—as limiting and are exemplified
in a response such as Kesha'’s, “I think it limitsfpssional freedoms” (April 14, 2014).
Mandy stated:

| think if you poll the teachers in this buildingpey would say it's very limiting . .

. that they, not just their instructional freeddit they and | feel like our

professional judgment is not trusted. You'd fihdttif you’d come into the

lunchroom and hear a couple of our intermediatehiea—very experienced,

very strong teachers—I think you'd find that. (Mb4, 2014)
Statements similar to these were common in answirat particular question. Carl
stated, “I saw it as a bit constrictive (pause€gdose | do what | want” (May 22, 2014).
However, not all those interviewed saw the Congortagreements as limiting their
professional freedom. Veteran teacher Ashleydtédfes far as I'm concerned, it's
finally a direction” (May 8, 2014). Heather sdids a first year teacher, | don’'t” (April
21, 2014). Candy said, “I think we see it as hdlpfit reiterates what we’ve been

doing” (May 12, 2014). Obviously, these did notgegve the State Sample Curriculum

limiting in any way, as others did.
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Administrator Bart stated, “I think we [my staffgfinitely did—Ilimiting what |

do every day—more so after the first two or thresetings” (May 5, 2014). Two
administrators perceived it was a “mixed bag,” vatime seeing it as limiting, and others
seeing it as helpful in that it gives them guidance
One respondent on the Likert survey wrote this cemitl have not received
any benefit from participating and neither havestudents. Rather, | feel that the exams
| am now giving my students [developed though Canso collaboration] are not as
rigorous [as the ones | made and used before]’qfi@. To Statement 6 (I am relieved
| don’t have to write my own curriculum.), one resdent wrote: “Am relieved we don’t
have to write curriculum, but resent being told weeteach and when to teach it. | think
teaching is a fluid process and needs creativifgacher). Speaking of trust and
commenting on Statement 5 (My building administratgpports the efforts of the
Northeast Consortium and regularly expresses thgi@t when discussing it in
meetings and with individuals.), one respondenti@iro
It appears as if the administrator is not trustmgskills as an instructor and is
relying on someone else’s ideas [that Sample Guwmic writers]. . . . This
prevents me from meeting the educational needsycftodents as well as
eliminates any creativity that | may have as atruasor. (Teacher)
Another frustrated respondent commented on Statein@rhis consortium is a good
idea for my District.):
| see incredible frustration with the Consortiumagnm the teachers in my district.
Curricula that has served us well in areas suchath is being discarded. Skills
are being taught in an order that does not maksesten the students and often
before students are developmentally ready. (Adrmatisr)

After rating Statement 6 (I am relieved | don’t bae write curriculum.) as

strongly disagregthe comment was added, “I believe there is afletell-justified
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concern among the teachers in my district thasthdents’ education will suffer because

teachers were forced by their superintendentst@gohing poorly sequenced units of
study” ((Teacher). When commenting on the newdsieas, one respondent stated:

The new state standards are not about innovalibey are merely tougher

standards embraced by lawmakers who mistakenlk that if we just ask more

of our students, they will miraculously deliver..merely adopting tougher

standards is not a solution to solving our educaliproblems. (Administrator)
These comments and others expressed great frastedibut not being trusted as
teachers to actually perform the job, thereforeltegy in creation of all these new
requirements and mandates that limited their ilial professional freedom to make
decisions.

In my observations of the CTT groups, the mostmmmm and obvious frustration
stated was the fact that it had been decided kowdhe sequence set forth in the State
Sample Curriculum (Colorado Department of Educatiifi4). Disagreements about the
order of the units and even the importance ofiattidts following the same sequence
were prevalent in the first CTT meeting held ont8eyber 30, 2013 where | was a
facilitator. We agreed on a compromise: teactwensld reorder their units to follow the
State Sample Curriculum for the current school y2@13-2014), and the topic of

sequencing would be revisited at the end of theemwéc year, with possible changes for

subsequent years.
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Figure 3. Likert survey statements 9-10.

In summary, lack of teacher agency was a strongéhéat | found in teachers’
interview data. It was manifested among the teachiaterviewed as a perceived lack of
time to complete all tasks given to them by othérkey used the term “overwhelmed”
consistently. Another manifestation of a lackeddher agency was the perception that
this Consortium was limiting their abilities to neallecisions regarding curriculum,
including scope and sequence and assessments.nisttators were sympathetic with
the teachers’ perceptions, but somewhat expeced based on data collected from
earlier meeting statements and observations. Ewrgh administrators voiced

sympathy that teachers did not have more ageney,at decided that their districts
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would conform to the Consortium agreements, ongloth was to require the teachers

to use the State Sample Curriculum — thereby redueiacher agency. Creating
common assessments, another agreement of the @onsdecided upon by the
superintendents, also reduced teachers agency aréla of administering their own
independently created assessments to their students

Perceptions Regarding the
Effects of Experience

One question asked in the interviews was “Do yerc@ive there is any
difference in the acceptance or resistance tactimsortium based on age or experience
of staff?” The responses to this questions indat&hat most thought that there was a
direct correlation between the resistance to thesGdium and the number of years in the
classroom. First-year teacher Heather stated:
| really do thinks there’s a difference. | thirletmore or longer a person teaches,
the more convinced they become that their way iking—and the more they’'ve
invested to make sure it's working—so, I've seed heard that teachers that are
closer to retirement are more ambivalent aboutiele process. | think it's a
better situation for teachers like me who are newApril 21, 2014)
Carla, a younger teacher, said:
There are some older teachers who have done tthiegame way—I know one
who even uses the same plan book every year. éndlsink that they don’t
necessarily embrace change very well. Also, $fritbt broke, why fix it?
They've had good scores. (May 7, 2014)
Veteran teacher Ashley said, “Yes, the older we thetmore we do not want to play . . .
and other teachers have said the young like itusec# gives them ideas and guidance”
(May , 2014). Nancy, a young teacher, stated:
| see more resistance from older teachers—and Bked, they’ve been doing the
same thing for years, and they feel like it's watkand, plus, they've had to go

through more changes, whereas new teachers, wetrggtting started. (May 14,
2014)
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These and other comments clearly indicated a pgocepmong most of the
teachers that longevity in the profession did, edjaffect the perceptions of the
participants. The perception was that the longearéicipant had been teaching, the more
resistant toward the Consortium implementation.

Likewise, administrators also had definite percapiregarding the effect
longevity of teaching had on the perceptions oftéaehers towards the Consortium.
Administrator Kristi responded with her perceptafrteachers’ opinions to the question:

| think it relates to experience . . . experieraelty plays into it—so if you've

been teaching 10 years and you've got your sysigunefd out . . . it's got to be

really stifling for someone to say “No we’re goitmydo this now,” I'd have a

hard time with it for sure. (June 2, 2014)

Marlin, an administrator, responded that “they [yoenger teachers] don’t know any
better. They're going to listen to you. Olderdleers, who've had success, why do we
have to change something that's been successfid®e(2, 2014). Administrator Marlin
had this opinion: “Depends on how many years tepeen teaching” (June 2, 2014).
Administrator Breck offered, “Older teachers seasitmore limiting, and younger see it
as more helpful” (May 1, 2014). The perceptiort thair teachers saw the Consortium
agreements as limiting their professional freedowh @ dependent on the number of
years of teaching experience that each teachewhadgpoken by four of the six
administrators.

My observations in working with teachers in then€artium as a CTT facilitator
corroborated this finding. The acceptance or tasce of the Consortium that | observed

was, at times, experience-based. Most of the &gadch my CTT group with many years’

experience seemed to grudgingly comply as obsearmddecorded in my field notes.
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My own career experience has been mixed regardingltng a person has been

teaching affects their attitudes towards acceptig initiatives. | worked with many
teachers over the years and have witnessed accepifinew initiatives by beginner
teachers and those with many years of experienteagual reluctance or enthusiasm.

Yet again, there seemed to be broad agreement éetive teachers and the
administrators that a teacher’s experience affeitteid perceptions of the Consortium.
Generally, they agreed that the longer a teacheé:tdngght, the more resistant they were
to the Consortium initiative. Again, the teachexpressed this more often and gave
concrete examples of scenes they had witnessedhwhpported their perceptions.
Administrative Leadership

In the meetings and in the interviews, administsagxpressed a belief that their
leadership was important in order to make thisatulation a success. As the
development of the Consortium evolved and was fed¢@sound Consortium Team Time
(CTT), superintendents and principals decided eatlyat their initial meetings)—and
later at the steering committee meetings—that & iwgportant for the superintendents
and principals to be the facilitators of the CTowps, to be seen as active participants —
a lead by example approach. The interviews l&i@farced this thought. Mandy’s
comment was as simple as “[named a superintendemtvas her facilitator] is our
leader, and has done an amazing job” (May 14, 20THjs does not indicate that the
superintendent was the only one who could have darfamazing” job, but she did
seem to appreciate the superintendent’s involvem@éfitile administrative leadership

perceived as “good” by the teachers was importaatCTT group’s success, some
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administrators were not perceived as effectiveheeiwas the group perceived as

successful. Lucy, a veteran teacher, said:

(named a superintendent who was the facilitatdrenfgroup)’s been great—[she]
understood where we were coming from as a grouput when talking to other
teachers in my school—math, not so much—it’'s gdagdhis way and this way,
and I'm not sure where they are . . . they werérfgevery frustrated. (May 21,
2014)

Lucy also said:

We'd go through the complete writing process [befibre Consortium] . . . [but]

if you look at the State Curriculum, that doesrsttdat now, so | just put it in my
principal’s and superintendent’s hands and just, s&iou know. | can change, or
| can do what we’ve always done.” They said, “Yaaiter do what you’re going
to be tested on,”—so, we will not have the immearsiowriting. (May 21, 2014)

When asked about the how the superintendent intemtithe Consortium idea in her

district, Ashley, complimenting her superintendesdted:

Carla,

| go to school board meetings with my husbandraltime, so he actually started
with the board and said, “I'm thinking about thiea. . . . you may see . . . you
may hear . . . ‘cause it's going to be differeBut, I'm going to be talking with
the teachers and wanted to give you a heads up.mé&y get calls.” The next
thing he did—he makes us a meal twice per year-hesgat with us and said,
“What do you think about this? You all have a woic . you're all professionals,

and this is how we can have a voice” . . . he bedndeas off us, and we shared
with him. And then, he said, “OK, I'm having thiseeting . . . principals
involved” . . . [he was] very, very open about whatwas doing, about the

process. He just said, “I don’t believe that ttegesshould decide about your
assessments . . . you need to decide . . . youtoegst together and just kept
visiting,” and finally, he said, “I've visited withll of you . . . we've had these
discussions . . . and not all of you will be oniaba. . but I'm making the
decision, and | hope you will come along with me amake this decision
positive.” Lots of conversations and prep worklay 8, 2014)

a teacher, when asked the same questioh, sai

Starting off . . . he’s had some wonderful clagsefiow to shape, how to prepare
people for change. And, we've had the shared kshgemodel, and we started
talking about this the year before this past y&awme people didn’t find out last
year until the last week of school. So, I think district has done a great job
preparing is for this—a lot of this is packaging-eytve done a nice job with

that. (May 7, 2014)
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Candy, a teacher, commented:

We have great leadership in Mr. (she named thersipedent) and through the

last few years of working with him, we put a lottafist in him, and when he said

this was going to make us better teachers anddwelptudents along the way, we

were on board . . . we trust our administratorayM2, 2014)

The administrators also perceived that their legtdpr including personal
involvement, was important in its success. Krstie of the administrators, stated, “I
feel it was huge to have our principals in it wetrerybody” (June 2, 2014).
Administrators apparently perceived that their &xatip in sticking to the agreements
committed to in the initial meetings was importai¢hen asked his role in the
Consortium, Marlin, an administrator, said:

| think | need to make sure our teachers understdrydwe’re doing it because

without buy-in from them, it’'s not going to work . biggest challenge is

motivating veteran teachers, and veteran teachatsate very good at what

they've done for a long time, and veteran teactie&aswere my mentors. . . .

They're blanket talks to the whole staff, but thi¢s,more one-on-one talks with

them—they’re watching you [as a leader]. . . . Viéérdtely went through

leadership and went through accountability [spegkinaccountability

committee], and then we went through staff meetindsine 2, 2014)

He was describing the leadership actions takemepaying the staff for the Consortium
participation. He continued, “I think you just leaio stay positive, understand
frustrations, but focus on how it [the Consortiwwah be helpful . . . positivity across the
board makes a big difference” (June 2, 2014). Breden asked to describe his role,
said:

Leader—somebody who's in it with them—maybe asaantmate at some point,

and again we talked about a lot of times that oag o get them on board is to

give them ownership, but if we ever get to that ewship piece, there’s got to be

some real guidance in there, someone that keedepen course. (May 1,
2014).
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While administrative leadership was spoken of imynaf the interviews as being

essential to the success of this consortium, italss reinforced in the Likert survey.
Statement 5 (My building administrator supportseéfferts of the Northeast Consortium
and regularly expresses that support when disagigsim meetings and with individuals.)
had the second-highest average rating of all 18topres, surpassed only by Statement 9
(I grew up in a rural setting.). One commentedios statement: “My building
administrator supports . . . but also takes intesateration the thoughts and concerns
that we have as classroom teachers.” Anotherdst&Deir administrator is a staunch
supporter of the Consortium.” Speaking about aigneith poor leadership as the reason
this respondent would not choose continued pasimp in the Consortium, the
comment was written: “Our group was misguided ftbie beginning, and the experience
has not been beneficial to my classroom progragtdtement 5 (My building
administrator supports the efforts of the NE Cotigor . . .) drew this comment from
one respondent: “My principal does support the ©dnsn. She also listens very well to
us teachers” (Teacher).

These comments support others made in interviedsaso the comments made
at the numerous Steering Committee meetings diedusarlier. As stated earlier, | was a
participant in the early meetings where our roketeaders were discussed in detail. |
stated my opinion that we, as superintendents,|dliake an active role as group
facilitators as we developed the design of the Gdnsn at the meeting held on February
5, 2013. The others agreed, and we decided thatuld also be important for our
principals to join in as facilitators, thereby figrestablishing our roles as educational

leaders of our districts.
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While teachers perceived that when administratorsiged “good” leadership in

the CTT groups, they were generally perceived asessful. However, the opposite
perception was also true. There was an appregiatitong most of the teachers based on
their comments that administrators led by exampké Consortium. Administrators
also perceived from comments in the original plagmneetings, and in comments from
the interviews that their direct involvement wodidplay a lead by example approach
and would be well perceived. Therefore, not ontytde administrators predict this
perception of teachers in their preliminary meetirtgey also reinforced it by their
interview comments. Ashley, Carla, and Candy, kingeof their own superintendents
were very complimentary of them, praising themédoctions they took in preparing their
staffs for the Consortium implementation. Of caymy position of being a
superintendent colleague of their superintendemngbtnhave influenced them to say
positive things, in case it got back to them thioutg.

Purpose of Collaboration
Questioned

Those interviewed repeatedly expressed a sentithantiealt with the purpose of
the Consortium. The stated and perceived purpbgedCTT groups was to align
curriculum with the State Sample Curriculum andreate common assessments that
were to be given to all students at the appropged€ee level and subject in each
participating district. The results of those assgnts would be shared and analyzed to
instruct teaching. However, most of those intamad were not happy with the above
purpose of the Consortium and offered input on vitvay thought the purpose should be.
John, one of the younger teachers, stated, “| weisegl to get into it just because |

wanted to be able to talk to other (names his stibjea) teachers more about strategies .
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.. (pauses as he describes his role with a negethe) my role seems to be an

assessment maker” (April 7, 2014). Heather expeeker frustration with the current
purpose: “But, | question how long it will take tosget to the point where we can just
collaborate because we’re so focused with just ngathe test” (April 21, 2014). Carla
stated her frustration with the purpose of the @Irdup time in this way:
We were working on common assessments . . . wentaverking on
interventions, and | hope we get there becaudbaliesting in the world isn’t
going to help us if we're just collecting data, amefre not adjusting our teaching
. . . maybe becoming that sharing community whexecan share our resources
and expertise. (May 7, 2014)
Carl, a second-year teacher, said that “I thijth2 CTT group] was more beneficial just
the networking and collaboration . . . the commsseasment, | don’t know how
successful that will be” ( May 22, 2014). Mandyt guhis way:
| don’t want to write a test. | didn’t go into ezhtion to write tests. So, | really
don’t know if it makes sense to—I don't think ij®od use of our time. . . . |
think a better use of our time is taking a lotleé bverwhelming amount of data
that Colorado already has . . . | just think timeeticould absolutely be spent doing
things more productive—[talk about] some resourtak,about strategies,
activities. (May 14, 2014)
When asked to list her biggest concerns going fatwehe said, “My first concern is if
we only stay focused on adding more assessmemits\dt sure that’s going to drive
instruction in any way, shape, or form” (May 2212a). Another similar comment from
beginning teacher Amber was that “If we could gstand collaborate about strategies
and stuff, | think that would be more useful thanariting assessments and tearing
everything [current curriculum] apart” (April 14024). Nancy’s comment regarding the
CTT groups’ purpose was “but | wish we just had entime to collaborate different ways

that we’re teaching in the classroom, not so mumh We're assessing it, [but] how is it

taught” (May 14, 2014)?
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Some administrators also expressed the desirbdgourpose of the collaboration

to move away from developing common assessmengslinylan administrator, believed
the focus of the CTT Groups should change:

| think if we can maybe steer away from assessnelhtde bit more and start to

get into other stuff—my staff loves collaboratigeople to talk to that are in their

same grade level—they just don’t have that anchitge for them . . . they’re not
exactly sure why we’re writing the assessmentsl think if it doesn’t change its
primary focus, which is writing assessments righwnthat it's going to go away.

(June 2, 2014)

Kristi, another administrator, said:

We haven't gotten into the meat of what true cailalion . . . and gotten past the

assessments . . . to what true collaboration adtcatiegies . . . and if I've heard

one thing from the teachers, they would like tdtshaway from assessments.

(June 2, 2014)

My own experience as a participant observer comatled the findings from the
teachers and administrators. | consistently heamdy CTT group meetings and in
casual conversations that | had at meetings anch@neachers across the Consortium the
desire that we would quit spending time on writtmgnmon assessments and talk about
things more meaningful to teachers such as teadtiategies and practices used among
our districts.

The Likert survey also strongly supported the mitar responses regarding the
desire for it to change the purpose of the Consortaway from assessment making and
toward collaboration about teaching practices. Miagority of those randomly selected
teachers and administrators wanted the CTT graupsove away from collaborating on
curriculum alignment with the State Sample Curucnland the common assessments

and move only toward collaboration on teachingtsgigs, remediation ideas, teacher

resources and activity ideas. One respondendstdtiink if we met a few times of the
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years to collaborate on teaching strategies, tbaldvbe beneficial” (Administrator),

when commenting on Statement 7 (The activitiehefME Consortium will improve my
students’ overall education at my school.). Anotwmnment was included, “nor did we
have time to discuss best practices and instruatstnategies. If we are able to have
these conversations in the future, | think the @oimsm will help me improve my
teaching practices” (Teacher). Still another staté/e have not gotten to the point of
discussing what we can do to improve student legtronly written assessments”
(Administrator). One stated, “If they want to conie the CTT for 2014-2015, they
would be better off to have teachers bring suppteaiectivities that work well within
the units” (Teacher). Several others shared th@itions in comments about
collaborating with a different focus: “It would laegood idea to meet with other teachers
of the same grade level and get to talk about sssneed help with” (Teacher), “In
collaborating with other teachers, | have brougitkideas | was able to implement. As
far as the assessments developed, ‘NO.’ | thiekKdbnsortium could help if we focused
our efforts more on helping each other pedagogicedther than common assessments”
(Teacher), and “We have not discussed teachindipeac We have developed tests”
(Administrator). These and other comments strongjlyforce the desire of many in the
Consortium that the purpose of the collaboratiosusthmove away from common
assessment development and toward sharing besicpsathat individual teachers have
used successfully.

A recurring theme | heard from teachers during@Ad& time in which | was
facilitator was regarding the desire that collalioracould involve more than creating

common assessments. This finding corroboratesahsistent finding from the
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interviews that a desire to change the purposkeoCionsortium was prevalent among the

teacher participants. Interview data from admratstrs and through the Likert survey
responses also corroborated these findings. Hawiwen observations and field note
from the earliest meetings, the administrators weeeones who decided that the purpose
of the collaboration would be common assessmergldpment at the very beginning of
the Consortium.
Positive Outlook

Even though many of those interviewed and those kdd responded to the
Likert survey had concerns and expressed thatwioeyd like to see some changes in the
Consortium’s purpose and agreements, all but BeoflR teachers interviewed responded
“yes” when asked during the interview if they codlketide whether to continue
participating or not in the Consortium. Howevarlyod of those did not qualify their
choice based on changing or tweaking the purptsetsre, and time frame of the
present Consortium. The more positive commentsidea this one from a teacher who
had taught for a few years, Candy:

| truly believe . . . talking and spending time lwgeople who were doing the

same thing | was, was just such a relief . . .inglko people in the same boat as

I'min. ... 1 would definitely go back. (May 12014)
John, a beginner teacher, stated “Oh, | definieuld keep working on it. |1 don’t want
to scrap it yet” (April 7, 2014).

Others, while answering that they would contirned some qualifications in
their positive response. Nancy predicted rougrersadhead: “I would continue it. . . . |
really enjoy getting out and meeting with otherctears and seeing what they're doing.

I’'m thinking, next year, it's going to be a mess-agieng and writing” (May 14, 2014).
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Mandy, said, “I guess, ‘cause | always want thé beboth worlds, probably choose to

continue . . . and glean what | could, but it wolidnice to have the pressure off to not
have those deadlines” [for completion of the asvesss] (May 14, 2014). Heather, a
first-year teacher, said this: “I would continualdrope for modifications . . . maybe
fewer meetings . . . using those other days irctagsroom . . . heard a lot of discussion
about that” (April 21, 2014). Answers from thoséerviewed, both the teachers and the
administrators, concurred that the CTT Groups neééadenove away from assessment
building and into more collaborating with teachsttategies, resources, and activity
ideas.

Two individuals interviewed also responded affitively when asked if they
would choose to continue, but had some fairly negatatements with their answer.
Carla indicated that “I would probably say ‘yes'—mogly concern is with the writing
portion [reading and writing will be the curriculuanea dealt with in 2014-2015] ... I'm
hoping we don’t end up dumbing it [the curriculudgwn, so that’'s going to be my hill
that | want to die on” (May 7, 2014).

Comments from the two individuals who said they ldowot choose to continue
were the most negative. Veteran teacher AshlagdtaSelfishly, my group has not
been as congenial or cohesive as | would've lilsedselfishly, | do not want to go back
and feel that atmosphere . . . so, selfishly, ‘(®fay 8, 2014). Veteran teacher Kesha
had this comment: “If this was the only thing wergvdoing this year, the fact that | have
so much on my plate, | would say, ‘forget it” (Abt4, 2014). Therefore, while most of

those interviewed indicated that they would corginthe feeling was not unanimous.
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Several administrators also had positive commegarding continuing in the

Consortium: from Breck: “Yeah, absolutely, | dotiitnk we’d be anywhere close to
addressing the standards—I do know we’re far alfeaich where we’d have been
without the Consortium]” (May 1, 2014). Possibhetmost positive comment came
from this mid-career administrator, Arlene: “Abstaly, absolutely 100%. . . . | think it's
better than fried ice cream” (May 5, 2014). Admtrmtors interviewed also indicated
they would stay in the Consortium, but had somdifiers along with their answers.
Two administrators thought it was a good ideavibtdered if it was too big in scope
and might have worked better if it had been dowetkizBart stated:

| think so . . . there have been mornings when $aigl, “We're, could we just

have done it ourselves or with just (named a naghf district). How would it

be different if we had split into two groups?” ¢'wondered that . . . could you

just be a little more agile or clearer or more cstesit? (May 5, 2014)

Kristi said, “I've had my fight-or-flight moments.. . If | could, | would downsize
everything . . . just downsize it so it's not thisavy lift” (June 2, 2014). Doris, an
administrator who had expressed doubts in her aissaeswered the question this way:
“I think 1 would say ‘yes’ because I think the béiteecould go far, but | would tweak it
differently. | would not do assessments first” (A@, 2014).

Administrator Marlin had this comment after a Igrause: “That’s tough . . . right
now, | think you almost have to see it out one m@ar to see where it goes because
after one year, how do you assess something” (Jud@14). Hardly a strong
endorsement, but neither a complete rejectioneflbnsortium. Also interesting since
in his role as principal, he assesses teacherf@mpeances based on one year of evidence,

as required by the Teacher Effectiveness Act (@GoloDepartment of Education,

2013e).
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Again, the Likert survey results showed agreemetiit the interview responses

when it came to expressing a desire, even witthalhegative comments, to remain in
the Consortium. When comparing the respondentsngents to their rating, the rating
would seem to slant toward the positive. For edangme comment on Statement 1 (The
Consortium is a good idea for my District.) was:uth of the time is wasted waiting for
answers. Different groups get different directicanrsd there is no template for the tests.
It's frustrating” (Teacher). By any judgment, tissa negative-toned comment.
However, the rating put down for this question wasatral Another rated the same
statement aagree even though the comment was:
Only for red-tape reasons—documentation, etc. THAhat | lose productive
time for it . . . in-service days are now for Congon stuff, which means | have
to spend personal time [weekends/evenings] keegngith grading, planning,
activity/lab setup, etc. (Teacher)
On Statement 10 of the survey (The time | have tsipecollaboration with other
districts’ teacher has been beneficial.), one nedpot scored trongly agreebut
included this comment:
However, | would like to point out that the lesadstured collaboration has been
beneficial—I could live without the rest. The freéiscussions have been
amazing. But allow us to focus on what we see/e&pee in our classroom,
rather than focusing on a task. As the unit tastscompleted, | see this
Consortium being more productive, but that is ayteerm goal, and | will be
irritated in the meantime. (Teacher)
These and other comments added by respondentg carvey show a negative feeling
about the particular statement, but the rating semore positive than the comment. It
also appears to be another plea for teacher agdiscyssed above.

The number of respondents rating Statement 2c@ild choose right now, |

would choose to continue participation in the Cotism.) asagreeor strongly agree
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was 40 out of 75, or 53%. It is paradoxical thagrethough many who chose to write

comments wrote negative comments regarding matiyeodspects of the Consortium as
it is presently configured, overall they still supied the idea of staying in it. The
number of respondents rating the survey Statem€hhis consortium is a good idea for
my district.) anagreeor strongly agreavas given also 40 out of 75 (53%). Finally, 47
out of 75, or 63%, either agreed or strongly agneed Statement 10 (The time | have
spent has been beneficial.). In examining all cemt$ made on the Likert survey and
classifying them as a negative comment or a p@sg¢omment, the vast majority of
comments written were negative.

Sixteen of 18 teachers and administrators intere@teimndicated that they would
choose to stay in the Consortium. Several teachgressed to me in the CTT meetings
and also in informal conversations that they siaelgenoped that their district would
continue in the Consortium for the next year. Nbgervations of the organizational
meetings, researcher journal notes, and meetingnsui@s all provided data that
indicated a positive attitude and outlook for coning participation in the Consortium by
most participants. With some of the negative comsienade in interviews, and on the
Likert survey, the findings that many would chotsstay in the Consortium was
somewhat surprising.

Teachers tended to be more negative in their cortemegarding the Consortium
than administrators. Several administrators peeckthe unrest among the teachers.
However, all the administrators expressed the désistay in the Consortium, and 10 of

the 12 teachers interviewed agreed.
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Summary

In summary, to respond directly to research questim: What were the
perceptions of the wo specific stakeholder groagdsjinistrators and teachers, regarding
the Consortium’s formation, leadership, and potmutcomes?, | found the following
themes: (a) suspicion that the effort would fadk@yaover time as had others; (b) a
longing for teacher agency (concern regarding aqpaion of lack of control over their
profession); (c) perception that their districtthv@nistrative leadership was vital in any
kind of initiative if it was to be successful; (ihat the purpose of any collaboration as
perceived by the teachers was an important fasttirdir acceptance or resistance; and
(e) that, generally, teachers had a positive okttegarding the opportunities for
collaboration, even though many concerns abouitpose existed. | used the interview
transcriptions from the administrators and teactediscover these themes. Generally
there was more agreement among the perceptioeadfi¢rs and administrators than
differences. In addition, my research journal adidsight from meetings, discussions,
and the interviews and these also corroborateéirttlangs from the interviews. The
Likert survey responses also corroborated thevigess regarding the major themes that
| found. Summaries of meetings where concerns dismissed and that were prepared
by NEBOCES personnel and distributed to the supsrdents also gave voice to the
themes that emerged from interview data.

Question 3
Q3 In what ways did the characteristics of rur&los communities influence

stakeholders’ perceptions of the implementatiothefinter-district
curriculum collaborative?
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In order to address this question, observationg wene, field notes were written,

semi-structured interviews were used, and domaatyais was conducted. A Likert
survey was developed, and one statement includéekisurvey was used to corroborate
the rural backgrounds of those participants inGbasortium who chose to complete the
survey. These sources of data produced three rinaglongs in response to research
guestion three: the rural culture themes of ismhatindependence, and competition did
affect the perceptions of the participants in rdgarthe acceptance and or resistance to
the Consortium.
Isolation

Several respondents pointed out that in answehiagjtiestions in the interviews
and sometimes in the general discussion that acaoieg the answers they felt alone in
their buildings. They were the only teacher whbei taught their particular grade level
(elementary) or their subject (secondary). Mandsesl, “Most schools have only one
teacher per grade” (May 14, 2014). When asked tigabenefits were in joining the
Consortium, Bobbie, a teacher, said, “I can go vernhe English teacher who's really a
good friend, but what goes on in her classroono idiferent from what goes on in my
classrooms, that she’s not been able to offer.a Bhe continued “The problem with
small schools is that you customize so much basezl/ery teacher that when you
replace that teacher, it's like all the gears havmove . . . but in larger districts [with]
several teachers at each grade level . . . whenshedents] move up [to the next grade],
they’re not going to go from this teacher to tl@adher, but from this level to this level”
(June 12, 2014). Amber used the term “one tratiganing the only teacher in her

grade, and continued, “I like working with othenstrgrade teachers. I'm the only one,
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so it’s nice to be able to talk with them.” Howewshen | asked her if she ever talked

with them in between the monthly meetings, she, s&id” (April 14, 2014). When
Nancy was asked what she thought the motivationferdser district’'s decision to
participate in the Consortium, she answered, “Sontg have one teacher for grades or
even for two grades” (May 14, 2014). Candy talkbdut the relief it was for her to be
able to talk to other “people in the same boatrasn . . . such a relief” (May 12, 2014).
This finding may also relate to the finding fronettiata regarding that fact that most
participants wanted to continue in the Consortiaugn when questioning its purpose.

When asked what she would have used for curricuflnar district had not
adopted the State Sample Curriculum, first-yeacthteaHeather stated, “I would
probably have just had to figure it out. . . . luhdive just jumped in. And, | probably
would’ve used the textbook as a guide. Lookingkbamw, | would not count on using
the textbook for anything” (April 21